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APPENDIX A . = S e

‘A DESCRIPTION OF THE APPBAACH AND TASKS : R

- A. The Original ‘Scope of Work. _’} . o C T

'consisting of personal interviews with: -parents, citizens, a ] :

@ . ’ b

‘The original contract included four sequential but slightly

overlapping stages: o -
Stage l: -Data Colleption'and Formulation of ériteria S )

This stage involved our "initial data gathering efforts

principals, teachers, LAUSD
county administrators, city
cators from cities near Los
mation and statistics &bout
budgets; pupil performance,

administrators and board members,
government personnel, and edu-
‘Angeles. We also gathéred infor-
the LAUSD school system, its
teacher transfers, racial and

ethnic composiiion, ‘and. related data from the county and other . .
f . large urban,unified school‘districts During this stage, the ’
Joint Committee~held five. public hearings for citizens through- .
out LAUSD, plus one in Sacramento- for superintendents and board
members of other large°urban unified school districts in Gali-
. fornda. - et °
The specific focus of this dtage was to-identify and .
pattern key problems or dysfunctions, probe for cause of such
problems, and determine what has worked to ameliorate prob—
lems and why. From this information, we sought to define
criteria with which to measure the appropriateness of the two
major organizational alternatives.
Stage 2: Synthesis of Information and Specification of
Alternatives

‘This step was to develop and specify the two major
alternatives as well as significant modifications for reorga-
nizing the school district. The two alternatives, plus at- '

- tractive modifications, were to be specified and tested agalnst
the defined criteria. The alternatives and modifications
surviving this initial screening process were to Jbe written
up in brief discussion papers for more extensive testing.

- : v —~ N
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(It was at this point that the scope of the work was expanded
# . and a second contract for the expanded scope was executed.
" The" expanded scope was to be performed .in the same stages —a
; remaining. See -the section on expanded scope of work pre~
e BN sented later in this report.)

-

o

-
S -

“ : ‘ . Stage‘3: Testing of Alternatives with Representatives of
R ) . Community Groups, the School System, and the
s ’ . * . Joint Committee

P . . . 1

"The two alternatives and those modifications which
appeared most promising as acticdns to improve representation
_ and resﬁonsiyeness'to educational need were discussed thor-
. ) dughly with a variety of parties-in-interest. Political,

. sgocial, economic, and, of course, educational implications
were discussed_with community representatives. ‘

Organizational implications, operational feasibilities
. and costs, and financing implications were explored with
school system representatdives as well as probable effects on
the learning of students. Legal constraints on the implemen-
. tation of these’ alternatives and modifications also were
v . - checked. Results of these explorations and digcussions were
reviewed with the Jdint Committee and its counselors, The .
advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives and modifi-
" cations were noted, and those which appeared to be immediately
feasible of implementation, or close to it, were selected for
) write—up- in the final stage.

#

~ Stage #: The Writing of the Final Report ‘
. ' <o\ :
oo - The reorganizational alternatives plus those modifications (
which passed the test of Stage 3 were written up as policy plans,
N with the modifications appearing as optional variations in less e
detail. Eaeh alternative in the report contains )

a discussion of the rationale upon which it is based, a com—
parison of its major advantages and disadvantages as seen by

’ : representatives of key parties-in-interest, and our own judge-
ments of the degree to which it meets the defined criteria
and 1s operationally feasible. We have also indicated our
recommendations as to the preferred strategy and rationale for ,

reorganizing large urban school districts.
[} . o

A
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B. Expanded Scope of Work

"As work progressed through Stage 1 and the beginning of Stage
2, it became apparent that alternatives other than the two
agreed upon in the first contract needed consideration, that
additional information and data on costs and staffing were

" needed, and that the complete spectrum of alternatives needed

‘to be discussed with and evaluated by parent and citizen
opinion leaders throughqut LAUSD. A second contract extending“
the scope of work within the remaining stages was executed.

The additional tasks under the expanded scope were as. follows

1, 'Analysis of Patterns of Actqu_Besource Application
among Schools with Different Degree of Student
Need 4
_—0
Recent study of data from several research pro}ects
(including the Coleman survey) suggests that school and
teacher characteristics do, in fact, make a difference on
student achievement even when the other effects of environ-
" ment and socio-economic characteriatics of peers are held
constant. The purpose of this task was to see whether or not
to what degree additional or higher quality resocurces have
been differentially applied to schools with heavy concen-
trations of poorly achieving students.”

_Data was collected and analyzed from a sample of 15
elementary -schools, three schools in each of the five areas
of Los Angefes selected so a8 to represent a wide range of
average student achievement among the three schools of each
area.

»
]

Since the LAUSD Board and administration now believe S
that resources should bg and are being allocated in accordance
with student need, this task was to demonsttrate the axtent to
which their intentions are_being carried out. -

' This a@nalysis also assisted in identif&ing kinds of
 information that should be included in a management information
system to be used in deciding upon the allocation of resources
among schools.' The work -has been summarized and is presented

as Appendix ¢ in this report.
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‘ 2L,-Ana;yses Pertaining to the Decentralization of
) Instructional Management and Personnel Administration

Fungtions ’ -

While the preceding task explored the degree to which
additional or better restBurces are being made available to
schools with high concentrations of low-achieving students,
we already knew that principals did nat feel that there was
sufficient latitude afforded to local schools in the manage-
ment and flexible application of available resources. There- e
fore, this task was to explore the opportunities for decen-
tralizing selected functions and administrative decision-making
prerogatives to local schools or to atténdance groups or
clusters (the equivalent of K-12 complexes). A

A Basically, the pﬁrposes of this task were to:

(a) Define what functions and prerogatives should be
located at the local school or attendance cluster level in
y . order to-facilitate the deldvery of ''quality," i.e., in-
dividualized instruction; .

(b) Determine the nature of staffing pagterns at those
\\ levels required to carry out those defined functions;

(¢c) Cost out those staffing requirements and multiply
those costs by the ndmber of such management units required
in the district; !//&g . Y

(d) Determine the costs of central office and area \

. professional and supporting staff devoted to the basic functions
of curriculum and instructiondl supervision, professional per-=
sonnel administration, and professional development and in-

. service training;

(e) Outline the characteristics of an information system
useful in decision-making at lower (local schools and/or attend-
ance - cluster) levels or at higher (subdist¥ict or zone
levels); and .

(f) Determine the cost differential, if any, of reassign-

ing all--or all but the top, coordinative management--of such

i functions to local school or attendance cluster levels. This
could include an analysis of how much, 1if anything, it would
cost to.achieve desired {ncremental staffing at local levelg,
over and above the savings effected by reallocating salected
central office and area staff (or their cost equivalents) to »

&5 the local levels.

¢
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This work is presented in Appendix H. The results have
. been used in preparing the report, and the costs have heen
aggregated to show an estimate of what such a conversion of
LAUSD Schools ‘would cost in terms of total direct instructional
..~ costs. '

The two sides of this activdty, central staff analysis and
local differentiated staffing, have been considered
together in terms of whether or not savings from redeployment
of selected central office and area personnel (or their cost
equivalents) will equal or exceed the increased cost for the
differentiated staffing plan for local schqgols or attendance 5
clusters. M

3. Additional Interactions and Explorations with Members
of the Community

All eight of the possible reorganization alternatives were
discussed and evaluated by parents and citizen opinion leaders:
in 18 work sessions conducted throughout the LAUSD. The purposes
of these sessions were to:

* Evaluate and modify key alternative ways of reor-
! ganizing large urban school districts.
° Examine the reasons for accepting or rejecting the
. various alternatives. ‘
°

Identify priorities of criteria from citizens'
points of view.

The information gathered and analyzed was used- in preparing our

report. - The work itself has many implications for the
legislators and is summarized in Appendix E,
L S

4, Exploration of Districting Alternatives

Among the manv issuesd relating to school diastrict reorgani-
zation ig the important one of establishing boundarias of
. proposed new forms of districts, subdistricts, zones or
""attendance areas.

Fal
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We have examined the ways in which various districting alterna-
tives support or conflict with selected reorganization alterna-
tives. . While we ‘have not undertaken the demanding job of
recommending boundary lines for each organizational unit im-
-plied by each reorganization alternative, we have suggested
criteria which redistricting efforts should meet (in support
of .each selected reorganization alternative) and have shown
with illustrative examples, the general characteristics
(number of districtg, -their size, enrollment, number and levels
of schools included) of ney districts suggested by the selected

) reorganization alternatives. (Commumnity opinion on these

¢ - issues of redistricting, neighborhood schools, bussing, com-
munity participation, ‘etc., has also been considered.) \

A-6
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’ APPENDIX B |
ORIGINAL FIELD INTERVIEWS . o
Feeiing that even the best planned reorganization alternatives
would be meaningless without an understanding of the priorities
and concerns of various groups involved in the educational
process, preliminary field interviews were conducted as follows:
* With each school board membeé.
® . with 19 elementary and secondary principals, roughly
based on geographical representation.’
* With 56 elementary and secondary school teachers
from the same schools as the principal interviews.
* - With 21 other people, representing a broad épectrum,
, from parents to educators. ' C .
. With selected LAUSD personnel.
’ - . ’
Interviewers were instructed to follow a general interview
guide drawn up for each type of respondent. Quegtions led
. from general to specific areas of interest: 3ee pages B-34-B-45
at -the end of this section for a copy of each type of inter-
view guide. ‘ ?
1. Board Member Interviews
a. At-large Elections
To a mén the board.membe;s staunchly defended the
at-large elections and strongly opposed tying elections to a
district. They seemed to feel that Los Angeles had something
’ unique to offer in conducting their elections this way. How-
ever, the validity of their arguments in support of at-large
elections 18 questionable. _

EMC ‘ Arthur D Little Inc




Their first argument was that tying elections to a
district would make the board elections political. 'Some
pointed out ‘the fact that councilors are elected bx ‘districts
.and the election has become very political. However, it
seems that board elections even now are political regardless .
pof the fact that they are at-large. Board members receive
support from orgamrized groups, based on their attitude and
outlook--liberal, conservative, minority oriented, and so on.

Most -board members went into a fairly detailed explanatien rof
who supported them in terms of organized groups and newspaper
endorsements. These groups then put up money and lobby for
their candidates, and thus elections are politically motivated,
although not aleng Republican/Democratic lines.

Another argument posed against district election .is
that - a board member would tend to care only about his district
rather than caring about everyone; beard members would then
act like Congressmen who lobby and court their constituencies.

Here again they appear to do this already, buf in a situation

where the losing of one constituency and the gaining of another

is considerably easier than it would be undér more restrictive
geographical boundaries. Watching borad members in board

meetings given an indication that each plays to his particular
audience, despite the fact that the audience is not geographically -
defined. 1In fact, if they had to play to a geographically defined
audience, gs well as their sympathetic constituents, board mem—
bers migh€-not be quite so comfortable in their chairs. Many !
people feel that 1t 1s now quite difficult to unseat an incumbent
as long as '"he keeps his fences mended"

Despite each board member's assurance that by running
at-large he has to_ consider all people in the lLos Angeles School
District, there 18 no evidence that board members received much
electoral support from the inner city. Most of them have their 1
sources of support firmly tied to wealthy suburbia. Because
of the great amount of time involved in serving on the board,
only the "professional elite' -- doctors, lawyers, professors,
retirees; etc. - who have flexible work schedules can really
afford to be board members. This certainly saye something
about their representation, despite the alleBation of a few
that they are very much in tune with minority groupa and ‘with
the lower income working man. : .

Arthur D Little Inc



This 18 not to say that having district elections

would solve all problems, and would lead to greater repre-

sentation. One problem 1is the fact that there seems to be

no sense of community in most of the Los Angeles geograph-

ical area. The mere size of the present district inhibits - .
any real sense of representation of minority points of view.

A district-tied seven-man board would mean that each member’
would "represent' ‘something in the order of 600,000 people.

k\ * If the district-tied board were to be expanded in numbers y
to assure representation of a "substantial minority" point of
view (either ethnic or philosophic) it would become so large
as to court unwieldiness and inefficiency. Another point,
of course, 1is the fact that tying board €lections to the
districts does not necessarily lead to proper representationﬂ
As long as board members continue to meet two days a week,
starting at 4:30_ and have many more hours plugged into com-
mittee meetings, center city areas are never going to be able
to put "one of their own" (in terms of socio-economic level)
onto the board, unless board members are paid.

As far as having pald members, most board members
would appear to favor this approach. However, this might be
unwise beécause the board, to all intents and purposes, appears
to wield a good deal of power and does not need the official
sanction of a paid full-time membership to the board to en-
hance this strong positiorn. It might also destroy many of
the present checks and balances which allow a strong super-
intendent and some leade{ship from the school system itself.

b. Local, Semi-autonomous Boards ’

On the subject of establishing local, semi-autonomous
board, it would seem that the present board would have two,
possibly five, members in support of the move, (three indicated
concern that the schools allow for greater community representa-
tion), and two members would be strongly opposed. It seems
that the board in 'total would oppose such a move from the very
fact that it proposes diluting the board's power; this has
rarely been done with the sanction of the person from whom
power 1is being taken. Since opposition would be gtrong fTom
the schools and professional organizations, as well as some
suburban communities, all of whom fear an ethnic or "militant"
takeover, this would be a politically sensitive issue. This
position on the part of board members is interesting in light
of their unanimous feeling of being too accessible to pressure
groups, particularly on,. parochial issues. The very presence
of a local board capable of dealing with local 1ssues should

‘free, the board from responding to these issues (nlthough . by
their very political nature, they will always be subject to
interest group pressures).

v 11
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C. Tax Base N

There appeared to be a feeling among board members
that the sources for ‘#chool funding are inappropriate. Even
though the property tax is inappropriate, thus almost necessi-
tating going to a state-wide tax such as an income or sales
tax, there seems to be some hesitation on the part of the
board to push for a state-wide tax base, or even a county tax
base. The reason for this is the anticipated lobbying from
the wealthier, non-district communities. One board member T -

* indicated he was not particularly in favor of broadening the
tax base, because he anticipated an energy-wasting fight
with Beverly Hills, Glendale, amd 80 on.

d. School Information Sources

There seems to be ample evidence that the board
places heavy reliance on the superintendent's staff as an |
information source. This is balanced, in the other extreme,
by the board being an open forum for individuals, particularly
on a one-to-one basis, concerning parochial issues from parents
(and teachers). Organized groups are another means of obtain-
ing informatiorm however, they are extremely biased. None of

“ the board members appeared to be concerned about the issue of
receiving informatipon. However, perhaps providing each board
" member with his own staff would alleviate some of the restrictions
on their obtaining valid information abqut what is happening in
' ) the schools.

e. Organizational Change

The board has traditionally been . opposed to reor-
ganizing the school system. Certainly, individual members do -
not come across as holding that bias (only one mentioned the
rigidity of the present system as a critical problem but two
others showed concern as to conservative adminigtrative attidudes '
toward change and the need to establish criteria to make the
system more accountable), but it would be natural to assume
that the board as a whole would be opposed to any reorganization
resulting in the lessening, 6f its own authority. The question
is, will the board relinquidh some of its power (which everyone
agrees it has assumed) to a new superintendent, or will the
board engage in an energy and resource wasting struggle with
the new superintendent for power? Since various individuals

B-4 ' .
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and - groups have already established the habit of taking their
- problems and gripes to the board rather than to and through
the administration, it seems likely that this board role will
be perpetuated. This factor would seem to. mitigate sSomewhat :
__f .against-regl decentralization occurring and occurring smoothly
'without some checks and- balances being instituted

Certdinly, if ‘decentralization runs the risk of
petering out into nothingness, ten separatb districts do not
appear to have a chance in the world. Of those in favor of
degentralization, many were definitely opposed to separate
districts. Part of this is due to.the fact that there are
"certain functions which people feel would .best be kept cen- :
tralized, to cover the entire district. Some of these -
functions are:- central purchasirg (with perhaps sope flexi-
; bility on the ordering side); all personnelwguidelinés;qand
- other computerized functions such as accounting.

f.. Quality Education n ‘ . ‘ oA

. Only one board member listed the dhality of "edu-
o cational product as a critical problem, indicatimg the need
to establish educational goals, as well as procedures to
implement theQ (and even he neglected ‘the need for evaLuation)

[y

- Assessing the quality of education children receive

, in their classrooms is a difficult task for members of the - & °
board. This board is supplied with two basic types of
information:- that which the superintendent and his staff
present to it, and that which parents and community leaders
give to members of the board. TFrom the superintendent's
"office board members ‘get an indication of student performance
on very broad and general bases--reading scores; dropout rates;

" etc. On the other hand, from a few parents and .selected com-
,munity leaders (most of whom have aligned themselves with one
particular board member), they learn of specific (again par-
ochial) incidents and/or complaints.

o

. ' It appears that .there is little usable information
e on specifie schools in the sense of what is genérally happen-
‘ " ing in the classrooms. There should be some information, in
" addition tosthe summaries of objective data from the super-
intendent's office and the subjective reports.from individuals,

- 13 L
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. about the quality of education, how (causes and effects) jt is- . 1

- . .being produced, and some feedback on.accountability (what
; ‘ resul®s schools and people are obtaining with what resources _ |
. applied ta which kinds of kids). Some board members sense . 'l

S _ this lack of information; but few want to admit or do some—
thing significant about it.

2. Principal Interviews . ) : |

—
i

s, . 8. - Limitations Imposed on Principals ‘ |

’

h |
Principals gave us their interpretation of limitations
inhibiting their effectiveness, as follows:

* Inadequate financial resources. |
.- - * Excessive demands on their time.
°. Inadequate staffing (boch in qdality and
quantity. . . |
* Inhibiting directives from the State, the 7 .
Board of Education, and the Central Admin-
s : istration (through area superintendents). -
: * ‘Large classes, inhibiting quality of education. K |
' - 1
¢ Inadequate counseling services.
¢ Lock—steﬁ curriculum.
e Inadequate physical plant.
* Many of these limitations are interdependent. All

even in the area of currigulum both personnel time and funding
are necessary te,individualize curriculum (and present’ State
man&ﬁges.might have to be removed). Significantly, only two

or thtee*limitations have implications for reorganization: the
desire for a more localized curxiculum, increased operational
autonomy (fewer mandates from higher echelons), and financial
resources (which may or may not need change to accomplish)

“n

|
but two require funding before any change can take place, and | -

14
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Although it is difficult to determine cause and
effect, there'is no doubt that, for most pridcipals, the modus
operandi is simple and limited .in-scope. There is 1little '
_evid‘nce of. much long-range, planning at the school level

" principals appear to be unaware of their school's participation
in dny overall district goals; there is no evidence of an 2x-
change of ideas from school to school; little innovative ex-
perimentation is occurring in the schools (only.one or two
prin6ipals mentioned the SB-1 bill at”all, to say nothing of
recognizing it potential regari}ng some of their areas of
‘concern); and many principals appeared to be spending undue
amounts of time resolving petty school problems and crises
(a students' missing lunch, for example) rather than admin- \
istering the school. Although all principals appeared to be
exercising control, few appeared to be exercising leadership.

3
b. Contact with Teachers and Staff Line Personnel

A communication problem is quite evident when areas
of contaét are examined among principals, teachers and staff
line personnel. The feeling of commitment of group effort
toward.a well-defined goal appeared lacking in all levels of

~the hierarchy. Each level appears to be working for itself,

"with little conception of its relationship and responsibility
to the other levels. . Although principals felt a responsibility
to their teachers in creating a good working climate in the
school and indicated that they had an "open door" policy
(teachers are welcome at any time for any purpose), it seems
that only in a few instances do teachers go the -the principal.
Their mainCofitact is at monthly faculty meetings. Even the
teacher evaluation does not appear to be a means of contact
and communication. No principals evaluated a teacher unless
she was either extremely good (thus rating a bonus) or ex-

- tremely poor (thus necessitating some form of action), except
probationary teachers, who are rated (by mandate) twice a
year. Methods of evaluation range from a cursory '"'stepping
into a room to get the feel of the atmosphere'" (or a through-

" the-keyhole hallway listening approach) to a well planned and
executed evaluation based on attitudes formulated by the
principal, vice-principals, and department chairmen. The )
general outcome is a rating sheet on each probatiodary teacher
(many get no more of a '"review' than a look at the rating
sheet, which they are required to sign). A good teacher ‘is

c
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generally distinguished from a bad teacher by her attitude
toward her students, her knowledge of the field, and henv
ability to communicate that knowledge to her students. ,Al‘
though principals are concerned when they have a poor téécher
on their staff, they recognize that, with ' 'increasing unipn
pressure, even probationary teachers are not easily tranZh
ferred.- at the request of the principal, to say nothing oﬁ
dismissed. This tends to lead to two forms of behavior: , some
spend a great daal of time and effort on the teacher, in €on-
.. junction with the depértment chairman, to help her resolve
her difficulties; others, however, leave the teacher to her
own devices, in hopes that not too much damage will be done.
With few exceptions, neither principals nor teachers gave
any indication (even where rapport appeared exceptionally good)
of joint efforts toward a common goal (school planning, etc.).
communication with staff line personnel is very limited. The
principals are responsible for following the policies set by
the District administration; while some may disagree with a
po%icy, few question or fight it.

-

'¢u There is rare, if any, contact with the superin- / ’

tendent or other downtown administrators (unless the principal
happens to be on a curriculum, textbook, or some other com-
mittee). In fact, "The Hill" appears to be totally divorced
from their lives. Contact with the area superintendent, how-
ever, is frequent (two times a week for some in addition to
the monthly meetings with other principals)i Most feel they
have the support of their area superiptendents and wish the
area superintendent had more autonomygk

c. Disc;pline Problems

-Discipline is an exceedingly sensitive issue, one
which is skirted or smoke-screened by both principals and
teachers and has become a football which is fumbled back and

W@ forth from parent to school. ,

B

. Principals lay the blame of their largest discipline
problems at the feet of the pﬁrents. the apathy of the students.
(That students are not turted on by school is the fault of
parents, not the school, an outdaged curriculum, etc.) S-.udents,
principals indicated, are not interested  ,in either school or

e . N
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education, but have a very negative attitude toward the whole .
learning process. This attitude, in turny leads to insubordina-

tion to teachers. Students .do not obey any ruled, show no

respect for authority, and act independently of the system.

Since teachers are often afraid of the students, t ey‘ten& to

ignore the infractions and insubordination,. thus leAding to

bolder behavior on the part of students, in a vicious circle.

d. Attitudes Toward Reorganization

Most principals were bagically opposed to any
stantial changes. They did not appear to be well versed
alternatives for change, but rather speke in terms of thei
own school (exhibiting the same parochialness mentioned
earlier in this section).

All principals were strongly oppesed to splitting
the District into ten autonomous districts. Although the
basic issues raised dealt with finances (duplicgtion of services;
. inequity of tax base; cost to supportsthe poor districts) and
integration, an underlying opposition may be due to fears

the security of their position (principal removal is a rela-~ _ \\
tively new phenomenon and onlx occurs under highly volatile AN
conditons). . ) ) \\

. . 'l
Principals did favor d ﬁéntralization overwhelmingly,
but a cautious look must be taken }t the limits of this decen-
traljzation. Principals are muchgin favor of .increased auth-
orities at the area superintendent’ level where localized needs
are more keenly realized, to unclog some of the pipeline
problems, and want for themselves more flexibility in meetiqg
the particular needs of Yheir schools, but many do not want
strong local schools, and almost no mention was made of building
in' "checks and balances' and "accountability". This issue was
generally ducked by a disparaging reference to the reading .
testing program, its ineffectiveness and its inequities, and
the fact sthat the schools shouldn't be responsible for children

who come to school in an unteachable state. -

Some of the services which they feel should be
decentralized are: curriculum development and materials (each
gchool should have flexibility here, although under Area jur-
isdiction), school plant decisions, and budget (a lump sum
budget allocation), etc. Remaining centgalized would be

’

~ . C '
{
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personnel, accounting, purchasing, etc. Principals tended to
hedge somewhat on the issue of tenure, but most principals
" .were in favor of abolishing it completely (although none would

admit this to their teachers). The security offered is unnec-
essary, since demand always exists for a good teacher, and
principals should have greater authority in removing poor
teachers. Although teachers (and many parents too) complain
that abolishing tenure would allow principals to remove
teachers for frivolous reasons (dislike for them personally
or because they were agitators for change within the system
or because they belonged to the union), in actual fact
principals presently feel hamstrung even with non-tenured

| teachers, due to strong union pressSures. Most removals end
up in court, and the onus is on the principal's back to prove
beyond a doubt that the teacher is incompetent. Thus only
in the severest of cases do principals remove teachers (al-
though the use of subéler, more devious psychological means
of assuring a teacher does not renew his contract may indeed
be used). ‘ ) L

LY

Pfincipals generally were uninterested, 1f not directly
opposed,'thcommunity involvement in the schools. Several spoke
disparaging}ly of the advisory commitees "foisted" upon them by
the Los Angtles Board, and indicatéd their feeling that the PTA, ,
1 - was the ppbper vehicle for participation, and that principals '
' would end ¥ip with every little gripe in their lap. Parents
are generally seen as unable to understand or cope with the
edubatiqnal issues, being non-professionals (in education), and
principals feared that more time would be taken up educating
the parents than the parenfh alding the schools- (and also
resented what they considered to be parental non-support of
the -schools). $-

Principals appeared to be quite uninformed as to the *
broader workings of the system (Js ment ioned early in this
gsection). Cause and effect are hard to determine, but the
facts are’ that they have no real hand in the budgeting process
and appear to have little conception of how it operates. Supply.
channels are likewise a mystery to them. Although some claim
complete control over their curriculum, in actuality mqst of
the curriculum appears to be state mardated, and little appears
to happen outside the mandated curriculum except on an individual

.

A
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{ classroom basis. (There are exceptions, of course, and in
some schools there is considerable evidence of joint teacher-
principal planning of .programs.in a dynamic way.) In the
area of finances it is much the same. Although acutely aware
of the need for increased finances, the general attitude is
that it is not their problem, but somebody else has to figure
out how. \ A

The result of all this is that most principals have

limited concepts of how to achieve viable changes. They talked
primarily in terms of classroom changes (without talking in .
terms of how that, specifically, would improve the qualfty of
‘education) such as class size, bettér teacher morale, school
security, more étaffing, solving~militancy on the part of
both teachers and. students. ' Listed below are the items -most '
frequently mentioned whentinterviewers asked ‘what organizational
changes would improve'the quality of education in the classroom.

(1) Staffing - more -counselors, reading specialisats,
curriculum consultants, teacher aides, clerical help--which
also includes the need for smaller classes. /

' (2) State-funded textbooks - those allocated to
(for example) third and fourth gradés should also be available
to slow learners in fifth and sixth grades (as it is now, there
is one book per child per grade).

€3) State-mandated courses—-should be State-funded -
too often & course will be mandated by the State but the school
will not be’ given‘additional ‘funding for the textbooks or other
supplies needed for the course.

5 (4) Elementary school teachers should be allowed
to major in Education and should be able to get their. teaching
credential in four years--this is the way it used to be; under
the presently enacted Fisher Bill elementary teachers must -
major in a "teachable" subject and must go to school a fifth
. year for their credential; this is leading potential elementary
teachers to teach in secondary schools becauaé the requirements
are the same.

-~

(5) More automomy for the principals.
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(6) At least more control in curriculum content,

(7) More help from and concentration on the -
community and society as a whole (a broader society-wjde v ° -
education 1is needed--how to get along in society).

(8) An administrator in each school to handle
only discipline problems, leaving vice principals time to
+work on school problems, working with the community, working .
on the curriculum, etc. ' -
Joo

(9) Legislative changes - (a) change the norm
in elementary schools from 1,000 students to possibly 750
students for a vice principal; (b) change the norm from 850 .. "
to 250 for additional clerical help in elementary schools. = . .

. (10) More "minimum days" where the atudents go -
home early leaving the teachers time to work on innovatidns.
workshopa. in-service training, etc.

‘e

o

" 3. Teacher Interviews ¢

Like the principals, teachers evidenced an extremely paro-
chial attitude. 1In part this 1is probably fostered by the fact
that there is little cross-fertilization between teachers and
schools, in part the little cross-fertilization between teachers
and schools 1s probably due to the parochial attitudes of b
teachers. In any event, teachers tended to see the upiverse
in terms of their own responsibilities and their own classrodms,
thus concentrating very little on the effects changes might
have on.the student. Many changks mentioned were items which -
would make the teacher's life easier, focusing on mechanical
and monetary additions rather than opportunities for 4innovation
and experimentation in order to reach more students. Wheén ]
interviewers mentioned differentiated staffing, -for example, '
most teachers took it solely as increased pay for teaching in )
the\gcore city schools rather than as an opportunity to create .
localized curriculum and build a profesaional career as a :
master teacher.

Only a few teachers appeared to put forth any great amount ‘

of effort to reach their students; even they freely admitted
they weren't interested in teaching children in the inner city

-
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* gehools. The kinds of things that teachers generally indicated
- . as being attractive in a school are middle class ideals inap- ‘
propriate for inner city schools: a good atmosphere, support
of the principal, good faculty, and at least one class of
* bright, dedicated students. '
x . Teachers also had no clear understanding of the hier-
dgxchy in the school system, having only minimal conception
_of the workings "on the Hill", or evep their area superin-
tendent. .This might be expected, since they have no contact
¢ with school personnel outside their school, but does not lead
to a sense of shared goals or shared planning to meet goals.
. .. Peérhaps this 'factor is responsible for much of the teacher
- disinterest and apathy evidenced in the interviews -- few
' . appeared willing to spend the time to creatively encourage
learning.ﬂ ’

As mentioned with the principals, teachers are .unwilling
to discyss the 1sgue of student diseipline. Primary to this
hesitdtion is the reflection on them, as teachers, in their N
ability to control a classroom. However, like principals,
they generally blame. the parents (rather than their ability

-to engage the students in meaningful activity) for-what they [
describe as the most critical problem: &tudent disinterest *
in the learning process. : o

Whether cause or effect is undetermined, but teachers
T . » were unable to think constructively in terms of ‘organizational
changes, but talked in terms of increased money, decreased

. - classes, and more exciting materials to be provided for them.
. ¢ + Splitting into ten districts was seen as undesirable by
{ about two—-thirds of the teachers interviewed, although their

. knawledge and the strength of their opinions varied con- .
“siderably. A listing of positives and negatives 1is given on
the following page.

-
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Exhibit B-1

Y A Sampling of .
. Positive and Negative : -
Feelings About Splitting the District

Posgitive _ Negative
Allows more personal contact. Allows too much pressure from.
Easier to remove incompetents. local groups.
N There is less of a hierarchy.: Can lpse tenure, transfgr,
) Can fit schools to localized { and retirement rightg.
needs. L Duplication and waste.
More efficient. " Communication more difficult
More similar community inter- from district to district.
ests. ' "Will lose special schools.
Community money for own schools. Too much competition for
(Qualified) if everything on (Federal) monies among 4
an equal basis. ~districts. N &
(Qualified) if well drawn and Allows too much petty politics.
schools can pick their dis- Stifles integration.
trict.- Not flexible.

Will be costly and have in-
equitable finaﬁcing.
No continuity among districts/
inequality of education,
Lose advantages of central
T system.

Decentralization, on the other hand, was favored. Here
principals and teachers have a slight falling out, however.
The latter want more authority at the area superintendent
level and more flexibility for themselves in terms of what
// they teach and how they teach it, but were leary of any addi-
tional principal power. . .

Teacher reaction to parental invelvement in the school
system was unfavorable. Their general attitude 1s that parents
are responsible for much of the ills today because, by their
attitudes, they were aiding and abetting student defiance of
the school system. Since present communication with parents
is primarily negative (teachers appear only to talk with
parents when their child is having .or creating a serious
problem -- either in terms of behavior or in terms of hcademic _ e
activity), this attitude might be expected. Nonetheless, most
of the teachers were totally unaware of the presence of
advisory committees in their schools.
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Teacher reaction to any form of ‘teacher accountability was
cautious and hedged, but here again teachers responded, generally,
that the present means of determining the quality of ediication
(reading scores), present class sizes, and parental apathy
(leading to student disinterest) could not be held against
them -- besides which, they should not be held accountable
for previous teachers' performances. The teathér,organiza- -
tions plus the new attitude of the judiciary both seem to ’
mitigate against teacher accountability in any practical
sense, particularly coupled with the present tenure laws.

Another key issue is the issue of the tax base: where the
revenues come from, and from how wide an area. No one talked
to felt that the property tax was the proper place for obtain-
ing school reyvenues. Aside from this one conclusion, however,
teachers' opinians varied from having the income tax to having
a sales tax or even a gasoline tax. The rationale for sales
and gasoline taxes, however, is simply that you don't miss it.
All teachers appeared to feel that the proper broadening of the
tax base, with which they all agreed, was at the state level
and not at the county level. The feeling was that state edu-
cation was going to have to come ‘sooner or later anyway, and it
was the only equitable way to collect and allocate funds. The
real problem here is, of course, fhat if you talk to the outly-
ing schools they feel very much that they are beging slighted in
favor of the inner city schools. The inner city schools, on
the other-hand, feel not only outrdged that such| high class
areas as Beverly Hills are allowed to "get away'|with.a low
evaluation and high pupil expenditure as @ separate part of
the city school system, but also that downtown administtation
does not realize the added burdens of the inner city schools.
in its allocation of funds. Thus, going statewide, the differ-
ent groups have, as an underlying function, the fact that they (
will get a better shake from the state than they will from the
present setup. Nonetheless, the financial situation is a
fairly hot issue and most' achools are feeling very desperately -
the cutbacks from last year and are most apprehensive -about
threatened cutbacks in the coming year. Whether due to mis-
management of funds or the inflexibility of the present system,
the students who seem to be suffering most from the cutbacks
are, as might be expected, those most’ in need of special help -—-
the foreign students who need to learn English as a second
language; the slow learners; and probably the gifted students.
The average student has probably not been greatly affected
one way or the other by the cutback in,program; the poorer
student and the lower I1.Q. st#udent certainly have, because it
is here where the classes have been cut.

-

'
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Those teacher interviews, conducted in snatches during their
free periods, were inadequate to get a full feeling of stated
positions. They served, however, as the basis for questions

* asked in the random survey af 1400 teachers. :

4, Miscellaneous Interviews

After beginning our initial round of parent and organizational
interviews in black, brown and white communities, it quickly be-~
came apparent that individual interviewing was inefficient in Los
Angeles, since sense of community was non-existent in some areas, -
barely present in others, and since conflicts arose as to who
"represented' whom. ‘

Respondents also appeared more geared to listing the problems
in dealing with the schools (principal power and antagpnism toward
change; lack of accountability to schools; no feedback to parents;
bureaucratic entanglements; antagonism toward pareqtal involvement,
etc.) than in coming to grips with organizational change

5. Administrator Interviews

-

- : Administrative personnel in LAUSD were interviewed concern-
ing their views on existing problems, the functions they perform
» in their current jobs, and what form of reorganization might
help them be more effective.

This section fs organized into six parts. The first seeks
answers to the question "Is the District too large?"; this draws
a distinction between decentralization and differentiation. The
third and fourth/detail two existing district-wide forms of de-

. eentralization:/ (1) the instructional areas and (2) certificated
and classified /personnel functions; the fifth briefly touches on
a number of "Zé;ovations" which are currently being tried in the
District on vArious scales; the last covers additional factors
which must be considered in a study of the LAUSD.

a, Is the LAUSD too large?

The educational rules and laws in the State of Cali-
fornia, (stemming from the Education Code) are geared at this time
toward the median school district-—-a district with one or two
high schools, four or five junior high schools, and ten to fifteen
elementary schools. Such aize has inherent flexibilities within

- it--people generally know one another, and problems and issues can
be dealt with in terms of the rules and the existing relationships
between the individuals involved. The code outlines a merit system;
it is centralized within the median district for handling, but
because of size, it can retain some of the personal consideration.

 Communication flows up and down in the organization without having

3
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to find its way through a long and complicated series of orgnai-
zational steps. The community knows the people in the schools
and the school administration knows its community. Issues and
problems that arise in a median district are within the grasp of
the individuals and groups who are charged with responding to
them. The superintendent, if called upon, can probably run the
median district single-handedly.

The L.A. District has grown into what some consider a‘
mdnster, far and above larger than any other district in the State.
The question arises: Is the District too large? 1Is it different
enough from the median district in its problems and difficulties

that it should be treated differently under the law; are there

factors associated with increased size that do.more than just mul-

. tiply the number of particular problems-—-that somehow interact to

change. the very nature of these problems? Should the laws be changed
to reflect the size difference (with its accompanying problem difeér-
ence), or should the District itself be changed (by division). to make
it more like the median districts for whom the law was intended?

Does the District, because of its size and complexity apd population
served, now embrace problems which require patterns and programs of
operatiqn which are beyond the abilities of individuals to grasp,
develop, work within and solve? Has the L.A. System exceeded a size
where techniques can be applied that work and that are also within
current ability? 1Is it in this frustration that much of the current
criticism.is rooted? ,

The point isn't that smaller districts do not have problems--
everyone agrees that they do have their problems. The point is that
we know about these problems; we have a legal structure in education
devoted - to helping solve these problems; and the specialists have
approaches and techniques which can deal with these problems.

There is a strgng sense that the District had developed a
great momentum and tradition of its own which is independent of the

"individuals within it and which can be altered only by its destruction.

ut few recommend its destruction. Instead, the frustration of not
getting any place except in incremental steps is better than losing it.
As long as.it is so complex,there are hiding places for most, and these
are warm and snug no matter what they say.

The size of the District has led to distortions. Every
attack from the outside, and sometimes the Board is the outside, is
defended with great energy almost independent of the size of the
attack. Top administrators admit spending a good deal of their time
preparing the defense. This top administration has been pulled or
pushed on to the point where it is engaged in the almost continual
preparation of lengthy documents and presentations ror Board’ members,
the Legislature, and minority groups (to name three) in an almost
pure pattern of defensiveness. The Crawford Case is an extreme in
this regard. Neither time nor expense was spared in putting tlis

case together. - .

1
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_ Centralization has saved some money (however, no one knew
how much), but it has brought other difficulties. The District has
seen the development of large-scale empires with many vested interests
which force continual compromise on about every major point. Four, of
the major empires are: elementary, secondary, certificated, and
* classified. Union activity at present is moving toward becoming an-
other empire. Each fights for .what -it sees as its share of the pie.:
For example, certified and classified personriel bicker about the ‘
training budget while the teacher organizations attempt to claim it *
as thelr own; elementary won't forget that most of the top spots in
the organizd%ion, in spite of all the testing, are filled with
secondary people.
. . o
Impersonality has also accompanied the centralization; com-
munication has become overformalized so that the real message often
doesn’t get through. However, even with these internal problems, the
urgency for dividing the District is coming from the outside rather
th§n from within the ranks. Most of the people at the area level
and above are now in favor of breaking the District (thbse that are
speak of two to four smaller districts rather than ten or more). There
are a number of arguments made by administrators against breaking into
smaller districts. (¢pne they didn't mention was reduced opportunity
for advancement by administrators.) They include the following:
resulting segregation; tax-base problems; resulting teacher quality s
differences between the new districts; problems in reassignment of
certificated ?nd classified personnel; mobdlity of people within the
County generally; and you can't get there from here without a long,
staged change. !

. These and other arguments have some validity but they still
* . do not eliminate the desire for something different, for something more
responsive. 'The need that prompts these desires relates to the ability
of the District to treat and respond to different areas and their ° )
different needs in different ways. The District has little ability N
~ to do this now, and a part of its inability comes from the law and the ‘#'
median district——-differentiation is novwhere near .as critical nor as .an
difficult and it 1is much easier to monitor in the smaller district. ‘ ??;
In considering the congept of decentralization th smaller districts, -
one must also consider the possible capacity to develop truly ef- «
fective differentiation within the present District.

"There is a deep-rooted philosophy here in the District of
balancing thidgs out.” ,

)

"we are uniformity minded——everyone should be treated the
same. As a result we have strong centralization and five
feet of books which outline and specify personnel proce-
dures and practices." ’

, The lack of application of locally differentiated treatment .
' to meet varying patterns of needs in different areas of the District ‘
is one of the sources of pressure for breaking the District into
smaller districts. It is as if the smallest unit you can allow to
vary from other units is the "district”" and there must be homogenkity i

within a district. It is within this unity that oné muyBt operate on ‘
a uniform basis, "treating everyone the same." Consequently, 1if you
m B-18 '
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differentiate directlywithin a district, you are discriminating
v under the law and someone can start legal proceedings. It is all

: . right for dlsfricts to differ from one another —- it is variatlon
. within the district that starts the problem. :

. I

v

. For most of the districts in California, this philoso-
T L - phy creates only minmor strain and can be circw. :nted when necessary. /7
: But the Lios Angeles District does not have this same flexibility,
particularly because it is not sure how to control:and monitor = =
‘what flexiblllty it might allow. It starts with the behavior of
the Board. The table below indicates only af small part of this.

' g/’ .. Exhibit B-2

A'Comgarison of Certificated and Classjfied Codes and Board Rules

/

\ = ' : : Certificated . Classified ' v

. . . . » . . -/f ' h
: Selection . Code weak -* Code strong
Board rules fﬁrong Board rules weak

B,

\

* Tenure - Code sbron25'~ Code weak
. Board rules weak = Board rules strong
’ , ; T\ Rights . Code strong : Code weak
: : ' ’ Board rules wekk Board rules strong
S Where there has been flexibility in the Code, the Board

has rules for limitation and ‘further specification. From the word
"go'", opportunities for differentiation have been removed. Only
in "special areas" have some such opportunities been afforded.

[

Other examples of actions directly opposite to area
differentiation in order to respond to differing needs are
appropriate: :

° Most of the Federal program monies (Titles I and II)
are directed toward the inner city -- South. Central
' Los Angeles, In order to 'compensate" for the
"'resulting differences in school "budgets, additional
‘District mponies are diverted to the "white, middle
S o class schools .in order to achieve ' equities and ,
to satisfy the voters. :
. It is harder to recruit teachers in the Basin than
in the Valley -- the Valley is seen as a nicer
place to live and work. But there are regulations
for certificated teachers.on provisional status
which are District-wide. The same rules for/re-
cruitment in the Valley hold true for recryitment
me T v ’ in the Basin, while the recruitment problems are
' vastly different.

B-19 .
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° There is an unwritten code within the District which,
with only minor deviations, divides the budgets for
the instructional areas equally: one-eighth of the
pie to each elementary area and one-—fourth to each
secondary area. True, the allocation is based on
student population figures and each area is about

- the same in number -- but the needs are different.

] Within each area there are also great variations of
need -- but the equality rule persists to the extent
of striving to develop equal EMR capabilities in each '

S and every school which are equivalent to one another
("Joe got one and I want one too"). It is as if one
assumes student populations from school.to school as
being described by identical bell-shaped curves.

° While it is currently in transition, curriculum
planning and implementation hgs been a centralized
© . activity with little or no ar%@édifferentiation.

° There are no direct appointments to permanent admin-
. . istrative slots; instead, all are tested positions.

. This is to insure that there is homogeneity maintained
and equality provided in employipg teachers and admin-
istrators. The assumption is.that all positions are
alike and there is .to be no differentiation. However,

e T there is the 3046 rule through which the superintendent

P : can say, ''No one on this list meets the need so I'll

' . assign one." '

The area superintendents are strong in their. opposition to
this homogeneity of treatment. . In general, thereyis a perceived de-
Bire to have needs defined at the level at which they arise: local
needs defined at the local level and District needs defined at the
District level. 1In the median-District, the distanc& between the two
extremes is not very great, but in the Los Angeles District the gap is
most wide. However, large-scale differentiation is avoided, possibly
for fear of'(l)‘being charged with de facto segregation and (2) the
realignment of power and influence that would occur.

Flexibility.in the District is an important and desirahle

. feature. There are, however, different kinds of flexibility. One
example of possible "District flexibility'+in the elementary area is
in the area of report cards. Report card committees are now being
establisned in the area (including parents) to discuss and determine
whether the area will have actual report cards or teacher/parent
conferences to discuss the child's progress. As a parent, you cam
have.either one or both, depending on your individual desire. That
is not the kind nor caliber of differentiation and flexibility with
which critics are most concerned.

~
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" Some desires for flexibility that. come )cﬁzbser%gﬁgifiﬁe-mérk
are mentioned below. Others will be expanded on later-in this-report.

. However, for now:

! . The Classified people are currently'hOping to get

legislation passed which will allow different

v ' ‘assignment” standards to be used in different areas

on recruitment and selection so that they will have
an increased ability to £ill vacancjes in . some
chronically troublesome areas. '

e  The influx of Federal monmey, and more recently SB-1l, has
led to an increase in desire of the individual school to
have its own freedom and flexibility to create and = _-
develop its own experimental programs.’ l

. 5

H

‘e There is some discussion on the establishment of a "multi-
ple book adoption' flexibility within the District in con-
junction with a city-wide course of instruction.

_ One important aspect of flexibility is that of ﬁifferentiated
treatment of teachers. This has become a common area of discussioq in order
to establish some means for attracting high caliber teachers to the problem

'schools. However, the unions and Board rule have limited flexibility here.

Teacher transfers used to depend on teacher/principal interactiong (again
the median district), but those days are gone. Besides, the working -con-
ditions .are not good in the difficult schools (maybe new teachers are Just .
the ones to send there for it really acts as a post—graduate course for
them). The District has tried a number of things. The inner city com-
munity is supposedly against the payment of "combat' pay as are the Teacher
organizations. the District tried offering the insurance of summer school
employment but this didn't work. A lighter load and smaller classes are
wishes that are seldom fulfilled. The District tried.a transportation
allowance but this was brought before Langstaff (City Council) and prohibited.
The only way the District can currently differéntiate among teachers in
different need areas is to describe a different job and this is quite a-
complicated procedure. ’ :

The final and continuing block to differentiation on an area

basis is the current centralization of power and authority itself. To
act as if all were equal, the authority has been strongly vested in the

occupants of the "hill". Unless authority is spread out into the areas
where differentiation is needed, little will change. '"You can carve

us up any way you like geographically and not change a thing". But if
the authority and decision-making patterns are to be changed, we will
have to be very careful in thinking through the geography and strategies

" to be employed.

) Two efforts in decentralization within the District deserve
special consideration. - These are-the instructional area concept and the
decentralization of the classified and certificated personnel functions.
Each effort seems inadequate because they have not been carried far
enough to achieve the needed flexibility for differentiation due to many
of the resistances just discussed.
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b. The Instructional Areas

The District is divided into four secondary areas and eight elemen-
tary areas. Each is headed by an area superintendent at .the assistant super-
intendent  level. The boundaries of the secondary and ‘elementary areas

are not goterminous. (some say because of student population figure equali-

..zation on which the area boundaries are based and others Bay to prohibit

movement to the zone concept which vas recommended in the Lybrand study
in 1960). Elementary ‘areas is an old concept in the District, going back
many years. There were four for a while; then six; and now eight. The -
four secondary areas were established in February of 1965.

The emphasis and support which the area operation has received has
changed dramatically over the years--and im a direction to weaken the de-
centralization to the area.  The greatest change .has been ﬁn the staff com-
position located in the area. The chart below for the elementary instructional
areas tells a part of the tale. Co0

Table B-1: Staff Composition in a Typical Elementary Area

Staff Titles- - 1969-70  1968-69- 1966-67 1965~66 1957;587\ ‘
supervisbrs : 4 % 1/2 | 7 8 8
consultants 0 2'1/2 4+ 8 8
counselors . 10° © —10 10 10 8
reserve teachers. 0 -5 7 7 25 .
administrative = .

coordinators 0 0 . : 0 0 1

‘

Until about two years ago, the area supe;intendents'had access to
a maximum of $25,000 in an emergency fund for a variety of activities and

‘ . programs at the school which could be termed "emergencies'. But this has

disappeared with the budget tightening. Each area presently has 'a bud-
get of its own of about $1,000.

The area superintendents, particularly on the secondary level,
have little time to initiate'anythiﬂg--they_ar constantly responding to
issues and problems coming to them. They alsp attend a vast number of meet-
ings each month: four half-days with their pelers, one full day with all area
superintendents, one full day with all of their principals, as many of the
advisory committee meetings at the school level as possible, one meeting
with sub-area advisory committees plus the area advisory comnittee, plus' full
day visits to each of the forty or so schools in the area at least once during
the school year, plus several unexpected meetings. What initiation there

is in the areas appears to be the responsibility of the individual prin- - -
cipal; secondary principals traditionally are quite autonomous. ~

At the secondary level, the area superintendent and his ad-
ministrativg coordinator each carry on some city-wide functions. It
is interesting to note that the Valley and West carry responsibility
for the more academic stibjects while East and South have a slight vocational
ring to them. This seems to suggest that what differentiation that does

: o

1 See Reference List No. 5, "Allocations of-Major Responsihilities to

Administrative Personnel in the Division of Secondary Education," )
October 17, 1969. 7 ‘ K
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exist implicitly works to perpetuate differini, needs ra%her than’
to bring the students bf the District together.
a Area superintendents do not see themselves as having
the freedom to look at the way they function and to plan things
differently. The weekly staff meeting with ,the associate
superintendent for the respective division .is a prime example. -
There was general agreement’ that these sessions are primarily )
informational in that each area superintendent attempts QQ;ggc '
a hearing before the associate superintendent .for hia[gggﬁpdg, :
lar problems and has little interest in the problems’ hose
in the other areas. They do no joint problem-solving ®: '
ning on a district-wide basis. P

vf ar I
There 1is certainly no sho:taéﬂ of suggested corrective
measures to strengthen the areas and to promote their growth.
A prime suggestion is the decentralization of some of the budget
allocation and decision-making process. At present, you’take what
you are given and for what it is given for. There is much to be
. “done in giving freedom, responsibility, and authority to’ the
° area supefinéendents to work with their principals in budget
development. ‘ : '

e
H

A large part of the area‘superintendent's staff contains
"

testing people -- the "pounsellogé in the previous chart. Most
of these people, as well as others who have regular work in an
area, have two "bosses' -- their superior downtown and the area

superintendent. While there are few out-and-out problems with
this, there are times when it is awkward.

Suggested staff changes for the elementary area include
the addition of a director of curriculum, three to five instruc-
tional advisors, and about 20 specialists equivalent to a master
teacher. There is a desire on the part of many for a director
of curriculum. In the past there have been supervisors fdr

. curriculum planning and for operation -- a duplicate set in
each functional division. Secondary schools have had a team of
specialists to serve them from downtown, but the elementary people
have fought to have their qeam of'specialists decentralized to the
area. Sullivan's plan callg for the integration of the two sets
of supervision and a compromise in the areas in the establishment
of a director of curriculum position in each area. Some feeling
exists thgf the Sullivan compromise -- approved'by the Board on

January 2§th -- will not work because of the lack of. patience to
walt until there are enough people available to make it work. It
passed because of thé budget bind; it is likely not to work due
to that same bind., - 4

Addftional plans and suggestions for making the areas
more effective include: .

-

] Use the preseﬁt area structure and move positioné
from the "hill" to the areas; establish more
community services in the areas; design curriculum
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to'area ﬁeeds; start independent research projects
in the areas; handle more of the District.procedures
B in the area office. . . ;

e - Split the Valley s:ébndary area-in~two{(this may.
come shortly). o : '
e erk to change the operation of the -Board (and
their behavior) to help them become more like \
coordinators; to reduce their demands for city-
wide comprehensive reports; to dispersg their
powers (along with those of the administrative
people) out into the ar;iikand to provide training’

et o

and development for the make the transition
pbssible.

° Adjust the boundaries of the 12 areas so that
secondary and elementary correspond. !

This last suggestion moves directly 'into the Lybrand -
study of 1960. There were two central recommendations in the
- Lyprand study which have not been followed in the District and '
which have important implications on decenttralization and diff-
~ erentiation. One was the second phase of the development qf
instructional areas, namely the Zone Concept.: The other was the
development and use of Master Teachers. . "

(1) The Zone Conq;pt

. The Lybrand gstudy recommen%gg moving 1n two phases to
full zones for District operation. e first&ﬁ ase, the creation
of areas at the secondary level, was accomplis d in February of
1965. However, the second phase, moving to full zones, each con- ‘
taining one secondary area and two elementary areas achieving
vertical integration, and each headed by an associate superin-
tendent, never occurred. In fact, it was met with great.
opposition. )

The zone offices envisioned in the Lybrand study wegp
be administrative sites whose function would eliminate the need
for the pomitions of Associate Superintendent of: Secondary Edu~
cation and sociate Superintendent of Elementary Education; each
area superinténdent would report directly to the deputy Buperin—
tendent for/instruction. The opposition which killed (or delayed)
the idea déveloped mainly from tradition--"We just don't do it that
way." It turns out that the District had-tried the zone notion
in 1933 and 1934 and the "wisdom'" of moving away from it at that
time was recalled (even though L.A. in the 1960's had little
resemblance to the L.A. of the 1930's). Other arguments con-
tended that such a zone concept would lengthen the line of com-
mand, would encourage the administrative assistants of the ‘
deputy and the superintendent to cut-off the zone superintendents,
would require that the Board be. decentralized too, and would
capse the safie problemg,that exist in Chicago under a similar

See the Danforth/Claremont thﬂy document on Decentralization.

”
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organizational arrangement. A real key is that the zone concept
would have extended administrative responsibility beyond a

territory -- the same and more decentralization and dispersal of
decision-making and control to the zones would have been essential.

The vertical aspect of the zone concept -~ two elementary
areas 'feeding'' into a secondary area all within the same zone --
bring out a particular problem: ~the -real and perceived differences
between the elementary and the secondary and who would dominate whom
if ‘they were together. The argument goes: (1) the zone concept is
not needed because there is very good articulation at the present time
between the two levels (we have found strong evidence that existing
articulation leaves much to be desired and is a bone of contention
with princiapls at different levels); (2) there is a differing philoso- .
phy which is very deep; (3) elementary worké&pn contained classrooms
and individual need while the secondary has %~q§partmenta1 organiza-
tion; and (4) the secondary people would domlnate as they dominate
everything in the District now. (Ironically), no mention is made of
the students' problems in adjusting if, indéed, the two operate under

. different philosophies and organization.) - One person highlighted the

hon—gifferentiaéion referred to earlier by saying that if -the Distrirt
did go to zones, two of the zone syperintendents would have to be
secondary people and two elementary. . '

- (2) Master Teachers ' ( ' -

ot The second major r¢commendation of the Lybrand study which

was not implemented was that of ¢treating master teachers in each school
who would not carry a class load but who would work to help new teachers,
develop and plan curriculum chpnges, and work on innovative approaches
to the subject matter. There are a number of reasons which have:been
given for the non-implementation. of this recommendatien. One view is
that the teacher organizations killed it; another that the term
"master" did it in; some feel that there just weren't enough highly
capable and responsible master teacher cagdidates, making it risky

to give each of these new appointees the freedom to 'do his thing"

(not handle a classroom); and there wasn't enough money to justify

the additional expense. According to Personnel, it was not until

five years ago that the Districtiwas able to fill its teacher comple-
ment; it needed the reserve teachers from the areas and the candidates
for master teacher to do this. The solution to the controversy over
the master teacher recommendation:was to have traVéling department
heads and subject field supervisors who were to be assigned to each
area office. While this was the compromise, it was never implemented.

The closest thing to a master teacher at present is the de-
partment heads in the secondary schools. Each department head receives
an exta $6b/month but, unlike the original notion and concept, the
department heads are expected to teach nearly a full load. The
school -norms are based on 4.85 (secondary) and 4.75 (elementary)
class periods.per teacher. If the department head has any spare
time, he can do planning. But this isn't likely so there is very

" 1ittle distinction between the department\head and other teachers,

and the output expected from the master teacher concept has not been
achieved. '
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In talking about the master teaching concept, most
administrators agree that it should be put into effect. However,
Sullivan's plan appears to be moving toward i@plementation of the
original compromise solution.

C. Personnel: Classified and Certificated

Beyond the area decentralization of the instructional
function comes that of classified and certificated personnel. Up
until a year ago the two were both under the same head in Personnel
but they had apparently drifted apart to such an extent that the
organization was changed to reflect what had already occurred. -
There is a mixed feeling on the advantages and disadvantages. -
Classified and certificated have some conflicts similar to those
of elementary and secondary.

'

. According to the Code, "every position is classified
unless . , ." The certificated positions are by exception in the
administration of the District. But that has led to the follow-

ing kind of "mickey mouse"

° Education aides are classified and categorized
ﬁ@p as restricted and %emi—restricted
° Teachers' assistants are certificated;
B _
« ’ . Indigenous people to help in the classroom are

professional experts and neither of the above.

.,

The Code also directly affects recruitment. The'District

only recruits to fill the norm. It has to meet.the norm to get

the State funding allotments/ADA because that is the methodology
established in the Code. Recruiting to fill a norm does not
always meet local.needs or deal with emerging problems.

-

(1) Classified >

The entire classified operation is moving' toward decen-

tralization. Currently there are six personnel offices for classi- .

fied employees. Unfortunatély, these offices do not correspond :

‘to those of the instruction area offices so..there is" little direct

interchange expect by telephdne (although the area superintendents

would  like to have more). In addition to the six offices, the

'District: has been divided into 18 assignment areas (but not three

areas for each office), and the entire assignment process on the -

classified side has been decentrqlized to the offices. Further

decentralizatign is occurring with. ﬁﬁe opening of a new‘office

in the Valley. ';ﬁ
Testing is a key activity in the clasgified function

and this operation has been moved to the field (about 25 different

examinations are given) ' For those assignment areas where there

are chronic shortages, thereﬁﬁﬁ even a mobile testing unit which
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comes by truck and operates from g high school auditorium or
other reasonable gathering pl&ces” There are 15,000 classified
personnel and about a one to two percent turnover so there is a
continual flow of -people into gxaminations. There is evidence
in the department that the dec¢ntralization of examinations has
helped greatly in the elimination of the number of vacancies’

.of classified personnel.

v The overriding notion of centralization of control
and decentralizatidn of service runs throughout the operation
of the classified personnel function. The classified people
come under the Personnel Commission, and there is a strong
feeling that the function of this fommission should remain
centralized. 1In addition to the Cémmission there is a Classi-~
fied Employee Relations Council which involves management of
the District and representatives of the 26 unions covering the
classified employees. .

-

(2) Certificated

Decentralization of classified personnel started ten
years ago. When the area superintendents saw the improvement in
gervice, the decentralization of cgertificated personnel was begun.
There are two decentralized certificated personnel offices: in
Gardena and in the Valley. While the two offices cost extra money,
they are able to perform a number of functions: calling the re-
cruiting substitutes, performing the health check arnd finger-
printindg for substitutes and for contract teachers, and performing
gsome of the paperwork functigﬁs, The Gardera office, because it
has the luxury of space, aldo includes a business office and a
child welfare and attendance office. The offices have a fair
amount of autonomy. '

-

Decentralization differences appear between elementary «
and secondary. Record-keeping and placement are decentralized
in elementary but are not in secondary. Some secondary people
felt that the function should be decentralized and that they
could handle it as well as the "hill". Doy
\ 5
A number of current Personnel functions are viewed as
necessarily centralized. This is at least partially due to the
increased teacher organization activity. "Among these functions ¢

.are: discipline, hearing handling, research, computer input, :

personnel policy-making, and operation of grievance procedure.

The separation of classified and certificated in the
field reflects their going their separate ways downtown. Some
of the separateness arises from salary differences between the
two. The salaries for certificated personnel in administrative .
positions is geared to the teacher schedule for salaries. Classi-
fied personnel are paid on a basis of a locally developed '"going

\
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rate schedule. This has resulted in some administrative positions
» filled with certificated personnel receiving about $2,000 a year
more than the equivalent position with a classified person. This
differential is probably 4dn unugual one, but it doesn't take mnay
to get a rift started.
The area separation in the field, despite the reasons
for it, does not seem to make much sense if one desires an inte-
grated organization. It would seem that the work of each (classi-
fied and certificated peréonnel) is relevant and necessary to the
other; however, there is no way for them to get together unless
a relationship between two individpals on each side happens to
forn. This melding of work and ideas should not be left to chance;
P o 1t 18 more important than that. But there are no plans to change 1it.

4

d. Innovations

b

.The Digtrict has been active in the numbers and kinds of
innovations 1t 1A experimenting with on limited budget and scale.
Whether these inndwafions ever are evaluated and costed out in
terms of their implication if dispersed District-wide is quite
another point. But, the Distritt cannot really be faulted for not
experimenting. What follows is a description of some of the more
prominent current experiments. .

(1) The Eighteen School Project

The 18 school project (originally 13 schools) covers a

‘selection of elementary, junior and senior high schools through-
out the District. The project, funded by the State after passage
of the Miller Education Act (SB-1) was developed so as to learn
lessons about increasing flexibility at the local school, to
learn about community involvement possible in local schools
through the effective functioning of advisory committees, and .
to encourage local development of éducational innovations.
Administrators generally felt that it was a nice minor start
inﬁtbe right direction, but the project wasn't planned too well
and it was under-financed. All principals appear to want to
become involved in something similar; but the effort is minimal.
The 18 school project offers the participating schools an extra
half teacher $1,000 of spending flexibility for secondary schools,
and $500 for elementary schools. These schools have been hindered
in their attempts to change both by financing and by the inflex-
ibility of school system rulimgs (in order to utilize paid
community resource people tp &dny great extent, for example,

. they had to create 'a new category for them, another example
is the fact that the Board of Educatlion has to approve every
gingle item in the budget -- the Legislature should set a

, "petty cash lump sum slush fund" which could be spent by a

36
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ldqal board without approval or with:blanket approval, we were
told). Other major flaws appear to be Jlnadequate planning, .
guideline setting, non-utilization of advisory committee advice,

~and no meaningful evaluation to date.

o (2) The APEX Program - . » o
- T

In 1964, a special committee éxplored different ways' ;

to use the resources of the District; the APEX concept was the

resulty of that study. The committee recommended that 12 such

operptions be established in the District, but there 1is only )

ong underway at present. There doesn't seem to be enough money

* ]

for others. . e

v

The APEX program attempts to offer specializeé prbgrams
in a cluster of high schools. Each high school. develop 4
particular capability in a specific area. Students wishing

to participate in this program —- if they are not already

attending the particular school offering it .- 'are bussed to

the school. The major problem which obsérvers of the APEX’ .

" operation voice is that if you look at the transportation

figures, you discover that black students will travel to

predominantly white,schools to participate in their programs,

but the reverse -is not true. This could reflect how the spec-

ialties are distributed among the schools. It is generally

admitted that objectives for this program differed markedly:

communities involved anticipated better integration; the

Board of Education sought.increased quality of education.

Although it is admitted that it has not fulfilled the

former objective, some feel it has been a success educatipnally. }

(3) The Jordan and Garfield Complexes .

The Jordan activity includes five elementary schools,
one junior high school and one senior high school; the Garfield
operation is different in having only four elementary schools
involved instead of five. Each school has its own advisory
committee and from these seven, three representatives are Ty
selected for membership on the advisory board. Each meets once ‘
per month and has committee activities in between.

For a more detailed discussion of these complexes, ' .
please see Appendix C.

X
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: (4)“'Twentv-four Inner City~Schools o \\

. Twenty—four schools in the inner city area are now being
f'given extra staffing flexibility. so. that the principal can have _.

more latitude to deal with the problems before him. This has been -
accomplished through a change in the ADA norm. In District :

\' schools you can have ong teacher for each 28.5 ADA. In the spe~
' cial twenty-four inmer city schools, the norm has been changed ~ : -
to one teacher for every 25 ADA, It's slight but it's something. sf”/x

A .

- . . ‘. v ¢

. : '(5) Advisory Councils - R’

¢ ) , ‘ o ] .
- o { The idea of advisory councils is a good omne if only it -would
work. But there appears to be a sameness across advisory councils;
everyone congratulat&s everyone else on what a good job they are
doing; and everyone.learns ofi issues which h already been dis=
cussed in other channels. The idea of the #Buncils ha$ spread - “
so that there are area councils, sub-aregfcouncils, and one coun-

. cil for each of the schoolg in given as. .Administrators report
Ty ' that these councils take up most oftheir time and since their S
pes ' #m ‘bership is often from conflictfng community groups, little is

r accomplished. Everyone su¢gests that "more" of "something
is _needed to make the advisory/council really work-—ldke time
arid raining. Where the time, money, and training is tp come
from is not addressed.

Visits to advisory council meetings led to the following
reactibns which may or may not be' typical. The& abilities and
A ~ scope of the parents and teachers present were' limited. 1In a
‘ sense they were asking for the introduction of problems that fit
- into the solutions they were able to think of. They had no new
ways of formulating or looking at the complex problems involved
in this urban community. They seemed to have solutions only to
manageable problems; but the problems before them were not manage-
able. The massive problems confronting them are most difficult,
complex, and intertwined.. It didn't take much probing of their
particular problems to turn them into massive problems outside

oy , . yof their abilities and reach. Seeing and not bedrig able-to

> Yo ~ solve juyst frustrates-and angers, .and this ,appears to happen in

o » councils that try to be for real-~they can't . go all the way be-

B . ;> cause they currently have no control. .

| , . ™
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(6) - The Center for Planned Change
+

f} . A g . S
v The Cenﬁ%r appears to be telling the people in the
District -- out iﬁ he field ~- what innovations they should
be trying rather than helping the people in the field carry
out their owm gnno’vations and creations. '
(7) [ The Gifted Program !

. } , .

_ . This is totally decentralized but this move has been
recent and there is little available on a current eva%uation
of how w&ll it is going. Prelimindry reports are most positive.

\ .
e. Miqggllaneous Issues
\
ﬂ% Most interviews ranged beyond the issue of reprgani-
zation and into some of the problems before educational insti-
tutions in general and the District in particular.

£ .
(1) Community Representation : i

We are in a period where there is much.pressure and ‘
concern for community-centeréd schools. This means that the
individual school is more a part of the community in which it
happens to be located and whose childreniit happens to serve
than it is a part of a larger structure and bureaucracy which

is located out of and beyond the immediate commundty. But ‘ °

" the concept of community is a difficult one to apply to the-
District -- maybe even irrelevant. The Board seeks "community \
voices" in an area where communities do not exist as we have . .
thought of them in the past. What the Board gets are spokes- e

men for some subsection of some part of a community which the
Board then wishfully things represents something closer to the
whole. The Mexican-American Commission is such an example. . :
This self-appointed commission does not really speak for the 4
bulk of the Mexican-American population in Los Angeles and its
membership is often seen as using the platform of the Commission

for their own political interests and gains. If the’ schools v
could really deliver what they claim to be delivering, public
confidence ‘would be gained and the community would relax its
efforts to '"become involved'. One function of an operating .
advisory committee appears to be to allow the people an s/
opportunity to share the problems they have in the schools

and then work to de-escalate some of the expectations of

the community.

39
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(2) Resource Allocation o

There needs to be a redefinition of educational priori-
ties in light of the avallable resources:

° What are things that must and can only be done
by other schools?

° What are thing that the schools can do best?

. what 'are things that schools can share with
« other agencies?

It will be increasingly difficult for this country to
support the growing level of expenditure for education in the
formal public institutions of education. There must be an
examination of where priority definitions and allocations are
in order to increase the effective use of finite regources.

There is also an accompanying need for some " negotia-
tion of accountability" that gives the teacher a chance in:

° A statement of the acceptable standard of
. student performance;
° Taking into account the students' present

level of achievement; -
'\- -
° Sharing risk between teacher and parent in
unknown areas.

On another level, the persistent drive to reduce class
size in often misplated. Some educational material can be
. . handled and communicated in very large classes, but the existing
state laws restrict this in the elementary grades. The central
. point is how are the princibals going to use the freedom which
comes from converting staff slots (through using larger classes
for some subjects) into additional resources.

There ia a great need to build more flexibility into

the system. It 1s difficult to get this flexibility at a time
- of mistrust in what is going on. Freedom to pull teachers out
of thelr regular classroom assigrments and support them in the
classroom from a pool of closely located resource personnel is
most necessary. Then the regular teacher would have a chance
at planning-courses and revamping curriculum content or instruc-
tional approaches. . '

1

"‘ga" Fal
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Continual staff development.is another important area.
Staff development is key to whichever way the structure goes,
and it is probably more at the root of current problems than any
other item. It should not just be limited to in-service training.
The development of teachers, principals, siperintendents and other
administrative personnel must be included. Currently any money
resources which are made available for training are skillfully
fought for by the teacher organizations who want such funds for
their own so that they will have the say over how these funds get
~spent. Their efforts at getting these funds are countered by
the efforts of classified to obtain the same funds for their own
use. Sometimes it becomes more trouble than it is worth in the
short term. . .
- .

' The view of the District is that there are ''very few
unsatisfactory people, most of those having problems are misplaced".
There is a claim to little. shelflng like industry. Instead -
people are reassigned and-denoted (board members have indicated
however, that salaries are rarely cut on upper echelon personnel)
rather than dismissed. The budget process further complicates the
picture. According to the law, anyone being dismissed must be
told by June 15; otherwise their dismissal will not be effective
for another year. The budget process is such than one often does
not know by that date what moves must be made and with whom; /
consequently, personnel problems are often.resolved a year late ¥
and are than much harder to deal with.

There is much playing with the concept of moving people
into the field from the "hill".' Some people stated that all the
players exist, it is just that they are in the wrong places.

Why not move curriculum planning, personnel, and business into
the areas? Why not.centralize health services at the county
level? Why not make more effective use of the 6,000 teachers'

aides wandering around in the District? . ' \&g

(3) Administration

.

"The District is quite short of administrators who know
about, understand, and can do planning. The current process
‘appears to be one in which the administrator is so busy most{\
of the time that when it comes to deciding what to do next
year, it is decided to do it like last year because there hasn't -
‘been the time to develop any new ways to do it. However, some
citizens feel that it is much more comfortable for the adminis-
trator not to alloWw time for planning because he would then have
to take a stand on where he is, what he sees going wrong, and what
he proposes to do about it. He currently does not need to take a
. stand =- he is too busy. And he can duck responsibility to do it.

11
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Some individuals within the District have tried 'to .
develop incentives for administrative people but have rum ‘into ;
many blank walls. One possible reason for the blank wallg is e
X _ . that they are looking for an incentive system that "educators
v : ) would .understand but that the lay public would not understand.

. Because .they have tried to make performance d1fferenges invisible,
‘ they have the most vocal and dggressive elements ,0f the areas of
the District down on their backs. .

The position of the area superintendent is a case in
point. If he tried to involve all the visible and vocal community
. organizations in his adv1sory counc1ls, he discovers, as some have,
- that some individual rep;esentatlves of organizations with "public"
positions to uphold are fore 1nterest%d in getting at each other
than in getting at him, except in those unfortunate cases where
he slips up and gets it from all sides. He can play them off
y - ' against ‘one another to maintain his '"cool" but it does not make
~ for much of an effective advisory committee and it takes a lot
. of ‘everyone's time.

(4) Teachers and their Organizations

It appears that the increased militancy of the merged
teacher organlzatlons here in the District will promote more
difficulty in "loosening" things up as far as teachers and their
_duties go. There are reasons to relax some of the current certifi-
cation restraints to allow greater responsiveness to local needs, A
but this is occurring at a time when the public is demanding i '
stricter certification to get rid of inadequate teachers and when
teacher organizations are talking about demanding more of them
selves and their members with a "we will take care of our own"
attitude. The teacher organization appears to be pressing for
a strongly centralized grievance handling.

(5) The Board ‘ ) . ﬁé

s . M ;'
’ , T A
The current board appears to play. an ombudsman role in »_,g

this giant District. Members are the friends of the common
- : paxent who doesn't understand much about this huge organization
,§%§ . but only wishes for a good education for his child. The board }
T is accessible; it, or at least some of its members, will always ’
listen. (Some say it merely wants to be re-elected.) It will
~ then put (often irrational) demands on the gdministration to get .
A answers. Frequently, complex, time-consuming questions which
are rather inconsequential are given as much or more priority
« % or push than critically important issues (which often may have
some politcal backlash). For this reason' (and some others) the
administrators evidenced terror when a full-time board of 11
members as outlined by the City Charter Commission was suggested.
These administrators wish for only one superintendent and see 12
if the board becomes full-time.

N
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- Exhibit B-3 Y

" Board Member Interview Guide

L. How does a Board Member get elected? How'reQelected?

2. How does a Board Mem
limitations impo
whom?

operate?: (functions) What are the
on its operation? Imposed where and by

.

3. ngy/geég/; Board Member determine whether present education
is~appropriate to children's needs? Where does he get his
“information? (internal and external)  How does he learn
about issues? '

4, How are you involved in the school budget? What' freedom
does the Board have, once the budget is submitted, to change
school budget allocations? How are resources allocated? '
(Among areas of need; differing allocations depending on
schools; program areas.)

5. . As a Board Member what do ‘you consider to be the most critical

‘ - problems facing the Board? The School Administration? What is

being done by the Board about these problems (both Board and
Administration)? What effects have these actions had?

6. What are the .barriers to delivering a quality education in
the classroom? What are the major contributions to these
barriers? What can be done to remove these barriers?
7. What changes/reorganization, would benefit the~Bchooi system? Would
any be detrimental? (decentralization; local control; etc.) ¢
Would dncreaded parental involvement be beneficial? Would it
improve pupil performance? What level of involvement? g

8. Would it be advantégeous to a district to increase the tax base
if, at the same time, it expanded its geographic area and increased
the heterogeneity. of the student population? A
> » \
‘9. What about school board elections. Do members represent a

geographically defihed constituency?

10. If elections should remain at-large, what steps should be taken
to insure appropriate representation by underrepresentative groups?
11. Test alternatives.
-~ 10 semi~autonomous Bubsets, what centralized what decentralized
- Tax base issue
- Commungty participatfon (local semi~-autonomous boards)

B-35

Q ‘ o 43 ) - v
ERIC h . N Arthur D Little Inc.




.

- By whomni?

Exhibit B-4 e T s
-Principal Intervieﬁ Guide .
P . S
Introduce yourself and explain that you are from Arthur D.
Little, Inc., a researéh firm baseq in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Explain that we have been retained by the Joint Committee of
the Legislature to Btudy alternatives for school district
reorganization. .+ f}

Tell me a little bit about your job as principal? How long
have you held it? What are yoéur major responsibilities and
activities? What limitations are imposed on your function

In carrying out your functions, what are your responsibil les

to teachers? How frequently are you in contact with '

What do they do /for you?

e What are your responsibilitiés toward staff line personnel?-,

' (éuperintendent drea’ superintendents; downtown school
administrators; etc.) ¢ How frequently are you in contact
with each?. What do they;do for you?

What changes would make.it easier for, you to fulfill your
responbibilities (e.g., decentralization of authority; more
district autonomy; flexible budgeting, etc.)

Tell me a bit about the .budgeting process. . . . ;jﬁa‘
e How much do you.get involved in the budget?
e Once drawn up, what freedom do you have to suggest changes

or a reallocation of funds? . .
e

* @ How are resources allocatéd? (among areas of need;

differing allocation depending on school neeéds, by program, .
etc,)

e How much flexibility do you have within the final
allocation?

<
-

What control do you, as a principal, have over curriculum . ‘ o
content? Over the ordering of books and materials? .‘Q'M 4¥f

the school administration? What is being done no
problems? (with what effect) R oM u%

4 4 ‘ L Y ! L;,‘ ,--..»IZ.}.,\,‘- .‘\ .’
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10.

.11,

12,

13.

14.

15.

I3

Exhibit B-4 - (Continued)

’ -

What do you consider to be the most critical problems facing

~ this school? What is being dohe about them? What are the

effects of what you have done about them? Would any changes
(legislative; administrative; etc.) help resolve these problems?

What typeé of'discipline problems are most éCute? What pro-
cedures are followed in these cases?

How do you evaluate teacher perfofmance? fa
e How diating;ish good from poor teacher?
e What might be done to improve teacher performaﬁce - what
prevents these measures from being taken?
e On what basis evalﬁate;'how f;equéntlf?
e What can you do to getain a good;teache;? | X

e What can you do to release a~poor‘ﬁeacher?

Would it be advantageous for a district to increése its tax
base by expanding its geographic area and heterogeneity of
the student population? (Probe: why or why not?) :

If principals were chartered to maké significant improvements
in the educational performance of his school, what kinds of
changes should he be permitted to make? What constraints
(legal, regulatory, or other) should be removed?

-What specific organizational changes would benefit the

aelivery of a quality education in the classroom? Would any
be detrimental?

Test alternatives.
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9.

. I talk with you."

Exhibit B-5 o
(O Teacher Interview Guide

X B»& . . - .
Introduce yourself and state that you are from Arthur D.

‘Little, Inc., a research-consulting f£irm based in Cambridge,
- Massachusetts. E . -

Explain that we have .been asked by the Joint Committee of the

Legislature to examine alternatives for reorganizing the Los

~ Angeles Schools and that, in doing o, we are talking with

parents, teachers, principals, schdol administrators, and .
board members.

Exﬁlain that: "Your principal ., recommended that

Y

(rusio4 math, etc.) teacher.
In

I understand that you are a
‘How long have you been teaching here in Los Angeles?

this school? What grade levels do you teach? ¢

Are you eatisfied with your curriculum (program content)?
What changes would you like to see made in it? How would
you like to see it improved? What constraints do you face
in modifying curriculum to meet the needs of your. students?

" What constraints do you have when ordering your materials

and supplies? What kind of lead time do you need (are you
raquired to have)?  What kinds of problems hdve you had in
getting supplies? (Ask for some examples. Ask what caused.
each problem.) Who hinders and who helps you get supplies?
Ask‘ppecific response time (average) from order to. receiving.

What changes in the teaching/learning process do you feel are
necessary to assuve that all studentfs in your class learn
effectively? What stands in the way of these changes?

1What kinds of discipline problems do you have in the classroom?
‘Which ones ,are most serious? How are these handled? (Is a
procedure used; who gets involved - principal, teacher, parent,
etc.)

What do you consider to be the advantages and disadvantages
of teaching in this school? How you like it here? If'you

had your choice; whetre would you most want to teachW Why?

How many other teachers feel the same way?

A 3
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- Exhibit B-5 -~ (Continued) ' ‘

10. What‘incentives would you need to attract you to the schools
which need you most (if more money given as answer, probe
further for such things as: atmosphere, good principal,
aupporting staff, etc.) ; :

. .11, What contact do you have with the principal? (Also ask for
contact with vice-principals when it's a high school.) What
does Zdo) he (she) (they) do for you? .
12. Do you have contact with any of the Los Angeles School é%;
Administrators? What has been the.nature of this contact?
What do they do for you?

£ ' 13. What kinds of (additional) help would you like to have from
N the school administration?

‘® What kinds of changes (administrative policy, legislative
rulings, decentralized authority, etc.) would you like to
help you in the classroom? (e.g., smaller class size,
teacher aides, flexible fund allocation, etc.)

’ 14. 1Is your performance: in the classroom evaluated? Who
evaluates you? On what basis? How frequently? Who
discusses the results of this evaluation with you?

# ~ 15. What céntact do you have with the parents of your students?
How frequently? For what purposes? :

16. If the Los Angeles School‘DiBtrict were divided into, say,

10 separate districts, what effect would this have on yowil I

» functioning in the classroom? (i.e., what, from your
viewpdbint, are the anantages/diaadvant&ges of the proposal?)

s E
- .
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. ‘ ; Exhibit B-6 : K

Staff Line Personnel Interview Guide

Area Superintendents, Assistant Superintendents
Superintendents, etc.

1. Delineation of job. How long held. Major responsibilities
and activities. Limitations imposed on his functioning
(by whom/what conditions)

-.

2. In carrying out' reBpongibilities, what are the responsibilities:'

e to the board? how frequent contactlv what support do
e  they give you? '

e to other administrators? (same)
e to principals? (same)

- 3. What changes would make it easiéer to fulfill responsibilities?
, (procedural; administrative; legislative; etc.)

4, Description of the budgeting process. How and how much
involved? How are resources allocated? (areas of need;
differing allocation depending on school needs; program)
How free to suggest changes pr reallocation of funds.

5. In the matter of school materials resources (books, supplies,
central office data) there is a complaint of inordinate time
lags from order to receipt. What process do these orders go
through and, what holds up requests?

-

6. What are the most critical problems facing:

8

-y

e the school administration? What is bging done (by whom)
* to alleviate these problems? With what effect?

e the school board? What is being done (by whom) to
alleviate these problems? With what effect?

o

7. (Area Suverintendents) What is the procedure you follow in
: teacher evaluation (principal evaluation)?

’ ‘ ] How distinguish good from poor?

e What can be done to improve performance, what prevents
these measures from being taken?

e How retain good personnel? How release poor personnel?
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Exhibit B-6 - ° (Continued)

.8. What are the important problems which decentralized adminis-
trative functions and sefvices might amelibrate? What could
be effected at minimal additional cost? Which are most
cost effective? ({e.g., greater cost but better services).

9. Would it be advantageousbto increase districts tax base if
it expanded its geographic and racial/ethnic mix? Why?

10. . If rincipal were chartered to make.significant impfoﬁements
in educational performance in his school, what are the kinds
of changes he should be dble to make? What constraints
(legal, regulatory, or other) should be removed? _

11. How can one assure adequate representatioh (physically or
empathetically) of disadvantaged on the boards; in policy-
making decisions? -

12. Test élternativea:

" o effect of sub-dividing into 10 semi—autbnomous districts.

® local participation: semi-autonomous boards.

e what functions decentralized.
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1 ' APPENDIX C

AN’ EXAMINATION OF CRITICAL INCIDENTS

One of the study team's key interests in the process of examining

LAUSD was the organization's ability to respond and/or self-

correct, based on changes in requirements internally and ¢ :
externally. In exploring organizational performance, it is ‘
typical to take output or performance data and relate it to’

inputs or requirements in an aggregate fashion. This we have

done in other areas of our work. However, this does not give

a picture of the internal dynamics and processes involved in

an organization's performance. Therefore, we identified a wide

range of critical incidents for poteritial expldqration. The

critical incident process is one of tracing throughout the

organization the various responses made by a part of the organi-

zation in reaction to an incident. This tracing provides some

insight as to the processes and reasons why certain actions

were taken in a way which is mot illuminated when.looking only

at aggregate output and requirement informati

The following are insights into the organizational responses
to three different situations: principal removals; the
removal of the sixth period; and the educational complexes
(Jordan and Garfield).

A. Principal Removal Incident

In assessing the.responsiveness and flexibility of the present
organization, we chose to look at two principal removal incid-
ents, for several reasons. Until relatively recently the
principal slot has been inviolate in terms of community pressures
(although upper echelons haVv2 appeared nonchalant about shuffling
principal positions). Yet with increasing emphasis on localized
needs and the responsiveness of the school to those needs, the
principals' position has come under close scrutiny. Increasingly
parents (in particular) have begun to question whether or not
their school's principal both understands local needs and acts
sympathetically toward them. In black {(and brown) communities

in particular the issue-has sometimes become more symbolic:

the principal must be of the same racial or ethnic background.

In our initial community interviews we were told of two incid-
ents of principal removals: Fremont High School, where community
efforts secured both the removal of the white principal and the
installment of a black principal; and The Main Street School,
where an excellent principal with good student and parent rapport
was "kicked upstairs" for being too friendly with the students.
When we probed both incidents, we found the former to be much
more complex and anxiety-laden than our sources had indicated;

we found the latter to be, as far as we can determine, totally
inaccurate. Both indicate clearly miscommunication and mistrust
between the school system and the éommunities served. An analy-
sis of each incident follows:
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A

1. Fremont High School .

Moﬁt respondents felt Maléolm'to be a good ﬁriLcipal, re—
sponsive to school needs, but sacrificed to the-%rowing Black . -
awareness and need for identity. During earliér~crises at '
other schools, im particular, he was supported by students and
faculty alike. The incident was precipitated when the Faculty
N ’ Committee appointed by Mr. Malcolm, principal of Fremont, for
the purpose of approving all student organizations refused to
approve the constitution of the Black Student Union (Malcolm
indicated that the BSU wanted to replace the student council).
It escalated as students were dismisg;d for disruptive
ad‘ivities (apparently encouraged by a milifant community
organization) designed to secure approval of the constitution.
Other community groups became involved and formed into a student~ - -
b community coalition. Although Malcolm continued meeting with
all groups, demands were made to the Area Superintendent,
in¢luding the demand for a black principal.

=

»

As demands were largely ignored and the crises heightened,
the teacher groups themselves split into two discrete camps:
older, white teachers who sympathized with the pringipal (although
they had very little contact with him at this time)and were '
opposed to any changes resulting from the demands; younger, often
black, teachers who sympathized with the students.

The Area Superintendent was highly involved in this incid-
ent (Malcolm indicated he requested guidelines early in the
crises but was ignored until too late), but either could not
or did not. meet with the following parties in interest: dissi-
dent students; dissident teachers; supportive teachers; and
community groups. Thus, his main contact was with the focus
of the incident: the principal. In fact, he himself stated
his contacts with the principal were so extensive as to cut
off meaningful relations with any other party; he was accused
of engineering Malcolm's every move, including public appearances
and press conferences.

This stalemate led to the presentatiyn of the incident to
the Board of Education, which did not bectbme involved (although
several board members were showing either open sympathy for or
opposition to Malcolm) until asked to act, and then allowed

- . different groups to air their grievances.
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As the crisis escalated, Malcolm was subjected to increasing
pressures and threats and requested a transfer. The Board then
~quietly filled. his post with a black, Dr. Bolton, who had been a
vice principal at the Los Angeles High School and who was, tech-
nically, unqualified for the post. This }atter transfer was performed
without consulting the student-community ‘coalition in either school.

_ . Reyerberations did not end’here. Bolton has been involved very,
.. personally in effortpfbe;ng made in the Los Angeles High School

o - to keep the school integ¥ated and trouble-free; he enjoyed tre-
mendous popularity in the school; and parents saw in him a
very appropriate male image which many young boys lacked, as
well as having'keen and sensitive insight into the needs of
his schogl. Both Belton and parents, were upset at this arbitrary
reshuffle and, according to initial community interviews, Bolton
requested a transfer due- to the incident and the distrust and
hostility from the Fremont student-community coalition.

The incident bears out several points. the inability of
a the system to dea$ with a problem until® it has escalated to the
- point where bending the rules appears expedient (even here in-
v flexibility is evident: the area superintendent revealed under
" - no circumstance wdiuld he have submitted Malcolm's transfer if
' ** Malcolm had not fequested that he do so); administrators do not
.appear equipped to handle these kinds of incidents in a mediator-
type role, but appear to align themselves with the principal;
communication across lines was avoided at worst, poorly attempted
at best; the buck was neatly passed to the board which stalled
, action until the crisis was no longer tenable (although several
. members were clearly aligned with one side or another); the board,
' although hearing all sides, acted apparently without testing the
results of its actions on any parties at interest. Although
all appeared leary of removing Malcolm, there apparently was
) no hesitation in removing a vice principal for their own purposes
* g without any apparent agreement on his part. Furthermore,
neither the area superintendent nor the vehement supportive
bpard member would admit that there were any problems with the
4§ality<of education at Fremont (one of the.issues that devel-
oped), although the school is 100 percent minority; has a 65
percent transiency rate; and-a median reading score for tenth
grade students in the l4th percentile of nationally normalized
N scores. Malcolm himself admitted to both poor quality of educa-
tion and inadequate facilities. Several respondents felt that
if the community were more involved in the planning of school
programs, the crisis might well have been averted. The same re-
spondents added that the present grievance procedures are not
only inadequate but also provoke the very issues they attempt
to resolve: exploding relatively minor incidents to major
proportions.
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2. - Highlights of Jordan's Removal as ?rincipalef Main

Street School . 7

g . ' During  the summer 3 ordan, principal of Main~ ~
' Street Scho as offered for the second time the position df >
o Nort ea Administrative Consultant in charge of all speciaziy V‘

~finded pf’érams by the North Area Superintendent. He had t ed
the position down the first time it was offered becguse he had
., wanted to stay at Main Street School for a longer time afd also
SN becauge at that time there were limitations in funding and budget

N ) . ) : -

_;*n and aboht its Iimitations. The reasons for i
Iwere no*lohget present; he had accomplished

much™ :#hat ‘tie" warited at ‘Mafn" Street; and the conditions for

taking the position -weré met.: iordan therefore 'accepted the
, positiony wiote lettets of exp&nngtion for his decision to the

v : staff of'hain SttEet School and'is.working out vefy well in his
new position. The teachersza¢-ﬂiin Street- qre working with thé:
néw principal who is finding $jid transition relgtrively easy be-
cause of the solid- staff which'Jordan *had develﬁped during his
time as principalu P § 4

«

Yet either the reasons behind this '"transfei" were -not
appropriately explaineéd to the school® communityy or mistrust

of stated, versus. real, reasons 'wvas evident, because in’ our
community interviews we were informed that this was an effort

by upper echelons to remove #: very popular and effective adminis-
trator who was "if tune" with stqdents and community. One
opinion of upper administration popularly held. and frequently
voiced (particularly among minorities) is that the "Hill" in
particular dowk not want either principals or teachers to be
close to their communities and '"removes'" those that are (Castro,.
Dangerfield and Van Christopher are mentioned hy minoritief here)

The main highlight arising from the investigation of these
incidents is that where the move is accomplished within the
boundaries and "confines' of the organization there is little
difficulty and the move is most particularized to the individual
and individuals involved. However, where the move is a result
of pressure brought to bear from the outside to force action
in the organization, the action.itself is awkward, defensiye,
ill~thought out, and with little account and attention paid to
the consequences and impact on the particular individuals

. involved in the action. In neither incident were local parties-
in-interest allowed to participate; nor were.they adequately
informed following the decisions.

N
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The organizational implication 1is how it‘will be possible
to enable the organization to be such as to respond to both
types of change (and Sthers in between) with the same degree
of effectiveness. An effective means 1s to validly make the
community (or its elected representatives) a contribufing and
vital part of the decision-making process in personnel (as

‘well as other policy-making decisions concerning”the school:

budgeting; curriculum; school procedures, etc.).

B. The Sixth Period Incident

The sixth period incident was examined for its implications

as to the school system in several areas: appropriate planning
for contingencies; the_aﬁility to sense and react (in areas of "
uncertainty) according to probability; ‘and flexibility in terms
of "turn-around" time. It involved the dropping of the sixth
period in ninth and tenth grades-in April of 1967 becguse of
failure of a tax ovarride and the accompanying inability of

the District to reinstate this period when additional funding
came from the Legislature.

Due to the failure of an override election in the fall of

1966, the Superintendent of the LAUSD was forced to provide a
wdy for the Board to reduce the school district's budget by 12
million in the spring of 1967. Twelve options were offered and
on April 24, 1967, the decislon to deletg the sixth period in
the ninth and tenth grades (ohe of the anilable options) was
made as one of the budget cuts in the Augmented Budget and
Finance Committee meeting. Other critical events in the
chronologx\dere as follows: o '

[4

e August 8 - The District_had knowledge of the size of
' the appropriation which the State Legislature had
allocated for the entire state.

e August 13 - The official budget document contalning
the financial needs of the LAUSD was filed. (Three
days late.) '

e August 15 - The governor signed the approprilations bill.

) September 7 - LAUSD received information on the exact
allocation of state funds.

e September 11 - [The first ‘day of school] The Augmented
Budget and Finance Committee decided to restore the
sixth period for the ninth and tenth grades for the
semester beginning in February 1968. : f

04
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. the chronologv of events.

tions about the options presented for consideration by the

‘were kept. Meetings of the Augmented Budget and Finance

+tion of children was at stake, the choices for deletion can

" volunteers at their normal, paid rate.. . e

There are some 1ssues and discrepancies which emerge behind §

‘ LS
1. No written records of the conversations and delibera- 'ﬂW@Q
Superintendent and the pros and cons associated with these

Committee have no transcripts. Instead, only minutes on
committee conclusions are kept. Nonetheless, since educa-

be questioned (why not health services, or better yet,
sabbatical leave funds for teachers). '
~
2. Deletion of the sixth period was proposéd as an. op—
tion which would eliminate 350 teaching positions’ and saveﬁgﬁé
the District $3.1 million. Actually, only $2. 4 milliop "ﬂﬂ
were saved, . : %

~

R 1

ﬁ o
@Z;. The stated reason for not: responding fas%er ant “insti-
tuting the sixth period in the fall term ‘was the require- -
ment to fill 3,000 positions in the period between August 8 =
and September ll Yet if they were recruiting 3,000
teachers; another 350 yould mnot be that burdensome,

A3

4. There is no 'record of organizationaleIZRTbility &ﬁﬁ

in providing some sort of compromise for the sixth period, -
once the funds wege, known. .To the contrary, volunteers .

were refused due to' lack of uniformity (1f one school =~ - ¢
doesn't have volunteers, all must suffer). There does o
not appear to be any attempt made 'to enlist teacher

5. The District prepared no'alternative;g' 3 ]
a number of possible (and some say likely) cont(*genc&es
developed. Lack of time and money and staff we
reasons for not developing any alternatives,. a% .wewere,
told that reinstated funds would not have been/sufficient ) Co®
for th& full year. . . .

6. The District did not moveﬁuntil all of the formal ¢
decision networks had performed their function -- no “ .
attempt was made to reinstate the sixth perilod until the
September 7 date, when the District received information’ . '
on the exact allocation of state funds. The District
only played with certainty, not probabilities.

7.  Public hue and cry which accompanied the decision
to drop the sixth period surprised the Board members in- .
volved. ' Everyone denied that political considerations ’
played any part in the decision on which options should
be cut, but.the following year, 1968, when, faced with%the .
option again, the Board stayed away from the sixth period ¢
deletion.

C-6

Arthur D Little Inc.
SHE . :




Turnaround offthis>sort involving hiring of personnel can

be admitted to be nearly impossible for even the smallest
district with only four days notice. But .were there only four
days available? It is likely that some form of contingengy
planning on the part of the District could well have provided
earlier information and partial programming which would have
gotten the sixth-period back into the curriculum much faster.
(Rumor has it that even by February some positions were still
unfilled, although we have no confirmation of this.)

There is no way to legitimate consideration of other

possible options which might have been presented to the Board

by the Superlntendent rather than the anes which were. The
deletlon of the sixth period came about because-it was the

least offensive among the big three reduction options: re-.
duced teaching of special services, curtailment of transportation

‘and deletion of sixth period in the ninth and- ‘tenth grades ILts

selection was also defended in that it did rot affect the 'core"
of the educational program while the others would have. There
is some question as to the completeness of this ébservation.

One would think that the large District would gain flexibil-

ities with its increased size which would allow for different
treatment of issues related to items such as the sixth period. '
The investigator just has difficulty accepting the conclusion

of the school personnel that there were not 350 teachers tucked
away in thesorganization whose talents and efforts could have

- been lent to the reinstatemeny of the sixth period. . It would
‘seem that the one factor which does accompany size is the

expanded ability to rationalize quite adequately any decision

which is made, forcing the measure to prove to the contrary

on the questioner, who can never be expected to uncover all . .
of the facts. :

&

C. The Educational Cdmplexes »

One ofganizational element that is included in the structural
alternatives being proposed to the Joint Committee for consid-
eration relates to clustering schools into "complexes'. A
complex cluster could be made up of one or two high schoolsy
one to four junior high schools, and up to about 20 elementary
schools. The cluster operates with each school's students
moving to the next higher school within the cluster as these »
students advance through the educational system.

J

el

-~
A
.
~—

Arthur D Little Inc




'
*

-

The purpese of the complex arrangemenﬁ is to better utilize
school resources to meet the educational needs of those
students in the cluster schools -- to differentially meet

the needs which these students have as compared with students
in other schools in other clusters. A second purpose for the
complex arrangement is to better involve local community::

\ people at this sub-district level with the needs apparernt

' and relevant at this level -- the needs of their owniﬁ?ildren
in their own nearby schools. In order to examine whgtlimpli-
cations are embodied in any proposed district-wide clustering N
arrangement, existing District experiments related,to this
type of structural clustering of schools were investigated,

1./ Jordan and Garfield Complexes‘ : L -

[ I% July of 1968, two educational "complex" efforts were

¢ started in the LAUSD under Federal Title III (innovative)
funding with a total yearly funding of almost$l.3 million.
(The Jordan operation gets a bit more than half of this to
operate ten active programs -- soon to be 12.) One complex
-centered around Jordan High School in South Central Los Angelés;
the other around Garfield High School in East Los Angeles. In
addition to the high school, the Jordan complex involved an
adult school, one junior high, and five elementary schools.
The Garfield complex school involvement is the same except .
that it has one less elEmentary school. Each school has its
own advisory committee and from these committees, three rep-
resentatives are selected for. .membership on the advisory board.
Each meets .once per month and has committee activities in
between. Participating schools were selected primarily in
those instances where the "feeder! patterns provided a route
for the student through all grades. The student enrollment
of the schools involved in both complexes is approximately -18,000.

Initially, the intent was to provide programs for all students
from K~12 in the participating schools plus programs for the
adults and pre-school children in the area. Funding has not °
been at a level high enough for this and except for a junior
high and senior high program at Jordan, the programs concen-
trate on the increase of reading skilds in the elementary
grades (K-3 in Jordan and K-6 in Garfield); complex curriculum
development; operation of the family‘centers; 'guidance and
articulation for the older students in junior and senior high;
staff and advisory committee development} and biiingual instruc-
tion in the Garfield complex. It happens that.the schools in- ,
volved in the Jordan complex are also.satura d'ritle I schools.

f’%

Financing and staffing have all become intertwiped with one
another and with the District so that it 1s difficult to discover
who pays for what. .The balancing out process in the District

hY
o7 |
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mentioned earlier comes up again in-the'operation of the Complex.
Programs from the Complex are limited to K-3 since Title I pro-
grams are 4-6. This gives everyone a piece of some action but

it calls into question where the action leads educationally.

The staffing of the Jordan Complex includes the following:
director, assistant director, curriculum director, two steno
clerks, coordinator in each school .with a secretary for each,

12 kindergarten teachers, two coordinators in each family center
(to work with pre-school and adults), 34 educational aides and
half of an evaluatien consultant.

. The Jordan Complex experiment is totaly dependent on Federal
(Title III) funding to make it go. Blank faces greeted questions
on what will continue if the Federal funding is stopped., The
feeble response was.that the State will take over the funding.
‘There is little interest or awareness elsewhere in the District
of the innovations which might be discovered in the Jordan
activity -—— in fact, there is little more than formal exchange
between the Jordan and the Garfield operations. Everyone has
the attitude -- and it reflects some of the problem-centered
parochialism -- that the Complex efforts are in another area
and we have our own concerns here. There is little District
impact due to the Jordan Complex.

It is '"too early to tell" 'in a hard evaluation sense the
results of the g{wo complex efforts. However, some observations

are in order: -

. v B

a. The Jordan Complex is better operated and admin-

istered than the Garfield Complex and everyone interviewed was

quick to point this out. There are some reasons which do '
account for a bit of the differences: better prepared -
administrators as directors; different involvement of

advisory personnel; different location of staff offices

to serve the complex schools; differences in other funded

activities also present in the participating schools; .
different support from downtown, both initially and at

present.

b. The greatest potential pay-off for the lay people
involved -- whether they are students or parents —-- appears
to be in the programs for the adults and pre-schoolers.
Through the family centers, parents are involved in help-
ful domestic education and social_activities. The advisory
council activities provide leadership training for commun-
ity people. The Garfield Complex offers the ESL program
in the family centers. ’

Arthur D Little Inc




L . c. While there might be implications in the operation of
’ the complexes which have relevance elsewhere in the district,
there is little way in which .the innovations are spread out
from the compléxes. This is generally true for the District's
experiments (it is confined to a very small area of atten-
tion, quite independent of other, possibly parallel experi-
ments being conducted elsewhere at the same time, and little
dispersion is encouraged), the proof required through
evaluation is hard to come by. v

d. It would seem that articulation from one complex
school to another would be a major factor in operating
a complex: the flexibility that comes from being able
to allocate resources in special ways within the schools
involved and to move students aropund in this small area
so as to get them exposed to the special resources. - But
this turns out to be a small part of the total program.
So is curriculum differentiation between included schools.

y e. The mini-grant program -- giving $40,000 to the
community advisory councils to allocate on programs they
themselves help prepare and develop (in up to $10,000
lumps) -- apparently was well received and acted upon

Coe '4 . by the involved community personnel. However, this is

: +the one program which came out with the lowest priority
in each of the complexes and will;be dropped in next
year's request for funds. Two poseible reasons emerge
for this: community people really were not allowéd the
apparent freedoms to allocate the funds and therefore )
were not much interested in continuing them at the expense
of something else; or they couldn't be bothered with all
the allocation decision-making required to decide among
possible mini-grant funding requests and again decided
that it would be best to spend the money elsewhere. In
either case, the program which gave some measure of
autonomy to the local people is not requested for the
future. =

f. The advisory council operation- at the Jordan Complex
is seen by observers as being 'coopted" by the "Establish-
ment'". Some testimony by Mrs. Trimble at the Jefferson
High School hearing supports this supposition. The can-
trasts between the by-laws for the operation of the two
advisory boards also lends support to this: the Jordan
Board is elected for three year terms and the Garfield
for one; the Jordan Board does not have a regular date
for meetings specified while the Garfield Complex does;
the Jordan Board membership is not nearly so specified
to insure community and student involvement and in some

‘ sense dominance, as the Garfield Complex Board; comments
by community people about the Chairman of the Jordan Board
also suggest that she has lost some 'touch, concern and
feel" for the needs of her community.

B Cc-10 , , .
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g. It is not clear what would remain if the Federal -
funding for the Complex was withdrawn; nor is it clear what
is possible elgewhere in the District using a complex type
notion with a different type of basis of funding. The r ng
program efforts account for over one-half of the available
funding whereas articulation, guidance and the family centers
are much smaller than one-half.of the current budget.
The two complexes currently functioning within the LAUSD
.4t this point only suggest possibilities in spreading the notion
. throughout the District. Evidently the community people who
become involved do benefit -- but the programs available at
this time are more geared to benefit low income and educationally
deprived community adults thah adults who have quite a bit of
formal education. The concentration on reading skill develop- .
ment in the existing complexes 1s also geared to the less-
advantaged areas where the programs are in operation. What
programs could be developed and utilized effectively in the
complexes in communities with different problems is quite
, - another matter. The multi-ethnic possibilities are starting v
5 ’ to emerge in expanded complex notions, but here again the bene-
fits would accrue to the increased 'cosmopolitan' nature of the
children involved from the predominantly white ethnic communities.

The real benefits from a generalized complex notion being
built around clusters of elementary and secondary schools have
not been adequately developed or explored in the existing
Title III Complex operations to satisfactorily answer questions
related to whether or not gains from the sharing and pooling
of resources and particular decision-making at the local level
are feasible. Rejection of the mini-grant notion as a part

- of the program is disturbing, even though there.might have been
little real discretion left to the local, community people.

‘ 3# . Arthur D Little Inc. ' |
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C . APPMNDIX D o

SURVEY OF LAUSD FEACHING PERSONNEL

-

A. . Imtroduction

This‘éLpendix summarizes the findings of a rgndom mail survey
of LAUSD teaching personnel conducted during the month of x~3

March 1970. The mail survey was undertaken to find out teachers''

thoughts.and opinions reégarding issues identified in an earlier
ser%’s of personal interviews with principals and the teachers
they selected.-

Completed questionnéirés,were returned by more than 450 teachers,
substitutes and teaching aides. 392 were in time to be included
in this statistical analysis. The sample was a randomly selected
one taken from the LAUSD teaching personnel listing. The 392°
respondents accurately reflect the total LAUSD teaching staff,
with 49 percent being in the elementary division, 49 percent’
being in the secondary division, and one percent in special
schools. (The missing one percent is due to rounding.) Further-
more, the schools in which they teach accurately reflect the school
composition of the district in terms of racial and ethnic dis~
tribution.

This memorandum is organized into three sections: 1. Introduction,

2. Conclusions, and 3. Presentation and Discussion of Findings. .

1

AN
B. Conclusions

LAUSD teachers agree that some form of rédrganization is required. ‘
Specifically, they indicate: |

® Those. functions performed at the individual school
level are superior to the more centralized -functions.

) The movement of presently centralized functions to |
even the Area Superintendent's level is preferable \

to centralized functions.

° A greater degree of local participation by teachers ™
on almost all items, including such items as the

& establishment of courses to be taught and the
delection of appropriate texts, is desirable.
W

] # present mechanisms of community and parent

nent are inappropriate, namely the PTA and

6l Arthur D Little Inc




. . The preferred mechanism for community, school. ard
parent involvement is an elected advisory board,
although a community control board is not as un-

.favorably seen‘as *the present selected advisory
committee. (A word of ocaution is in order here,

A2 however. Teachers only reached conserisus in two

e parent participatory areas, both involving student

discipline.)

° The present LAUSD organization and procedures are
not adequately handling the particular needs of
particular schools, especially the schools having
high concentrations of ethnic minorities.

» This was indicated for the areas of teacher turn-
over, curriculum and student discipline. ‘

o
[

While the teachers overwhelmingly think that decentralization

is needed, one can interpret this as being the very least form

of reorganization needed, as a majority will go so far as to favor
the dividing of the LAUSD into ten independent districts.

Finally, the teachers view salaries as poor and indicate that

,ﬁit enough money is being allocated to undertake the various and
ifiportant educational efforts for the educationally disadvantaged,
the low achievers, and the bright students.

-C, Presentation and Discussion of Findings

1. Ratings of School Performance

Teachers were asked to rate the school at which they taught
in terms of items such as administration, staff morale, custodial
services, and so on. Their rating was a five-point scale:
excellent, good, average, fair, poor. The following exhibit shows
those items for which a significantly large proportion of teachers
rated their schools either "excellent" or /'poor"

Exhibit D=1

Items Teachers Rated 'Excellent"

Items rated "excellent": - e

Teacher turnover - "Are most teachers staying at the school as
opposed to transferring at their earliest

opportunity?"

Admimistratigw © - "How well does the school function?"

Staff Relations - '"Do teachers interact constructively wiuh pfah

' each other, exchanging ideas and resou:CE

materials?"

Staff Morale - "Are the teachers supportive of the qgﬁsawfﬂ

Innovation - "Does the school foster new approaéhes to
teaching/learning?"" W
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Interestingly enough, despite their favorable attitude toward -
school innovation, 41 percent didn't know how knowledgeable

other teachers were about the potential of the SB-1 bill or about

the ability of their school to implement new directions suggested

by it. Furthermore, as Exhibit D-3 indicates (see the end of this
Appendix) there was little knowledge of SB-1 and pessimism as to

what effects it would have on the schools. From our interviews

other conclusions have also been drawn as to both the administra-

‘tion of schools and staff relations (see Appendix B). 5

Exhibit D-2

Items Teachers Rated "Poor"

Items rated ''poor":

Custodial Service - "Are the buildings:and'rooms kept clean?"
Equipment - "Does the school have adequate audio-
visual equipment, laboratory equipment,
. ete,?"

"Are provisions for special education
and services adequate to the needs of
exceptional children?"

Special Education

Teacher Salaries - "Are the salaries paid indicative of the
output required of each teacher and her
effectiveness in the classroom?"

Counselling Services - "Are students getting the help they need
in determining their course of further
education and careers?"

2. Decentralizing the System

The most notable basis on which to differentiate the
"excellent" from the "poor'" items shown above is location.
The items rated "excellent" are primarily under local control
of the principal and school staff, while the items rated 'poor"
are primarily determined centrally or, as in the case of cus-
todial services, in one of eight area offices. (Furthermore,
as Exhibit D-4 (at the end of this Appendix) shows, responses
for changes dealing with the poor or fair areas deal quite fre-
. quently with additional classes and services, counselling,
(belying parochialism found in dealing with SB-1l and organiza-
tion changes == perhapstheir parochialism is due to organiza-
tional stiffling, etc.); all are things speaking to the flexibility
with which the school can handle individual, localized needs.
Emphasis on better ways of handling teacher performance is

o | D-3 |
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notable. This observation is bqvge out still further in the

two tables on the following pagé. . Suggested classroom changes

and additional comments can be foupd in Exhibit D-5 and D-6 at

the end of this Appendix. Here again, changes suggested to help
teachers in the classroom are pa hial.: only six deal with .
different ways of teaching or led? ing, the rest concentrate

on class size, the need for more materials, and the need for
homogeneous groupings. We are hard put to explain these

anomalies.

Table D-1: Preferred Location of Curriculum Resource Personnel

Percent of Teachers Who:

Curriculum
Resource Agree Somewhat It Does Somewhat Strongly
Personnel: Strongly Agree Not Matter Disagree Disagree

1. Should be loca-

ted "on the hill"

(downtown central

offices) N 4 ' 6 -8 19 54
2. Should be loca-

ted under each

elementary/sec~

ondary area Ssupt 23 29 5 14 19

3. Should be loc-
ated in each
school 42 17 6 13 13

Table D~2: Preferred Location of Supplies and Repair Services

. Percent of Teachers Who:
Texts, workbooks, ‘ ,
audio-visual Agree Somewhat It Does Somewhat Strongly

supplies & repair: Strongly Agree Not Matter Disagree Disagree

1. Should be loc-
ated "on the hill"

(downtown central
offices) 6 8 8 13 45

2. Should be loc-
ated under each
elementary/sec~ .
ondary area supt 26 27 6 12 13

3, Should be loc-

ated in each
school 44 16 6 8 9

(5! Arthur D Little Inc
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It should be noted that lead time for supplies was very scat-
tered and erratic although general supplies could be obtained very
quickly, and a special service for films gave reasonably good
service (almost half could get films within a one month period).
Resource materials, and texts were another story, however: the
average time for a state mandated text was around 3-1/4 months;

’ for supplementary texts the mean time was 3-1/2 months; and for
resource materials, 3-3/4 months.

And, finally, on the question of_decentralizing.some of the
administrative functions of -the LAUSD:.

e 557 of the teachers were very much in favor of
decentralizing '

e 23% were somewhat 'in iavor

o 67 didn't care much one way or the other

° 6% were somgwhat opposed

e 6% were very much opposed

' & s As a look at Exhibit D-7 at end of this Appendix will show, posi-
ﬁi%é cbmments center around the need to localize the schools to meet
yoon iddividual needs, the ensuing better communications and opportunity
vy -ﬁpf inhovation, the increased community support and control, and, even
e .4 less costly structure. (Negative comments centered around the
»*ﬁf . ‘increased cost and increased administrative red tape, etc.)
%&hg EEEEE— _ P
4 '

3. What to Decentralize and Who Should Participate in
Decision-Making ’

Id addition to the specific questions on curriculum resource
personnel and supplies and repair services, which were to examine
how far toward the individual school level the decentralization
process could or should go, another series of specific decision
areas was examined as shown in the table on the following page.

b} The purpose was two-fold: to identify who should have a role or
"vote'" in the decision, and who should have the final authority
for decision-making.

There are some significant differences between secondary
and elementary teachers. The majority of secondary teachers
think that students and parents should become involved in the
decisions about establishing courses to be taught in the school.

6o
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: Finally, for all teachers, it 1s clear that many areas where

‘ ‘decision authority 1is presently centralized should be decentral-
) ized all the way to the school and/or classroom level. (Sofhe,

| . such as establishing courses and determining appropriate texts,
represent a ''decentralization" from the state level of mandated
requirements to the local school.) Significantly, the State
Legislature should have a hand in the establishment of the number

" of school days, and nothing else, and even here teachers did not

agree as to where final authority should rest. Also note the
absence of consensus as to the role of both the district and area

C superintendents (the random sample teachers obvipusly were for a
further decentralization than the teathers, whom principals
picked for us to interview. (See Appendix B.) Even the
Board of Education role was significantly decreased to salary scale
setting, integration guidelines, establishing the number of school
days, and allocation of funds. Furthermore, except for integration
guidelines and supporting”staff salaries, the Board 1s given
participative rights along with other bodies.

Teachers, as will be seen later with community leaders, and

little consensus as to where the final authority should rest.
L

4, The Nature of Local Participation

A specific question relating to various forms of participa-
tion was included in the questionnaire. Teachers' answers are
presented in the following table:

.

o, L]

Table D-4: Community Participation

N G

) y Percent of Teachers Who:
Community

Participation Agree Agree Don't Disagree Disagree ‘
Should be Via: Strongly Somewhat Care Somewhat Strongly )
The PTA : 24 38 9 14 10

'. An Advisory .Committee
of parents selected
by the principal 6 21 5 30 32

An Advisory Committee . =
consisting of parents

elected by the

copmunity and teachers

elected by the teachers 46 33 3 7 7

An elected community

school board to which

the principal must

answer for selected

policies and procedures 14 21 3 22 34 .

D-11
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Notice that the old form of participat;on, the PTA; is not viewed

-~

o as favorablv as an elected Advisorv Committee, however, it is
viewed as being considerably better than the present system of

advisory committees where the members are selected by the' principal.
Interestingly enough, there is‘not,as quch~opposftion to a community
school board as .to' the present system, but caution should be exer-
cised here, since parents were givén’é minor participative role
compared to teachers. The implication is that if parents seek to
assume more areas of significant participation thar teachers .appear
willing to give, conflicts may arise between these two groups. '

' N
5. Splitting the LAUSD into Ten Independent Dist

~ ’
<

ricts

Even though the splitting 6f the LAUSD into independent
districts would raise thorny personal questions about such items
as teniure, retirement, etc. for each teacher, a majority of

teachers favored this concept as shown in Ehe_table below:

Table D-5: Attitudes Toward Splitting LAUSD

1 don't really care much one way or

the other ' . A . . 8%
I would be somewhat opposed taq it - - u13‘7.
I would be very much opposed to-it 20%.

L A : :
Attitude ' . . Percent of Respondents
I would be very much in favor of it . 29%
I would be somewhat in favor of it' . 26%

As can be seen in Exhibit D-8 at the qndlof this Aﬁpendix,
support ceptered arqund the ability of each district to deal
with in idual school needs, to be responsive and responsible

'to the ‘community (which would have a larger voice), to improve

communications from the presently large district, and to be in

a better position ‘to control wastefulness.

Opposition, however, centers around: intégration, the ability
of pressure groups to have more control, the extra cost involved
with duplication of services (and the loss of central services),
the inequities of tax base gand°resulting iﬁequality of educa-
tional opportunity), and the fact that ten districts are too many.

D"" 2-\
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6. Allocation of Money - - p

Teachers were asked as to whether the monies were appropri—
ately ailocated to their schools: . .
- 'Table D-6: Allocatioh of Funds for Special Needs v i‘;
) 2 ’ Percent of Teachers Who: .
) Toé much money o A a
is now allocated Agree Agree Don't“ Disagree Disagree ’ 1
to the: Strongly Somewhat Care Somewhat Strongly
. = ’
Educationally dis- ‘ .
advantaged 5 10 3 25 50
Low achievers. 4 10 . 4 26 50
. . ‘Bright students ) 3 - 8 3 27 - 53
0 '{‘ “
Not enough money
»is now allocated . Agree Agree Dpn't Disagree Disagree
to the% ’ Strongly ' Somewhat Care Somewhat Strongly
) . - )
Educationally dis— ) s - ’
advantaged - . 43 - .24 3 13 7
JLow achievers . 44 24 4 12 6
" Bright students . 48 25 4 11 4

This indicates that teachers believe there is not enough money
presently available to undertake the important educational efforts
needed for the educationally disadvantaged, lowlachievers and the e
bright students. This Ts particularly significant in view of

' the proportion of educationally disadvantaged in the LAUSD.

7. Some Issues from the Viewppint of High and Low Ethnic
Concentration Schools: )

New teachers tend to be concentrated in schaols with a high
proportion of Spanish surname or Negro children:

Dtl3
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Table D-7: Teaching Experience by Ethnic Mix -

T

Teachers in Schools " Percent of Teachers Having A_~
Having Negro and : - Total Teaching Experience\Of

Spanish Surname .

Children Which - | Under - 3-4 5-9_ 10-14 15 yrs
Comprise: . 3 yrs yrs yrs _yrs OL-MoTre Total

" Less than 10% of

of the student body  14%  10% 26%  20%. 31% .101%

QOi or more of the , .
student body 33% 14% - 17% 19% 17% 100%

_ In terms Of rating their school's performance, the teachers in

schools having high concentrations of ethnic minorities children

‘have significantly different ratings for curriculum, student o

discipline -and teacher turnover:

Table D-8: Specific Teacher Responses by Ethnic Mix ’

Curriculum - Are the courses given relevant to student needs?

Teachers in Schools. ' " Percent of Teachers Indicating
Having Negro and That The Curriculum in Their School Is:
Spanish Surname

Children Which

Comprise; Excellent Good Averégg Fair "Poor Other 'Total

Less than 10% of

" the student body 17 IAA 30 4 3 3 101

.

907% or more of the B : . ' ‘ -
student body \\\\\? oo 33 27 18- 4 101
! \\ N ~ g -7 .

Student Discipline - Are students well behaved (no violence or

. vandalism)?
Teachers in Sbhools Percent of Teachers Indicating
Having Negro and That The Student Discipline in Their
Spanish Surname = . School Is:
Children Which T ' _
Comprise: " Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Other Total
Less than 10% of
the student body 18 51 20 6 3 2 100
907 or more of the n - :
student body 4 19 15 31 28 3 100

Table continued on next page

D~14 7 l
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) . Table D-8 - (Continued) ' .

Teacher Turnover - Are'most teachers staying at the school as
’ Opposed to transferrgng at their earliest

opportuynity?
TeachenS'in Schools Percent of Teachers Indicating
Having Negro and That The Teacher Turnover in Their
Spanish Surname S¢hool Is:
. Children Which : » : :
' Comprise: - : Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Other Total
Less than 10%. of ’ -
the student body 49 31 " 14 3 1 3 101
90% or more of the _ '
student body 9 23 10 27 29 3 ., 101’ - Pl
. . - B ‘._...‘ e 6 ’. ;:’
The preceding comparisons highlight the serious nature of problems _ STV
with curriculum, student discipline and teacher turnover in schools :
héving high concentrations of ethriic mihorities children.
Significantly, teachers in schools having high and low concenté;:
tions of ethnic minorities children do not have different opinigns ' o
g regarding race relations in the school, whether the LAUSD shou N
A - be divided into ten.independent school districts, or whether the\fﬁx

-

LAUSD should decentralize some of the administrative functionsw;? 4

~ +

LA Y
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Exhibit D-3

v S :
Verbatim Responses of Every Tentthespondent*to the Question:

’

"What specific effects do you think SB-1 will have on your school?"

Changing curriculum to fit the needs of the students. Planning
committee involving community members -- student members, staff
members, PTA members, administration.

<

Very little.

Lack of space in our physical plant. Would need additional
classrooms. : ' )

I have not heard this topic discussed among all members of out
-staff.

I don't know.
Parents —- community cooperation in program buildihg.

None.

I

Multi-purpose library, more special classes, more audio-visual
materials. o
I believe it will benefit the students as well as the éiassroom
teacher.

Very little unless decreed externally.

Few 1f any. Administrators are so busy trying to maintain school
discipline and maintain some semblance of stability, that they
don't have time to invest in innovation and educational leadership.

I don't know. - -

Poor articulation hetween junior and senior high schools and a
chaotic semi-fair state of affairs.

I do not know thé Gontents of the-§B-~1 law.

2l s !
Studies will be made -+ data will be gathered -- some new equip-
ment will be purchased —- but studénts will not be heard and
failure of the school will continue.

I am not acquainted with SB-1.
A

—
Note: 8 gave no answer to this question.

Qo . _ ~ .
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Exhibit D-3 - (Continued)

"~ My school will not be involved in this bill, nor will any in the

Harbor Area -- these questions don't really apply.

Really nothing much. Our principal really never seems to push
new ideas or to inspire new teachers ‘to perform better. She
follows what must be done but has too little time for innovations.

I can't really séy, since I haven't taught there for two years.
I don't know what it is.

L

I Have not been teaching long enoﬁghvto answér the question.

k1
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Exhibit D-4

Verbatim Responses of Every Tenth Respondent*to the Question:

"Please go back to. each area you marked 'Fair' or 'Poor' and ‘
indicate what change you would suggest which might improve -

your schools's performance in this @area. i
N \/
Special classes for social adjustmerdt. Remedial reading 8ses .
- Special classes for slower learners. More classes for th gifted.

Smaller classes. Better counsellgts -- more time and numbers.,
Team teaching -- adequate preparation time. Modular schedules. .
Use of community resources. JTeaching rating levels ~- master,
teacher, etc. Resource centers' -—- books, films, etc.”

. :;.. {'\é%
&
Custodial services -- time has been cut, I sweep’my room about
three times a week; also irregular help other than our head
‘custodian is our problem.

Repairs —-- perhaps due to shortage of help.

Special education -- would like to see remedial teachers at each
school; also someone qualified to help daily with the emotionally
disturbed children.

Teacher salaries -- this was difficult to judge; I know of one
maximum salaried teacher at our school who does just minimum
requirement, but out of a staff of 21, most work beyond the call
of duty, therefore a good plus rating.

Need for additional security guards -- all night and weekend

‘ service. Requested materials do not arrive or if they do arrive,
the percentage of breakdowns is high. The standard of performance
required by many teachers is not adequate{for increased learning.

We need more custodial time. Rooms are not cleaned if a
custodian is absent unless gone fdr five days or more.
(Repairs lack because of above too.) ‘Audio-visual equip-
ment is not always in the best of repair. They should be
checked periodically and not’wait until expensive repairs
are neededy Children who speak only Spanish need more
individual help. In-service classes could help teachers
do a better iob with these children.

Race relations — no black students at present — all children
rneed to be involved with many kinds of people.

Custodial services — not enough custodians to do job
counselling — at present we have two hours assigned for

400 students. We need one full time counsellor for each

300 students.

Equipment — each room needs to be amply supplied with
overhead projectors, etc.

%

Note: B8 gave no answer to this question.
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Exhibit D-4 - (Continued)

Student learning — courses need to be geared toward the
student and today's needs.

Clerical — not enough help.

Salaries — some sort!of merit system may be in order.
Repairs — {nefficient and time consuming when repairmen
have to come from downtown.

Parents need help in learning how to better equip children for

‘learning before beginning school. Students could be helped to

develop the attitude that the school is such an integral part
of themselves that they would not vandalize it and would

freely report those who do. Provide more custodial time and
services. Colleges :gshould do a better job of training teachers.
School districts provide more in-service training and discover
ways to make more teachers want to become really competent, or
exceptionally good teachers. Plan ways for the student to
begin school with adequate training and experiences, and then
receilve better than adequate training at each school.

More relevant curriculum. Innovation needed. Flexible
scheduling, more electives, pass-fail in many nonacademic
classes, change of "major concept", retire "old incompetent"
teachers. L. A. Board must overhaul present antique system.
Need imagination, innovation, experimentation. New tax

" structure and more efficient method of running cost of total

school program.

Heavy Spanish speaking — more bi-lingual work. Curriculum .
is too middle class — need more working class materials.

Much more counselling time needed — some work with parents.

Too many thefts — poor security to prevent expensive losses.

More spaces avallable for special training children.

More special classes for foreign speaking children. Daily

class, instead of weekly, for gifted children. I believe

gifted children should be grouped together and challenged

rather than left in a regular classroom. I feel the same

way about slow learners and emotionally disturbed children. \\\
With a classroom of average students, we could do much more

for them. Also, the other ﬁ&;pé’g?bﬁﬁi would benefit, with-

a program on their level. )

70
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Exhibit D-4 - (Continued)

More counselling services available. Need additional supplies,
school based science, and school based neading and equipment.
More teacher aides. Students need to be trained to think and
evaluate for themselves. :

One counsellor to 750 students is grossly inadequate.
"Counsellors" are programmers not functioning as eounsellors.
Group and individual psychological therapy must become .
available. Continued reddction in custpdial and gardening
services have resulted in deteriorating apd dirty facilities.
Audio-visual equipment is old, faulty and dften not available
when needed. The PTA has been playing a lesser role in the
community. A lack of flexibility exists for the exceptional

child. There is no opportunity for the child who is a constant‘

failure in the existing mold. Possibly more practical or
vocational and remedial classes are needed.

We are caught in the millstream of city life with its

stresses, uncertainties, anxieties and family turbulence.

These problems affect the students ability to bring himself

to the learning. Even though the counsellors are willing

to spend time counselling, they are so lousy with paperwork,
programmingjstudents all through the semester, that they can't.
Our school ‘population is in a constant state of flux.

Teachers - more stringent scrutiny of teacher applicants
(intelligence, attitudes, mqtivations).

Parental attitudes - administration should support teachers
(whenever probable or possible) but perhaps if the teachers
improved, the parents' attitudes might change.

Equipment, maintenance, salaries - more money obviously is
needed. Student should pay for their own supplies, i.e.,

‘paper, pencils, crayons, rulers, etc.

There should be more special classes for exceptional children.
It would be more beneficial to the child and teacher if there
were more teacher-parent interaction.

Counsellors shoﬁld be available more hours during the school
day - all day. Repairs take too long. There is no remedial
teacher nor provision for EMR, social adjustment.

Supplies for Industrial Arts - prices are ridiculous and parts
are outdated (electronics shop) .

Transfer policy - teachers are not able to transfer out of’
"ghetto" area without leaving the city system.

A very apathetic community.

I believe that the conscientious teacher is under-paid

(should get at least $13,000) but some feachers are grosely
over-paid. Should get rid of tenure system.

+
v
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- Exhibit D-4 - (Continued)

Almost all of these areas would improve if students and
community were given the opportunity to determine their
own programs and what they want in their schools.

Custodial service - newer facilities, more money for cleaning
supplies, pay to hold custodial help.

Physical facilities and equipment - rooms or equipment for
P.E., science lab, independent work, .soundproofing, study
corrals, alcoves, partitions, carpets, etc.

Special education - classes for gifted and slow learners;
more special teachers and aides to follow through on
counselling findings.

Teachers should be paid according to student gain in the area
taught.
r
I place basis for my judgment with the administration. It
" does not wish to find fault anywhere and as a result, while -
<« ‘gupplies,discipline, teacher morale and overall attitude
. decline, the administration sees all as ''rosey'". Quite
similar to the proverbial ostrich.

. TeacHers should meet to plan better programs and how to improve
. their school - not gripe. Parents and teachers should meet
together and try to help each other solve problems. Eliminate
suspicion. If parents realize problems and that there is a
¥‘need for them to help solve these problems, then whatever is
decided is a result of consequences that they provided.
Likewlse, if teachers do nothing to improve their situation
then how can conditions improve. .

Students - similar to headstart but for older children; more
intimate informal contacts between students, parents, teachers.
Have no practical ideas about improving discipline and race
relations. Need more custodians. Feels that teacher turnover
is not the fault of the school or area of teachers, but a
matter of perdbnal preference. School facilities, like air
conditioning, carpeting and insulation against noise. Need
more classes, more teachers and more adequately trained
teachers.

Class norms should be lowered. This would greatly improve
student performance and teacher-pupil relations more effectively

% than anything else. Teaching 35 or more students and dealing
with them individually for more than 10 minutes in a day is

impossible.

g | 75
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‘the media and environment for a stimulating learning
" adventure. eachers are so tied down with idiotic clerical

Exhibit D~4 - (Continued)

None - a
_ AL

Need more custodial help - rooms are dirty.

More counsellors needed to be more efficient.

Salaries need to be raised to compensate for education
requirements and extra time expenditures. Repairs shld
not be handled during schoo} hours.

Schools are outdated prehistoric institutions. They .ack

work that ghey have little time for student-téacher contact.

Classes are enormously too large - cannot have 38 students

in a class in a mid-city school. The students mostly black

are wonderful - they are warm, affectionate and responsive.

Many have been neglected somewhere on the educational

ladder to success because they do not have many of tne | .
basic skills - reading, writing, etc. '

I teach mostly low students and they are very low. Caqurses .
are the same as I had 25 years ago. Students should have '
%he old school painted bight colors. It might be a good

idea if the students chose the colors and did the painting.

The principal is' very. con#ervative - a more liberal approach

jould help. Discipline is more important than teaching. The
teacher's time is taken up with keeping students seated and

quiet. It is-a difficult 3chool to teach in. A new building

is going up now to improve things. Students should be better
grouped - especially in math. If the above were implemented,
students would learn more. The school board needs money.

Grouping according to ability is almost non-existent. Students
with great potential are in classes with students who can't -
read or count. Teaching incompatible groups is impossible.

Counselling service does not meet student need - part time

only (need full time). The aim of certain administrators

are strictly cognitive - should be more affective. We do ’
not have enough well trained staff. Teacher's are giving

extra assignments based on personalities, should be based

on success in meeting set objectives.

More parental influence for student discipline. Better

galaries for teachers. More money for audio-visual aids.

Smaller class sizes for teachers effectiveness and discipline

More classes for special education in the area of social

adjustment. : o

74
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Exhibit D-5 S

Verbatim Responses of Every Tenth Respondent*to the Queétion:

"Thinking specifically in térms of your'own classes, are there
any changes which you would: like to see made which would facili-
tate the teaching/learning p;ocess7

=

Speclal aid needed for slower learners (full time). ‘'Additional
tutor time (individual basis).

Resource centérs for each department with films, books, and
materials. More teacher suggestions in selection of books.

Workbooks to accompany basic readers available (I usually buy

my own). Music teacher available for each school. Some quicker
method to check papers -- an alde. Teacher should be given an
expense account for classroom supplies from an approved source.

I feel we're taking a backwards step with the State law
requiring 30 children in a Kindergarten class. With required
assisting I will have to get to know 60-64 children well
instead of my present 44-50. It 18 unrealistic- to think
that better teaching will result with two teachers, in a
room rogether when no time 1s allowed for them to plan
together except on their. own" times. They have not

taken into account the great varlety of teaching approaches,
discipline and personalities, plus the undesirable feeling
of uneasiness when you constantly have to teach in front of
another teacher. I have been fortunate in working next to
a- gredt person. We share ideas.and plan together, but we
can behave as individuals. I am dreading the time we're
going to be thrown into the same room all day.

Lower class sizes; additional supplies, books, etc.

More competent and dedicated teachers; more teacher aides,
specifically reiated to the mandated text; more education
aides.

Each school should have funds allocated to it to spend for
above as needs of individual school dictates. Would be more

“economical ig long run.

y et p
More and better follow-up materials for the teacher. Mass
production methods to be used to cut costs to taxpayers.
More relevant materials geared to working class children.
The books and materials are unusually "middle class'" which
ignores the children of my school.

N—

Note: 9 gave no answer to this question.
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Exhibit D-5 - (Continued)

More resource materials in math and scienée.

No. ' . *
Less lead time, adequate supply when ordered.
I would like permission to have students buy materials.

Satisfactory.
SmaLlef“class gize. Teacher aides. Counsgllor service
and - testing.

Team teaching. Greéter availability o6f resource people
from the community. Smaller classes. More effective
comnunicdtion among people in related and similar fields.

More audio visual materials. .

. # %
I would like to have enough materials that each student B
could work with his own materials. Students have to

share same equipment and materials. I wish I could

stabilize my classes; students are constantly going

and coming. '

Departmentalized classes beginning in first grade. Classes
for speciaf problems in learning, behavior and classes for
- gifted children. Homogeneous groupings.

Enough workbooks so each child has his own; smaller number

of chldren, by reducing c¢lass size it would be easier to

give more ind%?idual help; open supply rooms. -
A

Smaller clasgéa, special teachers, more teacher choice in
resource material.

For low groups and low achievers - either para-professional
help or smaller classes (one teacher per 12 student limit).
More cooperation from industries (the outside world) thusly
a more pragmatic approach to concepts. (Not enough time to
elaborate here.) .

I would 1like to have more games, workbooks that would be
consumable in math and reading readiness, a kit with the
gcience equipment as stated in the kindergarten science
guide. I also believe I would spend more time actually
teaching if I did not have to: prepare prints, collect
milk money, run off ditto work, prepare follow-up or do
yard duty.

-—
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Exhibit D-5 - (Continued)

-

Lower the class norm. .

School should/be cohmunity centered rather than classroom
centered - couqées‘should deal with real life problems.

A smaller class (31 second graders); complete set of reading
follow-up to go with text. Funds for each teacher to
purchase supplies. Better materials for social studies
units.

Reduce class size. (,/

A lessening of confinement of above materials. While children's
needs may cry out for the above,interminable delays consistently
defeat us, one would think the supervisors paid for the
materials themselves for the way they are hoarded.

‘See to it that the teachers have all books and workbooks that
go with books right at the beginning of each semester. We
have many readers but no follow-up, no teacher's correcting
book, etc. Perhaps have less variety of materials but a .

-

complete set .of what is needed. I personally believe reading

or any other subject is nothing without good follow-ups.

One day per semester should be given each teacher (on school

time) to browse through textbooks and resource materials at

some centrally located place. Suggested orders for each !
teacher should be available at that place and each teacher

could turn in her order at faculty meetings at the school.

More clerical help - newer media - radio, TV, tape, films
more intricately used in the classroom. The teacher cannot
begin to compete in real interest with the "multi-media"
environment of the world outside the glassroom - stereophonic
sound, rock music, TV, etc - these various media should be
employed in the classroom more effectively - but that, of

course, requires MONEY.

I would like more core curricuium type instruction, with
interfaces between the subjects taught in the school. More
reinforcements from foreign subjects are needed, as well as
a varied experience exposure plan.

"D
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Verbatim Responses of Every.T
T

"until students really know the>basic techniques of learning.

)

Exhib't D-6

- 4
th Respondent*to the Questfgn' \%%_g:'“
\ 4, wll

A L S
"Do you haWe any other comments you wonld like to make?" & "

A teakher; to be effective, ust have complete support of her\, A
or his superiors all the way up the line - too often.a teacher sy Fa
is put on the defensive instead of ‘being supported for many »
minor things. Let's not ta e for granted the teacher is N
always in the right, but let's at least assume/ the teacher I
being a professional, is fajir and professionaﬂ .There is, a '
great need for student discipline (both imposed and self-
discipline).. Children seen to feel secure wheh they really
know the limi&s. We.are tdo lax here - fear of ‘community or
'patent criticism seems to .fill the administrator.. More
special- programs for low ac¢hievers needed, especially in .
the’ belew average ability group. : ‘ ' R

I believe that the Los Angeies School District needs a
complete restructuring in border to be relevant to the
t1mes. :

Thank you forithe opportunity to express myself. Public
education everywhere seemg to be facing financial difficulties.
I do hope a new source of funding can be made available.

Standards of achievement should be raised in each grade level

Parents must expect better achjievement and take-appropriate
disciplinary méasures if the student fails to cooperate, This
higher standard of achievement must begin with grade 1 *
through 12. )
Most problems would disappear if the class norm were lowered.
'All the supplies and facilities in the world won 't make up
for the ability to work with individuals. - %
Change is vital and necessary. The L.A. School System has not
grown with-the times - still rooted in worm out, outmoded .
methods of 30-50 years. Need new, fresh imaginative ' ) '
apprbaches - today's youth demand more and they need. more AT N
than what is curréfitly presented to them. 1I've taught-for (
16 years’ and thinking of resigning now. ° o -
. S ..Q ":” ‘. ’ ;f,).

/ : ' . _ i

Note: 17 ‘gave no answer to this question.
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X 7 .

Money ‘isn’'t the only answer.. - --(ﬂ N

R - e

It's encouraglng to see the promisetof change your questronnaire ' :
*  suggests, and even more encouraging to find a teacher- oxlented

survey. Thank you. . ‘ 7 )

Seniority should enable a teacher to transfer to another
schopl or out of an area without approval of administrators
as openings are available. Teachers and administrators_should
receive more backing on discipline with students and parents.

©

I am glad I am retiring in June. After 40 1/2 years,“i will ' oo
.have "had" it. I do not like the ominous foreboding future - . )

a

This, appears to be thorough - feels good to voice one's

grievances. The L. A. schools sare deteriorating rapidly.

I hope your findings are heeded. \

I think each school has particular needs. With the proper

planning and careful allocation of supplies and materials,
R ' " I think we could cover- these deficient areas. Everyone has

\ ’ * to do their. share of utilizing materials carefully and de-

- .Manding less."

’

' For the large size of our school system, I feel everything
is well organized and operated.

We need more counsellors to identify tHe edueationailyfdis-
“\ . advantaged and bright students.

) Governihg bodies ‘(school board, etc. ) must provide training
< opportunities for its administrative staff as well as teacher
personnel

- "

I doubt whether this research study will be used for the
purpose of bettering the L.A. city schools in any effective way.
Until new funding for schools is found many districts cannot
hope to achieve‘all they would like to in improvements. Lo
In a system as large as L\A.,adﬁ%nistrative costs and certain
programs are spread too thin to qustify their costs.

'
{ £y
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Exhibit -B-6 - (Continued)

‘I have talked to many other teachers in favor of decentralization.
I realize that the "ghetto" areas are receiving more federal
monies than average areas. It's how.you spend it. S

-
]

Yes. 1 strongly recommend that a participating member of your
staff go to a Scientology Center and ask to hear .the. "How To
Study" tapes by L.Rou Hubbard. I did four years ago and the
research contained in these tapes has greatly increased my )
ability to get students to move upwards without getting into
hangups.

-
.

Yes - I thoroughly enjoy teaching in the Los Angeles system.

Problems with schools in L.A. - especially inner-city:
meaningless, depersonalized % a 1ot of time spent on meaning-,
less clerical work for the teacher. Very little education is
going on in mid-city schools. As Lpng as there is no riot -

the public has the illusion that education is transpiring

when in reality the students are merely "being kept busy'.

The teachers are incredibly overworked and under-supported.

My principal and faculty are all fantastically bright pro-
gressive people but they can only do so much in an institu-

tion that is at least 100 years behind the times. The kids

are good kids, but ''they are bored" and I don't blame them;
it's boring sitting in a prison all day - with antiseptic

ugly green walls, dirty floors (because staff has been cut)

poor lighting, and incredibly outdated books - in évery o
aspect of American life, we have variety to fulfill different .
needs - our technology strives to give us the greatest and Best -
variety of choices. For example, on the market today, you can
buy over 10 varieties of toothpaste, and yet our educational
facilities which should be most preciousg are run like a bank- .-
rupt industry with no variety of choice or interest. | It is.

no longer second rate but 10th rate - we need smallenjklasses,
aides (educational), time in school to plan more effective
lessons — a new concept in teaching cooperation rather than
competition should be fostered in student. There should be

more class, especially io~minority schools of sensitivity
training. We should focus on teacWing studedts "how to think"
rather than teaching them how to beicome well-mannered, un-

offensive robatized computers or technocrats.
\

. -85 ‘
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Exhibit D-7

Verbatim Responses on Decentralizatioi. -y Every Tenth Respondent*

Position

Very favorable

Very favorable

Very favorable

e

Somewhat
favorable

Somewhat \
favorable

Very favorable

Somewhat
favorable

Very fawvorable

Somewhat
favorable

Very
favorable

Don't care

By Position

Il

Verbatim Comment f

*

Will fit the needs of the area.

The staff, especially supervisory and con-
sulting, could be cut in half, saving much

money .

Because of #13a answer (i.e., I feel we are
so spread out geographically. I feel local
communities would like more of a direct
voice in school board decisions).

Because the local school would get more
personal supervision. .

Only if we aren't made so top-heavy with
administrators.

Decentralizing would make it easier to
communicate. :

I believe that some functions may be more
effectively performed by persons closer to
the schools.

Too many administrative positions -- too
much duplication of effort. District tog
large to function .efficiently.

To get better community support for the
school program.

I feel local districts (areas) have local
problems which can be solved by persons
involved.

T

I think they do a good job of keeping us
informed by newspaper and closed circuit
TV (when superintendent talks). I can't
see that decentralization would help.

i

Note: There were 8 who gave no answer to this question.

Their positions ranged from those ''very favorable' to those
"somewhat opposed'.
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Exhibit D-7 - (Continqﬁd)

4

Position - Verbatim Comment \
- Very opposed Cost-wise, and the more people, involved, the
further away from agreement you get. .
Somewhat ’ : .
favorable Los Angeles covers such a large area. ‘ .
Somewhat . .
favorable We need more help for classrooms. *
Somewhat Stated in #13 (i.e., The splitting of the
opposed district would necessitate duplication of

administrative staff, audio visual materials

and maintenance personnel. Conversely, it

would provide greater and faster response B
to area needs.) o . .

Very favorable There needs to be some local control so
‘o ‘ that the local needs of each can be more
ro effectively met.’
o ) i
' ‘Very favorable See 13a. (i.e., The Byreaucracy now existing ,

“

makes it almost impossible to seize upon and
utilize new teaching methods, or to attempt
a somevwhat innovative, radical, excitiné,
learning experience.)

Very favorable Same as above. (i.e., Community would have N
more to say and would feel a greater respon-
sibility. Less chance of 'passing the buck"
and the "silent mdjority" would have to speak.)
Cg N : ) [y , A
. !~ Very favorable More efficiﬁzgy,would result as personnel )
involved weuYd be held accountable. o

Don't care - I am not aware of what each function entails.

Very favofable This administration is totally unresponsive
to needs of local communities.

Very favorable Same as above. (i.e., Los Angeles City
-8chools are presently so diverse with
minority groups that more local control
would be more understandable to those
ginvolved.) .

Very favorable 'The administrators aren't in touch.

-3 87 .
ERIC - - - ' - Arthur D Little Inc




Exhibit D-7 - (Continued)

Position Verbatim Comment

Somewhat . If it could be done without multiplying
favaraole redundant paper work.
Very favorable Decentralization is essential - schools are

too depersonalized and ‘there 1s the feeling
that '"no one cares,™ and individual needs of
school, pupil, and teachers are not being met.

Somewhat Sometimes administration seems to be so far
. favorable away. , ,
’ Very- opposed I doﬁ't see hbw more administrative offidbs

would add to solutions - it would add to the
costs and the district can't afford 1it.
Very favorable In this way, more pefsonalized functions
' could be developed in the inner-city schools.
Somewhat If there would be a result of simplification
favorable of personnel and less administrative commit-
. _ - : ments, f\youldgngOr decentralization.
Very favorable District 1is too large to be.effectively
administered from one central headquarters.

" Very favorable Same as above. (i.e., The bureaucracy that
exists now makes it difficult to get any
changes made.)

Very opposed Cost-wise, and the more people involved, the
: further away from agreement you get.
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Exhibit D-8

. Verbatim Reasons for Position on Splitting the Los Angeles City

Unified School District by Every Tenth Respondent¥ -
Position - Verbatim Reasons .
Somewhat Financial expenses might increase .
opposed Unification has greater benefits
. Very A smaller district would be more responsive L
; favorable to the needs of the students and teachers/?
Somewhat . 1 feel we are so spread out geographically. :ﬁ
favorable I feel local communities would like more of / '
a direct voice in school board decisions. A
, Somewhat The school district is entirely too large RN
favorable for efficient supervision. S
X BN .
Very ‘1 feei,the ﬁumber is too great. Perhaps - “; . S
opposed five or sixﬂ‘/ ' ®
. / ] ,
Somewhat As it 1s now, /it 18 inefficient. Timg and
favorable money and personnel are wasted. It's just’
toos large. :
Very I believe gome districts might be negafively
opposed N affected-economically. \ "t
Very - . v Economically‘sound. Los Angeles district
favorable ) too large (700 square miles). Many
_ districts have*different needs. Keep
: " "neighborhood"” ‘concept.
Somewhat I feel the bresent system 1s top-heavy. The
favorable decisions are madg/a very long way from the™ . R
classroom teachars. .
Very 1 feel that wiﬁhfone large distric&;yogr
opposed administrative overhead is less and "pur-

chasing power is centralized, and results
in less cost per item and greater variety.

Somewhat We have,éupérvision now only by principal . _ .

favorable and vice pringipal. No supervisor has beén B
out fur yearg.\; We are a special, federally-
- funded school. Perhaps that's why. (Our
) ¢  third year for this.) . .

1

Note: There were 2 who did not answer this question. There was
one "very favorable"; and one was 'somewhat favorable'.
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Position

Very
favorable

Very
* opposed

- Very
opposed

Don't care
Very
opposed

Somewhat
opposed

Very
opposed

Very
favorable

Somewhat
favorable

" Very
favorable

Exhibit D-8 - (Continued)

. Verbatim Reasons

Downtown is out of touch with what is going
on.

It would not help desegregation. The more
districts, the more top people needed. It
would mean overlapping or duplication of
many jobs, and add to the cost of education.
How would the poverty areas finance their
schools without more help?

Small districts are more open to pressure
groups. Pinancing 1is often difficult.
Segregation is more likely. Inequalities
are greater.

I feel the authorities will do what is best.

Because some areas pay more taxes and some .
areas would be deprived of the needed money.

The splitting of the district would neces-
sitate duplication of administrative staff,
A V. materials, and maintenance personnel.
Conversely, it would provide greater and

- faster response to area needs.

This would automatically cut off from some

students in the city the opportunity of

broader experiences in human relations,

and deprive them of ‘the opportunity to go

to a school which meets their special need

The bureaucracy now existing makes it almo::\\\\\

impossible to seize upon, utilize new

teaching' methods, or to attempt a somewhat

innovative, radical, exciting learning

experience.
o N

Los Angeles is 80 spread out, and each one

of the areas within Los Angeles has its

completely different problems. It might be

more effective if there was one head of each

district within Los Angeles, rather than one
‘head for all the districts.

Community would have more to say and would
feel a greater respons}bility. Less chance
of "passing the buck" and the "silent
‘majority" would have to speak.

. D-38 gy .-
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Position

Very
favorable

Very
favorable

Very
opposed

Very
favorable

Very
opposed

Somewhat
favorable

Somewhat
favorable

Somewhat
favorable

Somewhat
favorable

Very-

favorable

Very
favorable

Exhibit D-8 =~ (Continued)

Verbatim Reasons

The district, per se, is very inflexible.
To amplify this statement, the amount of
red tape results in a time lag that means
nothing accomplished.

We could then meet the individual needs of
those in each district.

It will be done on socioéconomic bases and,
therefore, will further the inequality of
the schoolsa

L.A.C.S. are presently so diverse witn
minority groups that more local conttol
would be more understandable to those
}nvolved.

This would create 10 totally segregatea
districts with no hope of integration at
any time.

Each area has its own problems which should
be solved in that particular area. Books,
etc., that are beneficial to one area might
not be of use in another area.

The district has many marvelous resources
that only large districts can have. There
is also lots of red tape,-waste, and inap-
propriate standardization. .

The bureaucracy that exists now makes it
difficult to get any changes done.

1 feel it could better meet local needs.

. o
The Los Angeleg district is much too large
to run efficiently. It takes too long to
get any answers or gnything done.

It gives more volume to each school's
voice.

t ~
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Position

Very
favorable

Don't care

Somewhat
opposed

Very
opposed

Very
favorable

Exhibit D-8 - (Continued)

Verbatim Reasons ‘

The Los Angeles school district is a

prehistoric monster, incapable of meeting

the needs of teachers and students. 1Its

massive centralized bureaucratized,

depersonalized system is horrific ... also
decentralization would mean greater

attention glven to minority student and

special programs to meet thelr specific needs. >

Being with the Los Angeles City Schools for
approximately two years, I feel I would need
more time to decide an this matter. .

It would support segregation. <
S

In the ghetto area, the schools would be
hurt by the tax system, and since funds are
hard to get now, individual districts would
present more hardships.

»

System as it is, is too cumbersome and
bogged down with red tape. )

5323 '-\,
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Exhibit D-9

Questionnaire Tallies

Queastionnaire No

Finst, a Little about yowrself: TIT 12T T3T 147

1. How many years have'you been teaching including total number ,
of years experience in other school systems? (Check aneg
(5) 20% 1 under 3 years
12% 2 3-5 years
21% 3 '5-10 years
20% & 10-15 years

27% 5 over 15 years

2. In what school are you currently teaching?
6, 7,8)

-

3. What is the ethnic diséribution of your school? (check one
€)) 315_1 less than Ié%'nqn-white or spanish speaking
13% 2 10-24% non-white or spanish speaking
11% 3 25-50% non-white or spanish speaking
7% 4 51-75% non-white or Bpanisﬁ speaking
8%-5 75-90% non-white or spanish speaking
24% 6- over 90% non-white or spanish speaking. e
4. - Is your school: (check one)
(10) 49% 1 elementagy
26Z 2  junior high school j
23Z 3 senior high school "

12 4 other (specify)
— 7
5. What subject area(s) do you teach? (Elementary'teachera'who do

not teach specific subject areas should put«down their grade
level). (11,12,13) o
’

. ~
. 93 .

D-41

Arthur D Little Inc




Exhibit D-9 - (Continued)

\

Next, we would Like you to think in ternms of the school where
you cwurently teach. . ; )

, 6. Listed below, going down the page, are certain factors that
are bound to differ from school to school. ' We would like
you to consider each one, and evaluate your school in terms
of that factor, rating it excellent, good, average, fair,
or poor by placing an X under the appropriate headihg. ~_

Administration Excellent Good ' Average Fair Poor

How well does
the school
function? (14) 26 1 36 2 233 9 4 55

Staff Morale
. are the
teachers

supportive of . ‘
"the school? (15) 20 3 36 2 223 14 4 6 5

;o Caliber of Students
o Are most students
L, - », mentally &

emotionally

equipped ggnlearn?

(13, adequéte :
" preparatjon, etc)(16)12 % 252 28 3 19 4 145

<o P .ﬂ i
C Jum - are
the courses given

relevant to student -
needs?, (1711 1 312 32 3 14 4 85

?

Studerit Morale

- are the -
stydents AN
. supportive
of the /
gchool? : (18)10 1 322 30 3 16 4 105

L4

Staff Relations « =

do teachers
interact con-
structively with . . g

each other ex- o , | 5%.
changing ideas .
& resounce

materials? (19)22_ 1, 332 20-3 14 4 _95

Arthur D Uttlgﬁc
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Exhibit D-9 - (Continued)

Innovation . Excellent Good Average Fair Poor

Does the school ,
foster new
approaches » S

. to teaching/ : Ny
L learning? (200 20 1 35 2 23 3 114 - 93 N

g = R

L
~ T /\\
.

b

Race Relations

Are interracial

relations

positive ‘ ' . ~‘//
and . '

constructive ? 21)19 1 38 222 3 12 4 5 5

Student Discipline . oo K

Are students °
well -

behaved - / -
(no vio- : ¥
lence or
vancalism)

(22)11 1 362 223 194 125
o~

Custodial Services
Are the buildings _
& rooms kept clean? (23)10 1 172 233 24 4 24.5

Parental Attitudas

Are parents supportive
of the teachers, the
school, & school '
policies? : (24) 121 292 253 234 85

" Teacher Turnover
Are most teachers -
gtaying at the .
gghool as opposed to
transferring at their
earliest oppor- )

. tunity? (25) 321 302 143 114 115

continued on next 'pa.ge
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Exhibit D-9 - (Continued)

Physical Facilities - Excellent Good Average Fair Poor

. Are the school, .
= facilities conducive Y
" to effgctive : o

teaching? . @é) 121 302 293 154 11 5 -

Caliber of Teachers
Are most teachers {
in tune with their - . .
students, competent in ‘ o
their,subject matter, and . ’ »
interested in their ’

. profession? e 27) 19 1 42 2. 2 3 10-4 3 5

Counseling Services T p
Are students

* . getting the help
they need in deter- .
mining theilr course B - g
of further education . : o .
and careers? - [28) 61 17, 33 3 18 & 20 5

Equipment - Does
the school have ade-

quate audilo

visual equip-

ment, lavoratory ‘ . . .
equipment, etc. (29) '77 1 22, 26 3 2045 22 5 o

. Student Learni&é - Are - I .
students appropriately -
increasing their ability :
to think' and learn in ’ ' .

18 12
, each successive grade? (30). 81 232 36 3 4 -5

Caliber of Clerical Staff

Does the school have
adequate clerical and ) g
secretarial help? ‘31) 18, 33, i¥i3 12, 11 g

continued on next page
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Exhibit D-9 - (Contipued)
) ebible 00 - (Congiaed
. Teacher Salaries - Excellent Good Average Fair Poor
Are the salaries paid 8 Co
indicative of the » .
output required of
each teacher and her
effectiveness in the o " .
- classroom? - (32) % 1 .18 5 34 53 21, 205

¢ Régairs ~ Are school- ‘ - .

. building and equip- - . ot

ment repairs handled ' - _

efficiently . (33) 61 , 21'2, 31~ .21, 194 \
Speciél Education :

Are provisions for '‘special i}

education and services ade- :

. quate to the needs of ex- - : .
ceptional-children? ° - (34) 91 20, 26 3 21 4 225
Other: (please ‘specify)

4 (3% 1 2 3 4 5
(36) 1 2 3 4 .5
Gn 1 2 3 4 S
294 602 P47 342 261
' 14 29 26 16 12
7. Please go back to each area you marked ''Fair" or "Poor", con- %

sider 1it, and indicate what specific Suggestians for change
you would suggest which might improve your school's perform-
ance in this area. (38-40) A -~

97
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10.

11.

12.-

13,

"¢ .Exhibit D-9 - _(Continuedj L | .

How knowledgeable would you_jundge other teachers\in your sghool

, to be, about the meaning and potential of ;he SB-1 Law (Miller T

. Education Act)? (Check one) ..o s
(52) #1_1 very- knowledgeable . ':h ; > T ' - i oL . ?§
21 2 somewhat knowledgeable I - s s '
ig_} somewhat unknowdedgeable : : .o : ¢ ’
18 4 very unknowredgeable; P ‘ h ‘v . ’ .
. 41 5 I don't kmow - = ¥ - '";, o ' .._ ‘ .
.7 < ; ) | X | o
Based upon your knowledge of your school how equipped do you thrinR ' e :
it is (in terins of staff, funds, attitudes, etc.) 'to ‘implement new
“directions- suggested by SB 1?7 (Cheﬂh one) _ S, e
: ('5."3),-‘~ 81 very well equipped ! ) ) )
- 22 2f-somedhat equipped : .
) _y__i3*-somewhat poorly equigped ' o i = . -
10_4 “very poorly equipped - ’ o o T :
Q__ﬁ .1 don't hnow el e .ﬁ -

*

In view of your responses to questions 10 and 11 what specific
effects do ‘you think SE-1 will have on your sdhool? (what changes- : -

go you 6oneéea occuning An youn dchool -as a neAuzt 04" SB oo

- . . LA,

x _ . - ) ’_-Lz S - .
S L R ". ~ w. . )
. - i ' ‘_ R
What. 1s your opinion about splittinguthe Los Angeles City Uniﬁied
School Dist¥ict up into approximately 10 totally separate and )
independent districts? (chech one)
(57) 29 1 'I ‘would be very much in favor of it i
, 26 2 I would be somewhat in favor of it
3 I don' t really care much one way or the other
13 4 ‘I would be somewhat opposed to it o . : e
' - RS
20 5 1 would be very much opposed to it *
' . : continued on next page ’
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Exhibit D-9 - (Continued)

" 13a. WQy do you say that? (58.60) .
7 : . -

.

‘jg. What 1§ your feeling about decentralizing some of the adminisﬂrative'
. functions of the Los Ange¥es City. Unified School District?

-

61y ngl I would be very much in favor of it ‘
232 1 would be somewhat in favor of it ’ | )
- 63 Idon't really.eere much one way or the other
_64 I would be somewhat opposen to it '
¢ ., 65 1 ﬁould;be very mnch opposed to it o .

EN

14a. Why do you say that? (62-64) .

- —

a - -

"15. Coneerning curriculum resource .personnel, to serve as backup
aid to teachers, please indicate your ektenx of agreement or
disagreement with each of the following statements by placing

. an X in the appropriate box.
M r
Curriculum . kgree . Somewhat It Ddesn't“»Somewhat Strongly
° Resource \ Strongly Agree Matter Disagree Disagree

; Personnel

¥ Should be <

located
o "on the . .
‘ hill" (65) 4 1 6 2 . 8 3 19 4 54 5

should be

located under ,

each ele- ' -~
mentary/ _ ' ’

secondary __—

area supt.  (46) 23 1 29 2 - 5 3 14 4 19 5

* should ba ' : PO
.located in . - . . .
each school (47) 42 1 17 2 6 3 13 4 13 5

other (specify) \
(68) 1 o 2

(8}
&
w

“ : - 8100 | AnhurDUtxlelnC



'-ﬁ_xﬂnaig__f_kﬂ

Exhibit D-9 - {(Continued)

W

16. Concerning the ordering and repair location for supﬁlies,'please
indicate your extent of agreement or disagreement with each of
the following statements by placing an X in the appropriate box.

-
’

Texts, Work-
books, A-V

‘supplies Agree

Somewhaﬁ

It Doesn't

-

Somewhat
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Should he
located "on*

the hill" (69 6 1

Strongly ~Agree

Matter
- X

should be
located under

* each»ele-

mentary/
s%condary '
area supt.

27 2

(70 26 1

should be -
located in
each school

(71) 44 1

16 2

other (apecify)

k]

2

(72) ° 1

-

This Questionnaire continuesd
on the next page
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Exhibit D-9 - (Continued)

18. VNow go back to Question 17 and circle, for each type of decision,
the single, individual who should have the final decision-making
authority. ’ '
Y
oy 19. Thinking in terms of community participation in education, please -
. indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement with each
statement listed below by placing an X in the proper box.

A Community v _
. » Participation Agree Agree -Don't Disagree Disagree
should be via . Strongly Somewhat Care Somewhat Strongly
The PTA 40y 26 1 38 2 9 3 14 4 ‘10 5

An Advisory

Committee of

parents selected ‘

by the Principal (41) 6 1 21 2 5 3 30 4 32 5-°

An Advisory Com-

mittee consisting

of parents elected .

by the community

and teachers .

elected by’ the

teachers (42) -46 1 33 2 3 3 7 4 75

An elected com-
munity school
board to which #
the Principal

must answer for
selected policies
and procedures. (43) 14 1 21 2 33 224 345

«

This questionnaire 48 -
continued on the next page.
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Exhibit D-9 - (Continued)

20. Considering the amount of money allocated to your school’, indicate
' the extent of agreement or disagreement with®each of the following
statements, by placing an X in the appropriate box.

e

‘ Agree Agree Don't Disagree Disagree
‘ Strongly ngewhat Care Somewhat Strongly
, Too much money -
' is now allocated
to the: '
%\ a. educationally
disadvantaged (44) 3 1 10 2 33 25 4 50 5
b\ low achievers (45) 4 1 10 2 4 3 26 4 50 5
‘c. bright .
students, (4¢) _3 1 8 2 3.3 27 4 53 5
Not enough money
is now allocated
v to the:
a. educationally (/ -
disadvantaged (47) 43 1 24 2 3 3 13 4 )
b. 1low achievers (48) 44 1 24 2 4 3 12 4 65
c. bright '
students (49) 48 1 25 2 4 3 11 & 4 S

21. Do you have any other comments you would like to makeﬂ

Thank’ you very much. Please mail this today.

ERIC Ny | | ~ AnhurDUlttlelnc




APPENDIX E

e

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY VARIOUS PARTIES-IN-INTEREST
]

A. Community Discussiogg Groups

1. Introduction

During the weeks of March 23 and April 6, small groups of
parents and citizens throughout the LAUSD were convened to

work through and evaluate the alternatives for reorganizing
large urban school districts. The specific purposes of these v
work sessions were: ]
e Evaluate and modify the key alternative ways of
reorganizing large urban school districts.

3

’”

° Examine the re@adons for accepting or rejecting
the various alternatives.

° To identify priorities of criteria from citizens'
points of view.

1

A total of 19 sessions were held, 15 of them with persons
identified as opinion leaders and four with community people

gsttlected from various black and brown areas.

Attendance at these sessions was by invitation. We received
names of prospective opinion leaders and/or community people

from.a variety of sources:, LAUSD personnel, councilors,
Joint Committee members, Hearings attendance lists, referrals,
organizations and committees. Workshops were held at the

v+ following sites:

Taft . Crenshaw

Eagle Rock Washington
Gardena Los Angeles
Garfield Jefferson
Westchester . Jordan
Pacific Palisades Pico Union

«  North Hollywood North Grand Avenue
San Pedro Riggin Avenue
San Fernando Marshall

Holiday Inn (Downtown)

: ' 107 | :
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. The work sessions were conducted duriﬁg the evenings oT on
.a Saturday, and required approximately three to four hours -for
completion. The prospective attendees were called, told of the
. purpose of the sessions, and invited to attend the one geographi-
] bally closest, or.another, if the day were more convenient. ;Each
(. invitee was mailed a package which thanked him for agreeing to
attend the work session, explained ‘to him ®eight possible ways
of.reorghqizing the district, and asked him to’ fill out a , '
questionnaire evaluating thése eight alternatives. At the "
beginning of the discussion session, with the exception of
those comprised of the workshops of community people, an '
additiorral questionnaire was handed out which participants were ,
asked to complete. (A copy of each instrument used will be seen’
as exhibits at the end of this Appendix.) This questionnaire N
contained some of the same questions which were asked on the
teacher questionnaire, and also asked for opinions on bussing
as a solution .to the’ integration problem and opinions about )
- neighborhood schools. After questionnaires had been completéd,
the discussion moderator went through an explandtion of each of
the alternatives.” Typically, respondents raised questions and
made initial comments about the 'study. Discussion was then A
focused on éach of the eight alternatives .as well *as other
highly salient items of concern. Discussions;werevtape.reco;ded
and content analyzed at a later date and a memoranduam Wrg;ten
noting and recording the content and consensus of bhe discussion.
Participants were maitled a modified version of this analysis.l v
. b . . : :
A "This Appendix presents, the conclusions and summarizes g¢he _ f;%m .
' findings of these work. sessions. The Appehdix itself is divided '
into the following parts: 1l.. Intraduction, 2. :Conclusions, -
and 3. Presentation of Findings.

. 2. Conclusions = - : SN L e ’
’ \ . a. Criteria from Respondents' Points of View
- . : " o
e . The first and overwhelming priority of respondents

is in the area of finance. Without financial- changes reorgani-
.. zation of any sort is pointless. Almost all respondents feel
N that the staté has not acted responsibly in this matter (both
in-its decreased share of the burden and in its unwillingness
to find a more equitable tax baSe)mﬁf S

B . A
i : »

- - : l~~

‘.

.

Copies of these modified versions, although not inclgded
in this report, are available to the Councilors and members '
- of .the’'Joint Committee.

Lo
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means of achieving integration. (Similarly, a majority favored >,

“

v
.7 o
[ ) )

Almost all respondents feel a second priority: ‘the
need to improve the quality of education in the classroom.

- However, some do not see th1s as a systemlc problem but view
‘it as strictly financial

Most agree-to a third,priority: setting educational

goals, instituting procédures for achieving goals, and evalua- , K\/\

ting the success of those procedures (all lacking in today s : /
system). . . : . ¢ :

The fourth priority is accountability. There is a |
great need for a system of accountability-throughout the system.
Teachers should be accountable to students; principals should
be accountable to parents; and so on. Note respondents separated
accountabillty from the planning, 1mplementatlon, and evaluation
priorities, whereas we considered them inseparable (see the flrst 4
volumes section on Criteria for School Organlzation)

For the maJority of people this meahs a fifth prior#ty
of decentralization of functions so that the person accountable . !
has responsibility and authority (control over budget is seen °
as key here, as well. as flexibility in implementation). Once
again respondents overwhelmingly felt that the state was ham-.
stringing this decentralization due to excessive strings attached
to funds, limited funds, amd lock-step, mandated programs.

A substantial and vocal‘seghent, although perhaps not
the majority, recognize a sixth priority inherent in the fouxth:
assuring a means. of 1dent1fying and defining local school needs.

Integration is a priority criterion held vocally by
perhaps one-third of the respondents but which might well be
mandated into a priority position if the Gittelson Ruling is
upheld. Nonetheless, a majority was opposed. to bussing as a

RN

the neighborhood school concept.)

T g .b. Problems Confronting the Joint Committee -

There is almost universal susnicion of the Joint .

Committee's motives, for three very specific reasons:

(1) To most of the work session participants, the : “7?
Joint Committee represents the Legislature, which they think o
has shown itself to be irresponsible (by mandating programs :
for which it does not allow funds) and uncommited to education o
(by. not picking up ‘its 50 percent of the cost of the schools). N

s v

2y Its members are viewed,as being precommited to
certain reorganization plans (many having been proponents of
tegislative plans to split the district).

E-3

’
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) (3) The Committee, by its very title and by the nature o7
~ . of the bills previously sponsored by its various members, is
DL ‘ " viewed as being concerned with organization as an end in, itself o
rather thas as a means for" solying problems or improving the ’

qua11ty of education. Or the other hand, the public tends to
think in terms’ of specific school criteria, school problems,
" and changes needed to meet those cr1ter1a and solve those
.problems. J

" Citizens who participated in the work sessions did not

have a universally shared image or understanding of their schools.
y,\\;/;/ Some were unclear .as "to which of the alternative organizations

best described LAUSD as they understand it today. This was be-

cause of their lack of understanding of the present functions

and responsibilities of the various parts of LAUSD. For any

one or more of several factors, a small but vocal snumber of

participants felt that the presentdsituation was one where a

C-2 type decentralized organization waited incipiently only

for funding to become attuated. Some mentioned the SB-1 law

and its charter, some mentioned the present requirement for

selected advisory councils for all schools, and other mentioned

the presence of Area Superintendents, and asserted that if the

State would only provide the money and stop mandating how it

is to be spent, the system would "correct itself". This is,

of course, unfounded as evidenced by the LAUSD 'decentralization"

plans. However, it does point out that-the Joint Committee

needs to communicate the present situation clearly if it is to

be credible in its assertiops for legislated change.

As an adjunct to the prnblems stated’ above, some respon-
dents indicated a desire, as evi@fnced in the content of their dis~
cussion, for a decentralization authority, although they
did not label it decentralization, but gften, in fact, were
opposed to the term "decentralization". In much the same way
respondents universilly indicated in their discussion that
schools should be accountable to them and they should person-
ally have a viable role in the school yet the majority were
unwilling to subscribe to the concept of "locally-electkd
boards with limited policy-making powers'. The key problem
was of course that "others" might,get control and therefore a
majority was for the concept of e ected advisory councils.

-
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Finally, neither direct nor indirect shpport can be genera:

ted ardund splitting the district. This alternative is most likel
to coalesce otherwise divergent groups “to oppose its be1ng Imple-

mented (administrators, teachers, ethnic groups, liberal whites, 9
etc.). :

c. Implications for the Committee
» ) s
The majority, 69 percent, view decentralization as most

important. organizational change. However, a maJ/zity, 53 percent,
do not accept the ultimate in decentralization: /splitting up the
LAUSD into smaller independent districts. Kﬁrthermore, decentrali-
zatlon should be accompanied by additional participation from the
community. This participation is viewed in two ways by LAUSD
citizens: in terms of the role of participation; and in terms
of the means for selecting who 'shall participate. @n the latter
issue, a clear majority, 68 percent, think the mehns of selecting who
shall participate should be by ‘an election process as opposed
to the present process of school advisory committees selected
by the principal. On the former issue, the role of the partici-
pation, the citizens are split, with 48 percent favoring an advisory
role which identifies and communicates local educational needs
to the school, and 49 percent favoring going even further to take up
the additional role of holding the local administration account-
able in a sense which,while limited,1s simblar to that of the
overall LAUSD Board. .

A

3. Presentation of Findings \§ ' )

a. Sample Composition
\
A total of 207 persons attended the 19 work sessions,
of which half were white and half were non-white, as follows:

o

51 were Black

- 48 were Spanish Surname
5 were Oriental
103 were White,

As would be expected, opinion leaders (who were chosen
on the basis of both having a vital stake in education and being
~articulate) had high levels of education and income (the
majority had attended- ¢college and had incomes over $10,000),
while ethnic community/residents had relatively low education
and income levels (the majority had not attended college and -
had incomes below $10,660).

a 111 ot
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' . b, Concerns and Priorities

All groups registered a concern over the financing of;
education. The elements of. that universal concern are as follow:

e . The amount of funds to operage the schools is inadequate. .
e Much of the money is mlsspent through poor management _
- 1'and by funding the wrong programs. - ) )
. . \
° The State should undertake” to carry the io.percent \
share it 1s supposed to so local property holders /

would not be so hard hit.

‘R

e * The property tax,is an inequitable means of financing
education. Other avenues of revenue should be set u

such as the Frcome tax. ) Q

- J o
. -Allocation ofﬁ%@sources should be basically the same,

with core city schools having certain extra funds
(some feel these should be Federal funds) to take -
care of their extra problems . .

e . More autonomy in Yerms of budget allocation in’ the ’
local school is needed (i.e., fewer state méydated
jprograms, more discretionary funds) .
x "
. The level of sophistication on the financial issue ranged
from the simple complaint that certain services had been cut back or
removed from a particylar school to the highly articulate persons
who separated the problem into: inadequate levels of funding
for selected programs; inappropriate allocations further compounded
by specific levies; and the equity question of local versus
county-wide or state-wide sources of revenue (i.e., a community
with a high proportion of valuable business and industrial
property¢+could finance education with a very light levying of
tax and even that could be passed on in terms of higher prices
to. customers, especlally in the case of certain industries) .
But there was a consengus that financial problems are of first A
priority if education is to be provided, and that this is impor-
tant regardless of the nature of any reorganization.

-
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The next most universally shared concern is susoicion
about the motives of the members of the Joint Committee. This
o - " 1ssue was spontaneously raised in all but two of thé work
) sessions. The elements of concern are:

e Many members of the Joint Committee have filed
or supported legislative proposals which would t
split up the district through one means or
another; therefore, how can they be listening s
to any other alternatives? (I.e., don't they
have their minds already made ‘up?)

(-

° The State has often mandateqd various new. require~
ments without "mandating’ or supplying the fund-
ing necessary to support the new effort; there-
fore aren't they likely to do it again? .

° Does the State have the "right' to mandate -
change (without consensus of the people) which
will affect the children of ‘the LAUSD?

e . 1Is the State truly concerned and commited to& N
education, or is it "playing politics' in
: instituting organizational change (1i.e, organi-
- ~ zation for organization's sake)?

. . c. oAlternatives Selection

“\ . Respondents -were.- universally unhappy &t bejing forced
into organizational boxes, feeling nopne of the alternatives wvere
accurate in describing their attitudes and desires. 9AlBO due
either to this problem, or to their mistrust as to the objective-
ness of cur client, not all respondents filled in queswionﬁaires
By the time they described modifications essengial ﬁ;leach ¥
alternative, many began to sound the game, and two respondents
in the same family might be more divergent than two in entirely
different families. K
Table E-1 on the following page consists of respondents'
ections of both the two most acceptable and the two least
akdeptable alternatives. A quick glance at it will show that
ng/single reorganizatio lternative has a significant plurality
it terms of its being t acceptable. Note, however, thdt op-
position (i.e., "least acceptable') is weakest toward C-2, D-1,
and D-2. Table E-2 following it gives an ethnic breakdown, also
,inconclasive as to consensus.

. S d. The Organization tHgt Consensus Built
i

Taking rough consensus from a content analysis of the
discussion groups, with additional input from the questionnaires,
the LAUSD would look something like the six points enumerated on

page E-13.
-7 113
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p.
. e State financing and resource allocation on a formula
basis. :
e  Los Angeles Board of Education, elected at large and '

the same number of members (maz full time and paid)
but unencumbered with the petty grievances which it

(’. currently faces.
° Superintendents who oversee a tertain number of
» schools and who are accountable to the Board for

those schools (preferably smaller numbers of schools
per superintendept than at present). They have hire
and fire rights over principals.

° Principals with authority over the hiring and trans—

ferring of teachers, as well as a flexible budget
- with large amounts:of discretionary funds. They

are accountable to parents for their school's »
performance and should be influenced as to budget
expenditures by parents, although they have final
educational authority (the advisability of one .
educational program over\\gbtber) Coe

° Teachersg who are responsive to children's needauanf'_//
who are held accountable for their studeqts pepﬁpﬂh‘
mance in the school. Likewise, they have a voice in
matters of curriculum. . .

14
.

. Parents who have a means of keeping the schools

‘{/ accountable for the education of their children.

) - It is here, though, that consensus breaks down,
for parents are not agreed as to how this can be
accomplished: - a few think a central district~tied .-
board would be sufficient; a few think the PTA or
the presently selected advisory committees are .
optimum; the majority opt for elected committeed, « .
but split somewhat between wanting them to be
advisory only (although the principal has to con-
‘sult) or wanting them to have certain, specified A
authorities.

For a full and-detailed- discuse}on. with tables, see
section e, below.

.

-

e. Modlfications Based on Discussion Sessjons
! o 1.2 -
The overriding concern in all work sessions was to im— Ve
prove the quality of education in the classreom. Although some N : .

parents felt their children were getting an acceptable quality
of education, they were concerned that it be at least maintain-
ed if not expanded further for bright students, and many were

.
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- improving education.

~

. concerned with urban core schools.

wealthierpareés'of the L

These parents wére in she
Angeles Unified School District and

were the most sophisticated regarding the financial issues,
and the inter-relation of bussing, share of state support and

. quality of education in their particular school(s).

Other

‘parents, most notably the minorities, felt their children were

not getting an acceptable quality of education.
present organization's inahility

great resentment at both th

They exhibited

to deliver hetter education and-the limitation of funding’ for

Both‘gf these categories of parents saw
 the situation as calling for educational goal-setting, proced-

ural setups to achieve these goals, and a continual evaluation

of the‘success of the procedures)/  They also felt that evalua-
tion without accountability and flexibility was meaningless,

and this led to decentralization in the sense of allowing the
local sc¢hoolsto respond to local educational needs more adequately.

. 'Thus there was a clear.consensus that decentralization in
The language used varied from the
simple assertion of "giye principals more authority"; to very

well reaBaned positions on providing principals with lump sum
budgets so they could allocate more money for special instruc-
tional materials, pay more to those teachers who are specially
qualified to teach in- the inner-city schools, and bring in more

some form should take place.

! community people as ¢lassroom aides as well as providing the

mechanism by which pripcipals would have to be responsive to

the communigy

This consensus is seen if alternatives are

combined as shown in the following table and is even greater
when it is realized that some respondents under A feel the
present system capable of performing C itself, without legis-

lative mandate. .,
Table E-3: Respondent Alternativé Selection
» Divide « Go to
v * District County-wide
: Into 20 District
No Organiza- Independent Decentral- with Decen-
. tion Change DNistricts  ize LAUSD tralization
(A-1 & A-2) (B-1 & B-2) (C-1, C-2 (D-2)
o & D-1)
Most ., :
acceptable 19% 10% 51% 20%
Least _
acceptable 367 48% 12% 47

«

Note: Respondents chose the two most and the two least acceptable

alternatives.

-4 117
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There is a majovity position on decentralizing, but if
the county-wide alternative is added (for there is also a decen-
tralization plan) the majority reaches 71 percent, more nearly
reflecting the consensus found in the discussions. Similarly,
there is nearly a majority position against dividing the district
into 20 independent districts (combining the ‘independent and
shared tax alternatives). ‘

Another key point of consensus was the need for additional
community involvement. . This took two principal forms, one
was for the purpose of communicating local needs to the local
school, and the ether was not only tp communicate needs but a@so to
provide a measure of accountability to the local constituents
of the school. Participants began with the premise that the
present advigory councils would be maintained unless otherwise
indicated in the description of the altérmative. Thus, the
alternatives of no organization change and decentralize the
administrative functions can be viewed as favoring the present
form of participation, which principally is the defining of
local needs. Similarly, the.alternative of administrative
decentralization plus elected advisory boards can be viewed as
maintaining the advt sory mode for communicating local needs

but where the

44

visors have some representative mandate .from

the local community.

The remaining alternatives. have involved,

as a key feature in each,

the concept of an elected board to

which the local administrator is accountable in-some way(s).

If we assemble the participants’

answers on the basis outlined

above, we get the following table:

»

sired >

Table E-4; Form of Community Participation De
r
y
*~". Non-elected Elected

¢ Advisory Council Advisory Board
kin to Define Needs to Define Needs

Elected Local
Board to both
Define Needs & .
Provide Local

'

Percent of e
participants ¢ 447% 12%

Accountability

44%

Please note, xespondents were asked to chose theé two most accept-

able alternatives.

115
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Note that if one focuses only on elected concept as opposed
to non-elected, ignoring the qyestion of powers to be exercised

by the elected body, 56% are on the elected side of the issue.
This is further borne out in the following table, and the
preference for powers is clarified: , p

Table E-5: Respondents' Positions on Community'Participation

Community Percent of Respondents Who:
Participation )

Should Come Agree . Agree Don't Disagree Disagree
Through: Strongly Somewhat Care Somewhat Strongly Total

(An advisory

committee con-

"sisting of

parents elected?
by the community,
and ‘of teachers
elected by the

.teachers 40 28 2 16 14 100%

An elected

community school '

board to which -

the principal ’

must answer for b . el
selected policies .

and procedures 26 23 2 11 37 997

%

Noté that the‘first answer, an elected advisory committee,
reflects an even stronger majority for the elected process than the
preceding table which combined persons' preferences for reorganization
alternatives. However, ' on the question of powers of the elected
body, the group is almost evenly divided on the second answer
where the elected body is given the accountability function.

Nineteen percent of the respondents shifted from the '"agree" side

to the ''disagree' side when answering the second statement,as com-

pared to the first. This phenomenon is associated with socio-

economic situation: a larger proportion of the middle socio-

economic class of parents tends to prefer the advisory role of

defining needs while a larger proportion of the upper and lower
socio-economic classes tend to add the role of accountability to

that of defining needs. p

119
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Parents were asked the tame question as the teachers
regarding partfcipation in decision-making and who should have
final authority S

A look at Table E-6 on the following two pages will further
amplify the citizens' dilemma. Parental involvement in decisions was

only agreed upon in two instances: 1in the area of discipline and

in the substantive area of curriculum. Parents were not given
final authority in any decision listed. Teachers had a rela- -
tively high degree of participation and final autherity on
student performance. Principals had the highest participation
and the highest decision-making (although the decisions rele-
gated were not substantive). The State Legiblature was little o
involved in participation and was given no final authority: It

can quickly be seen that there was little consensus as to where

final responsibility for a decision should rest, particularly

in substantive and sensitive areas (curricuXum, texts, teacher

. transfer, fund allocation, integration, etc.). Differences

between parents and teachers® is most marked in the fact that
by consensus parents give much greater participation to higher g

echelons than did teachers, most notably the area superintend-
ents, the district superintendent,\and the Board of Education.

There are also sharp splitis between socio-economic
classes within racial and ethnic groups. The middle class. upward
mobile parents are fearful of extending the power of account-
ability to a local board for fear that the radicals might gain «,
control; threaten their children's upward mobile status by
over-emphasizing remedial efforts or adding disproportionate
resources or efforts to vocational education; and leaving
relatively less resources for college preparatory courses. The
upper classes do not have to suffer this fear to the same extent
as they. have the resources to "buy" their -children's college
preparatory education privately and also gain the accountabi}ity
factor through that purchase

The concept of giving local citizens the right to peti-
tion for local election to determine which role the local poara L
should perform was tested in several of theflater work sessions.

m{%is concept was well received as a way to minimize local con-
f :

~

ict on which role shoqld be undertaken.

The reader is invited to compare this table with the Teacher
Survey Table, Appendix D.

~-
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| . o f. . Positibn on Bussing and Neighborhood Schools

Many of the participants held integration as a goal for
the LAUSD and viewed it as relatively -independent of the reorgani-
zation alternatives. A notable exception was the.large propor-
tion which felt that the--alternative of geing to a county-wide
district was most likely to meet the recent integration ruling.
However, when it came to the direct implications of that ruling,
the following tables indicate their priotities in the matter:

o\ ; Table E-7: Bussing to Integrate the LAUSD Schools , o
Percent of Respondents N . ;
Indicating: ‘ - . ik
‘ g . 7§§ \ A
207% : I am im favor of bussing fin both the

near term (2—3 yearg) and the long term.

247 | : "1 am in favor of bussing in the near
' term (2-3 years) but oppose it as a
long term solution.

T oo 2% _ : I do not care much dne way or the other.

. 3% S . I am opﬁosed te bussing in the near term
(2-3 years) ,but am in favor of it over
the long term. -

®
E3 . E
517% . I am opposed to bussing at any time.
5 o ) ' ) V -
A -
¢ Table E-8: Preference for Neighborhood Schools
' [ﬁ, ’
Percent of Respondents et
Indicating
562 I am in favor of neighborhood schools. i
: ~
, 6% : I am in favor of neighborhood schools
’ ' ~as long as the teachers and adminis-
_ trators are also "of the community".
167 | I don't care much one way or the oth%r. i
’ 127 - . ‘ I am opposed to neighborhood schools.

-

N 12 _123 .
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o It is around these issues that the racial and ethnic
. ' + minorities disagree. The Negro participants were heavily in
favor of bussing and a majority were against neighborhood’
schools (although many did not fill out the questionnaires),
while the Spanish surname participants were héavily opposed
to bussing and heavily in favor of the meighborhood school
concept (although here again many,did not fill out the question-
naires). Furthermorg,fin the work ses§iond, when it was men-
tioned that bussing would mean an added two hours a day for
the children, a significant number of Blacks changed their.
opinion. However, this is a highly s;ressful‘fopic for the 7
blacks and they-Both want and don't want bussing at the same
time —- the former because they believe bussing would provide
an educational environment for their children which they cannot
provide because of social restrictions and economic inability;
the latter because they do not like the idea of two additional
non-classroom hours a day and the knowledge that the cost of
bussing will be a drain on the educational resources of the
LAUSD. Particularly, for the Spanish speaking, but also some-
what for the blacks, bussing\is threatening in terms of its
potential loss of bi-lingual tmachers, specific language ' :
and cultural programs, ‘as well as texts geared toward minorities.

”

. B. Principals

1. Introduction ®

One of the discussion groups was of principals in LAUSD,
chosen by LAUSD personnel as being 15 of the most dynamic,
" Yinnovative principals representing elementary, secondary,

and adult education schools. Although their responses on

the questionnaires were amalgamated with the community dis-
cussion groups in section A above, thye will be presented
again below (except for the alternatives selection, which"
can be seen in Table E-2, page E-11). '

2. Conclusions

4

-y ' ; ° -Principals indicated the administratiﬁe‘ﬁecentrali-
| . . zation (C-1) and administrative decentralization
' : . with elected advisory councils (C-~2) glternatives
were the two most acceptable.

- »

) Qﬁ The alternatives of dividing the district (B-1)
. - and remaining as is (A-1) weré rated as least
' ' acceptable. o

.

124 :
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In dlscussing decentralization, however, they were
concerned that.authorities be clearly spelled out;

. that schools be more flexible in meeting local

needs; that "accountability' cannot be instituted
under the present system without changing the
teacher tenure system, and that the financing
question be resolved, in terms of both revenues

Principals, although they showed consensus for an
elected advisory committed, were leary of ele;}ed
sub-boards with specified authorities vis a v

»
and allocation.
°
the school system.
3. ‘Preééﬁtation of Findings
°

Principals were highly, concerned with the present’

" level of school finances and the allocation of

funds. They felt that there was a great need for

_fore money, but that a state tax might be inappro-

priate, since taxpayers need to see where their
money is being spent. However revenues are
collected, their distribution is critical. Most

,Jyrlncipals favored a system of "unequal distribu-

‘t1on", or what they called a "more equitable dis- .
tribution'.

Principals were also concerned that reorganization,
which they favored, must proceed along cledrly de-
fined authorities, with a distinct differentiation
between ''line'" and "staff' functions and authori-

ties. Their concern was that if moffe responsibility

is to be placed locally, thev$taff functions should

be made ‘to perform in response to }ine requirements.
" This would be especially true if greater community

participation is built into reorganization. -

Principals were opposed to bussing. Of the five
favoring some form of bussing, two felt it should
be voluntary, and two favored bussing only in the
short term. Principals could not justify the
cost; they did not feel it would improve the edu-
cational program (in fact they felt minorities
would thus lose the differentiated monies and

' programs they so desperately need); they felt ,_ng%;

community and school ties would detrimentally
be broken; and they felt forcing bussing was a .
mistake. '

Arthur D Little Inc
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+

e Twelve’of the 15 favored ‘the neighborhood school
J _ concept. The three opposed felt that a child
should have a choice in the school he attends.
“‘ '

: ° Principals were not in favor of the present system,
but wished for a greater decentralization of author- ’ ’
ity. They were unwilling to go so far as to split
the~district, however, and stated the potential for
~ greater costs, greater segregation, unequal educa-
tion, and fewer opportunities for both pupils and
personnel to transfer. Moreover, they were skep-
tical of the D family of alternatives (although
. not greatly opposed) due to the .concept of'elqued
local boards with substantial authorities vis a -
vis the principal and area superintemdent, and '
hiring and firing of teachers (although some
reacted with favor to the D-2 concept.of a county
o -board of education). )

P

e Principals, then, wanted to retain the economies A
of scale inherent in a large system (and the :
special schools as, well) while maintaining
(administrative) local control in each school.
Although they stated a preference for decentrali-
zation without locally elected advisory committees
on the questionnaire (C-1), when asked the proper
form of community participation, they chose an
elected community advisory council. They were
opposed to sub-area boards, fearing an untenable

. : political situation in the election process and
. control usurped by radicals. They sought increased
authorities at the principal level to define and
fulfill local needs, including budget flexibility.
They were concerned as to how areas might be
. determined, and that there be standards set
oA applicable to these areas (to avoid wide fluc-
' tuation and disciplinary actions, for example),
but they wefe unwilling to accept principal
accountabigity without some modification of
teacher tenure (they suggested the need for
modifications: merit pay, for example).

. A look at Table E-9 on the following two pages
makes an interesting comparison with both
teachers and parents.%4 The principals (perhaps) ‘ ,
because they were chosen to be akin in outlook
and to be forwardlooking) had a far greater con-—
gensus on both participation and final decisions.

-

-~

4 See Appendix D, and Appendix E above.
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Like the others, they eschew the role of the
State Legislature. They follo% the paftents
more closely in their inglusion of the Board
and superintendents in the decisions (although ~
.. " principals gave the Board more final .authority). '
As would be expected, they gave principals more
participation and more final authority than
either of the other groups.. They also gave
some additional participation:to department d
chairmen, although no final authority. Des- "
pite their hesitation concerning elected
community councils, they gave parents partiei--
pation in some key decisions: curriculum,
- textbook selection, integration, and facility ~
‘needs. ,
- ’ ‘6
C. Board Members

During the phase in which the various alternatives were discussed
with community opinion leaders, individual interviews were con-
ducted with 'all LAUSD board members. A summary of thelr posi-
tions on the alterpatives follows.

. J
While there is agreement by the majority that change is needed,
there was little agreement as to which alternative among the
eight would be preferable (although a majority had voted to

. accept the administrations proposal which, while most closely

resembling C-1 in its rhetoric, was in its effect little or

no charige). One was for strengthening the existing organi-

zatlion; two preferred ‘administrative decentralization; two

preferred administrative decentralization with eletted advisdry
councils; one preferred going to the county-wide alternative

with sub-district boards; and one refused to comment a prefer- .
ence to any alternative. - he . .

In terms of what they felt they could live with or accept, if
it became necessary to do so, two thought they could accept
administrative decentralization; and four thought they could
accept reorganization with sub-district boards.

Again, it was evident that there 18 no incentive for effective
self-correction. This\ is not only true in terms of their pre-
ferences as expressed, but is borne out in their acceptance - .
of the administration’'s proposal for administrative decen—
tralization. g
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Exhibit j:j) .
Sample of the Letter Seny to the Pafticipants
' \ ARTHUR D{ LITTLE, INC.
\ S Cambridge, Massachusetts
. ' . .
March 20, 1970 . .

.Dear Citizen:

Thank you for agreeing to comé to the comnunity.dqgcuanion session on

"Reorganizing Public Schools for Better Education.”
»

'As mentioned over the telephone, Arthur D. Little, Inc., 18 working for

- the California State Legislature's Joint Committee.for the Reorganization

of Large Urban Unified School Districts. The task is to formulate and
evaluate alternative ways for reorganizing the public schools in large
.cities so a more effective education can be provided to children. To make

the session more productive, we have enclosed with this letter:
8

1. A brief description of some possible alternatives and some )
questions about each, and

. 2. A one-page questionnaire about you and your family.

Please take some time to fill out the two enclosures and bring them with
you to the session. Your compents should reflect your personal opinion
as a citizen, and your answers are for our study team only. Your indivi-
dual comments and answers will not be shown to anyone or identified with
you to anyone outside our study team. Any presentation of this informa-
‘tion to persons outside our study team will be by combining your comments
with others attending this and other similar sessions so that your indi-
vidual comments will not be disclosed.

Again, thank you, and we look forward to meeting you at the session.
Yours very gruly.

Charles C. Halbower
Project Diractor

13 (1’)
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Exhibit E-2 v
Description of Alternatives as Mailed to Participants

REORGANIZATION OF THE LO ANGELES CITY 'UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (LACUSD) .

Our work sessions will be focused on ways of reorganizing the LACUSD
to meet more effectively the needs of students and schools as you de-
fine those needs. There are many ways of reorganizing school districts
and systems. Therefore, we need .to examine the relative usefulpess and
the advantages and disadvantages of a few general forma of reorganization,
plus some of the optionis which could be implemented within each general
" form of reorganization. In order to keep our labels clear, let's call
each general form of teorgagization a "family," within which there are
several reorganization options or "alternatives."

There are péobably four such families of alternatives which could be con-
sidered. . ‘ Ja
A. Buttress and extend the pregent organization (form) of the
LACUSD. ; : A :
y . .
B, Divide/the LAcuéé\iFto approximately 20 smaller districts,

’

- & ¢;;C. - Decentralize selected administrative functions.
i:, 1 ? ‘ - . .
" . Ds Decentralize specific policy decisions (and administrative
. functions) to elected boards at subdistrict levels.
The following four sections briefly describe each of these four families
. and auggest two possible reorganization alternatives within each family.

A. _Buttress and extend the present organization (form) of the
LACUSD. . .

People who favor this family of reorganization alternatives would be sig-
nifying that there 18 no need for change in the District's governing -~
system, or in its size, administrative structure, tax bade, internal

. relationships, or relationships with the community. In fact, one alterna-
tive in this family would be:

1, For thg LAQUSD to stay the same.

Those who would elect this alternative might be saying, in effect,

"District organization is OK; all it needs is more understanding '
and better support."” Thus, changes would be limited mainly to com=- s
municating more effectively with various important "publics" about

its developments, acfiievements, {Wpd needs.

.

¢ 2 For the LACUS O _reor aniéé in the gense of improvi it Xo=
rams and operations b ;ddin regourceg and/or upgrading 1

management gkilla.

Those who would elact this altcrnutivn might £c¢1 that the District's
neads are for items such asi

131 ;
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,and effective; (b) the Board and central office staff are Mt
from the schools to be nppropriately responsive to local needs; and

. ' Exhi&ir E-2 - (Concinued) \

apecial effortn to 1mprove cur;iculum and instruction
more and better talent and resource persons
increased staff of supetrvisors
baqter training programs and more time for staff to participate

in' then R
improved administrative procedures ’
increased capabilities for testing, evaluation and research’

s additional supportive services (mlincenance, supplies, cua-

F todial, clerical)

However, in spite of ‘the uaefulnese of such operational improvements
and additional resources, the basic rationale for this alternative
’1Q'thnt the LACUSD does not require major reorganizationm, °

B ¥ e LACUSD into approximatel 20udia icts,

This family of alternatives &l based on the assumptions t@ri p:olently
(a) the LACUSD is too big for the school ayacem to be proper gfficicnt
ob far away"

(c) that the Beard, elected at ‘large, cannot adequately represent widely
different constituencies. Arguments for such reorganization suggest

" that a district with arn‘enrollment of about 35,000 students is more

"manageable” than -a district nearly 20 times that size. This reorgani-
zatfon would eliminate the whole policy making and administrative struc- -
ture of the LACUSD school system., It would raiss issues regarding bonded
indebtedness, tenure, teacher retirement fund velt:ment:s. possible dupli-
cation of top level administrative qucationl, and relative cost/sffectiveness.

)

There are -at least two major reorganization alternatives in thig family:

- ¥y _Make each of the approximately 20 new districts completely
autonomous_and independent,

This msans that each of the new smaller districts would have its
own elected school board which would appoint its administrators,
employ ite' teachers and support personnel, and take over all re-
sponsibilities for personnel administration (hiring, firing, nego-
tiations, salary administration, etc,). Each would be responsible
for its own curriculum and instructional programs, business manage- .
ment, budgsting, school construction, and so on. Each district :
would have its own geographically defined tax base and would financs
snd manage its school system as do other California unified school
‘districts. Programs would be offered that the board and adnminis-
tration determined were appropriate for the students and that the ' S
citizens were willing to vote taxas to pay for. However, since ‘Q;j'
ths size of the property tax base in sach of the 20 new districts -
would vary considerably, soms districts would have to tax thsir
' property owners more than -other districts in order to provids
equal levels of expendituree per pupil.

132
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Exhibit E-2 - (Continued)

~ of the same tax base.

This alternative (and the arguments for and against it) is tife same
as {#1 with the exception that problems of property tax base varia-
tion among districts could be avoided. This alternative would re=-
quire that criteria (and measurements based on those criteria) be
established as a basis for allocating revenues from the total tax
base back to each new district. This means that formulae based

on student need, or numbers of students achieving below certain
noxms, etc., could be used not only for allocating available funds
but also for monitorifig school system achievement to certain stand-
ards, ?eractﬁ/l allocation of revenues from the total tax base
could bé*made by (a) an office. or agency remaining from the fiscal
department of the LACUSD, (b) the Office of the County Superintendent

of Schodls operating under policies of the County Board of Education, -

or (c) the State Depnrtment of Education.

C. _Decentralize aelected administrative functions.

S ! . - %
Thiﬂvfﬂmily of reorganization alternatives addressesgfhe same problems
and criticisms of the LACUSD addressed by Family B However, ‘these two
alternatives are based on the additional ratiopeTe that there are cer~
tain functions which are most cost/effective ffhen performed by a central
office of a 1%f5° school system: ¢

‘® lnrge-sgale teacher recruitment
bulk or'large order purchases (texts, supplies, equipment, etc.)
“accounting o, . .
data processing’ ] .
special schools
development and uniform application of evaluation instruments
and a management information system

\

Thert arh .at least two rebrganization alternatives within this fnmilyt

l. Move most supporting services and administrative planning and
decision-making closer to the schools. .

.This could mean delegating more functions and responsibility to
Area Assistant Superintendents over the areas they now administer;
, or, doing the same but decreasing the size of the areas now adminis-
'~ tered and increasing the number ¢of such areas and Area Assistant
Superintendents. It could also méan setting up even emaller at=

C  tendance areas.(senior high schools plus their "feeder" junior high

and elementary schools) as the basic area adminietrative unit. It
lhouLd also mean delegating more responsibility and decieion=-making
prerogatives to principals at the local school level-—including the
provilion of discretionary funds, N

o :\
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‘exercise.. These combinations add the feature of locally ‘elected boards

Exhibit E-2 - (Continued)

‘KDecentrelized and delegated functions would include curriculum develop=
" |ment, instructional improvement, inservice treining. determination of
jappropriate staffing patterns, limited purchasing authority. and so
on, ;,This could include the addition of a master teacher concept at
1 ;evel with curriculum development taking place at both
the chbol aud: the, ;ocel area superintendent levels.

-MX‘

is elternetﬁve ia to avoid simply adding layers of costs-to A

e present system, it will also require giving the area superinten=-
dent considerably greater reqponai@ility{and powet to determine and
1nterpret'pdté;: in his area (e.g., pupil teacher ratio; lump=-sum

i

budgets with fferentieted staffing, etcs)s It would also require
that the principal have greater responsibility and power in deter-
mining and interpreting the school's policy (e.ge, removal of ine
effective teachers; and the encouragement of changes in the class-
room which would have an effect on students' learning)y

2 ) . egentativ functions.

. . /- .
A lecqg@ alternative form of decentralization would; in addition T
" to decentralizing lupporting services and administrative functionms,
also decentralize the representative functions by providing for
locally eflected advisory councils. Thebe councils would opezate !
in the same manter”as the present advisory councils, but the mem=
bers would be elected rather than appointed. Specifically, the
“councils would provide advice and counsel to school principelu end
taff regarding community response to school programs, staff per~ !
fo:hpnce, and student attitudes and performance. They also would"

represent the school to the community and reflect community attitudes o

and needs to ths schools.
1§

D, 'gombinat;onl of Alternatives, .

Two additional alternatives can be fbtmed uaing combinations of the pre- |
ceding alternatives. Both begin with the assumption that the. Present éﬁ
school system is too big and too centrelized. However, they also.add
a new eleumption that advisory councils are not effective ’because they
do not have specifically designated legal povers or authorities to

Eie
o

of education with specified but -ameuhetu;imited powers applying only
to schools and administrators in the defined local area or subdistrict.

1. The first combines the inde endeut district alternative (B.2) N
with decantralization .2)-0on afcount&-Wide basis. :
; e

However. it elto removes the praaedt Central Administration and - -~
Boerd. substituting the County Board and Administration in its

place. Under this arrangement, the tax base would be County-wide

and such cities as Beverly Hills and Compton would be included as
" part of the overall County district.  The functions lodgad at the
‘local or subdistrict board level would be all those not reserved

for the County. Specifically: hiring and firing of administra=-

‘tors and teachers would re-ide at the local level; similarly,

s
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Exhibit 1:-2 - (Continued)

e

'MNAt the County level would -reside guch items as copatruction, bidding

and contract®, the allocation:of funds to subdistricts, and collec-
tive bargaining activities for teachers and .tradesmen.

This alternative says, in effect, that there are significant educa-
tional benefits to be deérived from smaller, relatively independent
aubdiatticta with their boards possessing specified but limited
powers and authorities; and there are important economies to be
gained-by retaining certain centralized activities.

2, Another co jation y _gimilar to that of D,1 above except
that in this alternative the LACUSD Board and sslected adminis~
rative funcgiona would be retained,

This alternative is different from the last in that the LACUSD Bontd.
and Administration would not be removed, but its present activities
would be substantially reduced and delegated to the local sub-
district baards and administrations. The local boards would be
elected and the Central Board snd Administration would r.ak.c' the

sane types of authorities as those proposed for the County board

. -in the preceding alternative. Ip-contrast with the present system,

this alternative would require:

e Careful definition of the items for which the local superinten-
dent is to be responsible to the Iocal board and those for '
which he is to be responsible to tho Central Administration.

{
e The local board be allowed to ﬂelect the local superintendent
and fire him under cattain conditions.

° Modificationa of the tenure policiea (and laws?) so that any
teachers released by local boards would have somewhere to go
prior to'being hired by another local board or, after some
time limit, being released from his or her contract with the
school system. This would allow the local board and adninin-
tration to hire and fire personnel for the local area.

v
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Exhibit’ L—3 ')’v

. Alternatives Questloﬂnalre Mailed Eo Participants

YOUR EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

~

Below are some questions about the ‘possible reorganization alternatives.

fi1l in your answers and bring them to the community discussion session on ﬁ:_<'
"Reorganizing Public Schools for Better Education. . , : S

1,

Please

Which two alternatives'do you find most acceptable to you as a citizen
* of the present Los Angeles Unified School District? (Please indicate

with che‘letter and number indicating your choice. For example, if you
. found the combination alternative which replaced the city Board with the

tounty_Board to be one of the two most acceptable to you, you would indi-
cate it with a D-1,)

A

. * | : ' " -
1) i i3 : * . v‘:. .

2)

.

What are your reasons for indicating these two are most acceptable?

2. Which two élternatives do you find least acceptable to you as a citizen
of the present Los Angeles Unified School District? (Again, please use
the letter and number indicating your choices.) ' '

1) ' ‘

4 2) , . ' | : ; " o ! \@

What are your reasons for indicating’theoe two are not acceptable?

5
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Exhibit E-3 - ,(Continﬁ'ed)

M — . . . v

P

' _4 . Can you think of an alternative which you feel is. even better than any of -

,those b.ering considered? ] "y . : L )
, | yes ___ © mo _____ ' |
) , f:‘i;f#.
- Lf yes: :

ba, Piéaae describe the altémative you have in mind: ]

-

4b. wﬁy do you think the alternative you have just described is better?

L 4
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1.

24

3.

b

5. Please indicate your total family income la;E\year (befoxe taxes) by

6.

Exhibit E-4

Sample of the Questionnaire Given Cdmmunity Discuésion Group Participants

Please print your name and address:

.

Name, .
.Street Q
City | /
Do you own or rent your home? ' r~§;
Own ___ " Rent %J

How many children do you -have?

What are the approiimate égge of each?

What is your educational background? (Check the highest level achieved)

Elementary school ' ’ Some college or completed junior -

+, college
14

Some high school .
. . Completed college
- Completed high school )

Technical, vocational

college (nursing; Other (.pecifyi
engineering, etc.) ' :

checking the appropriate 1line.

. 'y )
Under $5,000 $10,000 - $14,999
$7,000 - $9,999 320.Q00 or more

.

- : Attended/completed graduate school

Pleaﬁe give the occupation of the head of your household

- ~ * l’
.13:) ) T".‘v
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Exhibit E-4

(Continued)
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Exhibit E-4 - (Continued) o '

8. Now go back to Question 7 and circle,. for each type of deciBiod, the
gsingle individual who should have the final decision-making authority.

3
9. Considering the amount of money allocated to your child's school, indicate
- the extent of agreement or disagreement with each of the following state- |
ments, by placing an X on the appropriate line. : ‘

Agree Agree Don't 'Disagree Disagree.

‘ Strongly Somewhdt . Care Somewhat Strongly ;
Community participation .
should come through: ~ |
a. the PTA

b. an)}Advisory Committee of
pargfits selected by the
principal -

C. an Advisory Committee
consisting of parents
elected by the ecommunity, .
and of teachers elected by
the teachers

d. an elected community -
'~ school board to which
the principal must answer
for selected policies and
procedures '

. — - .
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14.

11.

12.

. Why do you gay that?

.o -
) "
%

Exhibit E~4 - (Continued)ﬁy

Both the Supreme Court and Judge Gitelaon have handed down deciaions nbou:
integrating #choola. What ia your opinion about uaing buaea to 1ntcgrn:e )
lchooll in Los Angelea? (Check one only, )

am in favor of bulsing both 1n the near term (2-3 years) and
:he long term.
I am in favor of bussing in the near term (2-3 yeara) but oppose
it as a long :erm sotution.

1 do not care much one way or the other.

1 am opposed to bussing in the near term (2-3 yeara) but am in
favor of it over the long term.

S s
1 am opposed to buaaing at any tiwe.

A lot of attention has been focusaed on the concept of the neighborhood
achool==a school to which children go only if they live in the local
community which it serves. What is your opinion about the neighborhood
school?

I am in favor of {it.

I am in favér—qﬁ‘iE»la long as the teachers and administrators
are also "of :heﬂcommupi:y."

I don't care riuch one way or the other.

1 am opposed to it.

.et

™
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Exhibit E-4 - (Continued)

R
we
KJ

. . ( .

13. The following is a list of possible problems with the Los Angeles Unified
Distriet Schools. Please indicate those which you think are probleul by
placing a check in the space provided.

Teachers and Teacher Aides

Teachers are paid too much

Teachers are not paid enough

There are not enough teachers

Teachers are not responsive to children's needs

W

—— Teachers are not adequately trained

A good teacher doeaﬁ't ltiy long enough in one achool
- You can't get rid of poor teachers ‘

Teachers are not interested in teaching childr;n

There aren't enough teacher aides

Other (please specify)

S
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Exhibit E-4 - (Continued)

y Administration
wmmme Principals have too much power
———e Principals h;ve too little power
w—w— Principals are not held accountable for their-achoola' educational
achievenants . e

Area Superintendents are not aware of individual -choq% problens

ArenASuperintendenta do not exercise enough supervision and control
over the schools in their area

' Area Superintendents exercise too much supervision and control
over the schools in their area ‘e

. K ~
What goes on downtown 1is not relevant to the local problems

The Los Angeles School Board is overly involved with local problens

The Los Angeles School Board is not involved enough with local
problems

Principals do not spend enough time planning the schools educa~
tional goals

The Los Angeles School Board does not spend enough time planning
the schools' educational goals

It is virtually impossible for a parent to be heard by the principal
It 1s virtually 1m§oeuib1e for a parent £o be heard by the School Board
It is almost impossible to get rid of a poor principal

Principals are unaware of the educational needs ofvtha children
attending their schools

Other (please specify)

Finances

Not enough monay is being spent on education
Too much money is being spent on education

The allotment of funds to schools is inequitable--=the suburbs. get
more money

The allotment of funds to schools is inequitable~-the inner city
schools gat more money

Much of the money spent on eduqition is misspent--the focus is

on the wrong ‘programs ﬁﬁﬁ
lr

Other (pleue specify) ___145
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i APPENDIX F L
«
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARINGS Ca

~.

A. Community Hearings N

3.
\:a&!‘w

‘ .
1. Background and Approach ﬁL

In January and February, 1970, five hearings wére held at
the following schools: Thomas Jefferson High School, Dodson

~Junior High School, David Wark Griffith Junior High School,

Daniel Webster Junior High School, Sepulveda Junior High
School. Members of the Joint Committee #®tended the chaired
the meetings, representatives from the counsellors and from
Arthur D. Little, Inc., attended. These meetings (and the
questions asked -~ listed below) were publicized through the
press, through legislators, counsellors, and Arthur D. Little

"staff members, as well as through the school system.

Those wishing to speak at the hearings were asked to
address themselves to the following questions:

] How would you evaluate(the educational achievement
of the school your child attends?

° How respohsive is your child's school to his needs?

° What, if any, are the barriers to quality education
in your school?

. What problems have you encountered in trying to work
with or relate to the school your child attends?

. How do you go about solving these problems (whom
do you see and for what kinds of problems)?

) What do you think about reducing the property tax
and increasing the sales and income taxes to
support education? :

° Would you be willing to pay an s%creased tax if
you knew that the money would only be used for ¥
the schools in your community?

' What is your bpinion of an ll-month school year,
instead of nine, for Junior and senior high schools,
with the aim of having students ready for gradua-
tion at an earlier age?

° What is your opinion ahgut the use of non~-certifi-

cated local communi%y ple as teachers aides in
the classroom? | A

la) t, . . : -
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Alxhough it was.not: spécifically asked the majority @f
reSpondents made some assumptions, based on their perceptions
of the Joint Committee, and responded to’ the issue of splitting
up the district. oy .

These heérings were open-dnd public and recorded.. The’ ' ¥
testimony from each hearing was cbézent-analyzea and a
summary is given below. B .

. The number of people responding'to a given question gives
, some indication as to priority issues, as will also be seen . /
E below.

2. Summary .

° There is a pervasive unhappiness%with the quality of
education in the schools in LAUSD.

R ] Problems relating to the LAUSD organization and an
. assokted shortage of -financial resources are seen
b&éthe witnesses as contributing to. the poor quality
of education. For the minority groups, "the middle
class values and attitudes of teachers' colleges, N
" LAUSD scﬁool administrators and teachers are also
seen. as contributing to poor quality of education
for minority children.

~ @  One of the problems is that parents have no real
evaluative tools for assessing the education received .
in the schools. They can subjectively judge their
child's progress, or they can look at the paucity
.0f "objective" measurements. Not until the experi-
“énce is concluded, however, are they sure of the B
value of the education achieved. e

] Many parents find the schools reacting negatively

’ toward their involvement, but also feel the need
to make schools more responsive to their children's

~ needs. This feeling was sttonger among minorities
~ than among middle class whites.

° Current ways of being effective vary from one area
to another; middle class whites appear to Have few
problems being heard; many blacks feel they have )
had to resort to confrontation to have any impact.

] Community aides were favored, particularly in minor-
ity areas, where the communication gap appeared -
" most pronounced.' Some differences in viewing
the function and role of such aides occurred,.
however.

HAn
o
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¢ e  Although some felt the only answer was drastic o

, - ) - change -- splitting up the district -- most g,
: * ° were unwilling to go that far. This appears

to be a function of how effective the present )

system is for each group. -

) . There is a felt need for fiscal reform, although

. respondents varied tremendously as to what’ was :
needed. Few appeared, at this time, wiliing to 3
pay out additional tax monies.

3. Responses, by Question

a. How would you evaluate the educational achieve-
ment of the school your child attends?

- . Thé(following responded: 25 parents; 22 repre-—
: : sentatives of various communitygora,pizations;
four teachers (one representing'AC ); one
¢ollege .student; and one employeequion
representative. ~ :

7

° Few respondents gave indicationé';f the measures

for eyaluation. Most frequently mentioned (ten
responaents) was reading scores (ghe mggeure)
or the inability of children to read (the
everyday results). One respondent mentioned ST
the dropout rate; one mentioned the racial ’
and ethnic survey figures; one mentioned
less universally measured evaluations (which
many parents would have difficulty judging on

Y their own¥ a child's interest, enthusiasm
and curiosity; the qualYity and quantity of
work and books brought home; the number of
curriculum courses involving studies of th
community, the equipment and devices availdble
for learning; the library materials; and the
methods and theories used in teaching. One
respondent felt that at present the achieve-
ment can't be measured. One respondent: saw
the evaluation in terms of ultimate results!
whether or not the students could get jobs.

° While few gave answers relating to measures,

- they did have evaluations on an individual ’
or school basis. Of 53 responding to this
question, 13 (about 25 percent) claimed
complete satisfaction with the educational

. achievement of their schools.

et , ¥
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Another 13 (about 25 percent), gave quaiified

answers, many indicating tHat although the
schools were coping with gdod academic and
motivated students, they were ill-equipped

to handle those students not fitting the
category. Many mentioned the stigma attached

to those hot as academically bright and the
lower self-esteem and expectations accompany-
ing it. Others showed concern over financially .
imposed obgtructions to educational achieve- C
ment (see under question c) indicating teacherd

to be willing, but hamstrung.

The remaining 50 percént were totally dissa;is- .
fied with the'educational achievement of the

schools. Money, although frequently mentioned,

was not the only problem. Many felt that the _ ’\\\,/»
size and organizational inflexiBility (inability ,

to differentiate according to need) were key .
problems. .

e .
— Ly
MM,-,
3
o
[
¢
\"
\\
b
[
\ [
Q _

needs?

How responsive is your cﬁiid's school to his

Although many witnesses respdnded indirectly, : ®
throug&tother questions, persons specifically
respondifig to. the fjuestion were as follow:
13 parefts; seven Community organization rep-
resentatives; ong teacher; one college student.
A
Nine respondehts (about 40 percent) fpelt their?
schools to be responsive to their needs. These
respondents were primarily white respondents
from outlying areas. Four respgadents (18
percent) felt that although schools were
responsive to certain people (white, middle
class, academic students), they were not for
others. The other 42 percent felt very L )
strongly that the schools were not responsive. _
These respondents were primarily blacks and
browns in the core city areas. Some of their
complaints centered around the teaching staff
and administration being culturally alienated
from them, the spirit of inflexible tradition- )
alism found in the schools, and the lack of
differentiation as to local needs. .

149

F-4

Arthur D Little Inc




a

C. What, if any, are the barriers to qualitgA g o
education in your school? '

20 community organization representatives;
seven teachers (two of them ACTLA representa-
tives); two students (one college); two
principals.

e Respondents to this question were: 31 parents; : .-ﬂff-

kX N

o

° Only three respondents (around five percent)
felt there were no barriers to quality educa-
tion. Two (around three percent) gave quali-

fied responses, indicating dependence on the’ : N
type of teacher (in one instance), or the type B \
of students.  The other 92 percent felt ) '
: that there were barriers to the quality of i e
" education. By far the greatest c plaint? ‘-‘,,'\~fﬁ

N e centered around teachers, the;r/{ﬁzdequagé {z o,
training (in new reading and wath programs>j )
@Z\ for example), insensitivity to the needs of e

children, and (from minorities) their in=% : S g‘
‘ability to understand and.teach to: children 2 . e
of a different culture. Next most frequently ’ ‘
. mentioned is the need for more financial v
support (and‘ for some, the need for better /
management and allocation of financia e
resources) General complaints about t e -
bureaucratic-nature of the present or ni— -~'f<¥\

gzation follow. In fact, if this camegory L
" “were combined with comments concerning the = =~ - ¢
need to involve parents and community, the . LT
need to facilitate communication, and the .
need to differentiate school programs,»lt A -

¥
£

,i
s

¥4

ning, automatic. passing of studenﬁs tq?the
next -grade, poor facilities, inadequate»
counselling, corporal punishment, the use
of police in inner—city sahools, attention

w o tr such as dress céﬂes, the lack of
accountability were all mentioned two or
more times.

+

‘d. What problems have you encountered in tryirg
to work with or relate to the school your o -
" child attends? ’ i

® Muchfof;this question is implicit in responses , .o :

' , to the previous question. Nineteen parents; o v -

eight community representatives; one teacheg; ‘
one (college) student; and one principal responded. .

F-5
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Ten‘respondents‘(or one-third) indicated they
had no problems and they wernt through 'the
proper channels'". They were primarxily white

parents, living in the outlying areas. The B ’.

. other two-thirds dealt at great lengtﬁ on

the frustrations of trying to communicate
their wishes and desires to the schools.
There was considerable feeling, on the
parts of whites and blacks alike, that
the schools do not wish the parents to

:become involved. . The difference arises,

however, in the feeling of whites that .

_ if they join with others, they will be

heard; -while the -minerities feel they are
not heard, even in groups,. but are treated

" as. rabble—rousers.

o
'
.

How do you go about solviné'these problems’

(whom do you see and for what kinds of problems)?

As meritioned in’ d, above, the most frequent
solution appears:ito be to work through the
appropriate channels._ The next most frequently )
descriped process was to organize coalitions

of support, (Many indicated in their response
to' this and other questions they have stopped
working through channels alone -- particularly
the minorities. ) Few, however, specifically -
addressed “this:question (four parents; six

-~ community representatives; one (college)

student, and one teacher). ﬁ
Responses to this specific question varied.

Two ‘'went through "regular' channels in the
establishment' three felt that there was no

way at present (two used confrontation tactics); »
two felt that by banding into groups they could

do so; one felt only a negative vote on the -
bond issues was ‘ayailable; the others felt '
there was a need for organizational change

(through community control of smaller

independent districts).. .. .
£, What do you think about reduoing the property
tax and increasing the sales and income taxes -
to support education? ’
° Twenty-six parents and 11 community organiza-

tion representatives responded. i

151
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° Responses were mixed and were not clearly split
. along geographic or racial and ethnic lines.
Only three respondents (about eight percent)
did not see the need for reforms in the way -
the money was either collected or allocated.

e  The remaining respondents (34 or over 90 per=-
cent) did see a need for financial reforms.
Generally speaking, the lower income groups

e ' opposed thé sales tax (which the upper income,

groups sanctioned); the middle income groups
ppposed the property tax; and the ypper income
groups opposed the income tax. Multiple choices
were given. The income tax was most favored
followed by the sa&es tax. Corporation taxes
were third most mentioned. Luxury taxes

> (liquor, cigarettes, amusements) followed.

Mention was made of the state paying 50 per-

cent and of having the authority to collect

and distribute locally a scho tax. Four

respondents were concerned so?éiy with the

more efficient management of available resources.

B. Would you be willing to pay an increased tax
if you knew that the money would only be used .
for the schools in your community?

4 Fifteen parents; six community organization
representatives; and one teacher responded.

° Five of the 22 gave unqualified posié&ve re-
sponses to this question. There appeared to
be no clear racial and ethnic or geographic
split on this issue. Eight respondents gave
a qualified positive response (if not a
property tax, if for all children, if spent
wisely, if spent on special education, etc.).
Of the negative responses, made were concerned
at the prdspect of increased property taxes
and others felft that* finances, were a&equate
but needed better management. -

h. What is your opinion,of an ll-month school year,
instead of nine, for jutior and senior high
schools, with the aim of having.’8tudents ready
for graduation at. an earlier agg£‘~ :

. ¢ ] i "
e ° Fifteen parents; eight communify organization
. representatives; three teachers (two representa-

tives of ACTLA); and one principal responded.

162
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None of the 27 respondents totally. favored
. . the concept, although two favored it prg~""
“ viding the quality of education was maintained.

‘o

. ° Sixteen felt that programs, dg-a voluntary
basis, should be offered students during the
_ - summer, to improve the breadth and depth of .
“ ’ their learning. But they felt students. :
. : would be too young if they graduated earlier °
" than at present.

° Others were unalterably.opposed to the concept.

- ‘ Students would graduate from school while they
were too young to work, too immattire for

college, and too undecided about their .future.

: ' i. What ié\your opinion about the use of non-
certificated local community people 4#s
teachers aides in the classroom?

A ‘
" . ) Twenty--parents; 13 community organization rep--
‘ resentatives; and two teachers (one a repre-
¢ .ﬁi -sentative from ACTLA).
_ . ® Three of.the 35 respondents (about nine percent)
. were unequivocally opposed; four (about 11

percent) felt they were all right as long
as they performed clerical tasks, or were
only involved in the kindergarten. and _
. primary grades. &
£
® The rest (28 respondents) favored the proposal,
seeing a charice for greater understanding and
communication. Some felt teachers needed
- traifiing in how to use aildes; others felt
the aides would need some training; and still
others felt the need for clear-cut roles so
aides donot end up as a second custodial
service.

o

. . ' j. A&though'not specifically asked, many respondents
spoke to the issue of splitting up the district
and the role of parents in their schools.

° Thirty-two parents; 19 community organization
representatives; seven teachers (three were
representatives of ACTLA); one (college)
student; four representatives -from various
school employee unions; two LAUSD personnel;
and one principal responded.

‘ | | ! 483
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"tive fat.

Thirty-eight (58 percent) were opposed to
splitting up the district. Although.

racially and geographically mixed, whites
predominated. Oppositions centered around:
e¢énomies of scale in certain services being
centralized; greater costs incurred in dup-
lication of services; the problem of obtain-
ing meaningful integration; the fears of un-
equal educational opportunitieg; the inability
of some areas to support themselves; the more
limited adVancemeat and transfer oppbrtunities
for personnel; tenure and retirement fund,
fears; and the fact that size is unimportant
and irrelevant. :

One respondent would favor the split only if
a decentralizing of central functions would
not work. ] ’

The others (primarily blacks and browns)

favored splitting up the district as long

as communities stayed intact. They felt . . -
that community control would make the

schools more responsive to the needs of

the students, more flexible in meeting

needs, would encourage. accountability,

and would rid the scb@ols of administra-
57

Even many of those opposed to splitting up

the district felt the need of-.a greater

decentralization of functions to the area

level. Some even desired more community

sanctions and accountability. Nine spec-

ifically stated the wish to have more de-

centralized functions; six mentioned the ‘ 3
desire for local control; and two each

mentioned '"parental involvement' and

"accountability”.

T
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B.  LABSD Hearings . - . . S : °

. ~
. +

1. Background and Approach

Part of one of the hearings was devoted to.statements made
by representatives from the central LAUSD administration and the
Board of Education.

The questions to which they responded and their responses
are given below.

o

2. Regponses to the Questions Posed i

a. i What are the important problems which decentrali-
zed administrative functions and services would o
ameliorate? o :

° More community involvement would result.l

o Accountability would be more easily’ achieved.

° Communication would be facilitated.

° The central board of education and administra-

tive staff would be freed for planning.

Problems which would not be ameliorated are:

° The cost of administering the district.

° The efficient allocation of funds.

] The tax burdens on citizens.

° Segregation.

e Political pressures from local sources.

b. What administrative functions and services could

be decentralized (moved closer to the schools)?
To what level? And in ameliorating what problems?
o e

e  Program planning: locally, with approval and
technical assistance at the area level.

® Budget planning: 1locally, with control at area
and central levels.

'] Responsibility for staff developmentﬁ locally,

with coordination and support from area and
central levels.

F-10
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® Selection, examination, and assignment of -
certificated and classified personnel at area ,
" level. . : v S
b
e ' Maintenance and operation: already at area: .
level.
e - Child welfaré and attendance: already at area
B level. ’
c. Which of these decentralized moves could be

effective at no, or at minimal, additional cost?

] Least costly is involvement of the community.
Even it increases the load of both principals
and teachers.

® All others will be more costly.

' d. Would it be ddvantageous to a district to increase
its tax base, if, at at the same time, it expanded
its geographic area and increased the heterogene—
ity of the student population? Why?

o

e In some areas this would be extremely beneficial,
as racial mix would be mdre easily achdeved.
(there are white areas not in the district
which are close to present heavily-minority
areas).

e¢ - In one area the probiem would be compounded:
it would bring in more non-whites.

e. Is it;possiblé that the board of education of a
large unified school district could sensitively
" reallocate the proportion of total available
resources to individual schools based on cri-
teria of need?

® LAUSD has already done allocating‘based on need
in terms of extra funds and services to core
city schools.

P ° Some of the information needed to do so efficient-.
ly and effectively are: clear priorities along
which funds should be allocated, a statement of
objectives for schools to follow, and a program
planning budgeting system.

150

F-11

FRIC - Arthur D Little Inc




° Constraints which would have to be removed are:
. having to appeal to voters for money (other
F public services do not); inflexible pupil :
teacher ratios; local staffing patterns; union .
restrictions. ' ' :

~

f.” 1f a principal is chartered to make significant

improvements in the educational performance of

. his school, what are the kinds of changes he
should be permitted fo make in effecting such
improvement? What constraints (legal, regula-
tory or other) should be removed in order to
facilitate such improvements?

.

° Given principal accountability, he should have
‘the following authorities: flexibility in
budget allocation, staffing, purchasing, and 4
school plant; the ability to ‘contract directly
‘for educational and supporting procedures; and
authority, over new courses and organization
plans (reviewed at the area level).,

o He should be charged with involving both his
staff and the community in his decision-making.

° He should be giﬁen bropEr staff assistants
to accomplish this.

g. When considering possible decentralization of
administrative services, what functions and
services should remain -at the district level
for cost benefit reasons?

° Superintendent's office.’
[ ] Planning and Research.
o Securdty - Civil Dé?ense.
e . Legal advisgement. -
) Legislation.

e Public informatioﬁ.

+% Mail.

;kﬁ
°

+ \

Staff Development (Coordination).
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. Certain business services: general purchasing
and accounting, controlling, payroll, data
processing.

° Certain'instructioﬁal services: adult educaﬁion,

coordination of instructional material and
resources, child welfare, coordination of health
programs.

4 L ggrtain personnel functions: recruitment,
negotiations, central files, transfers.

»
’

h. In large unified school districts, should school
board members be elected to represent & geograph-
ically defined constituency rather than by the
at-large election process?

. "Board membéers should be eLécted at-large.

. Geographically elected Board members would
give rise to parochial representation and
the trading of political favors.

i. If school board members are elected at-large in
a large unified district, what steps should be
taken .to insure appropriate representatfon of
S the various segments of the community which
may not be well represented? How can it be
determined that these segments are not well

represented?

. Advisory committees allow for geographic repre-
sentation. No authority 1s delegated to these
committees. ’ .

. Commissions should be set up for minority
representation along with set criteria for
these commissions (i.e., Mexican American
and Black Commissions). No authority is
delegated to these commissions. //\
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APPENDIX G { y .
ANALYSIS OF INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURGE ALLOCATION IN A '
STRATIFIED SAMPLE OF ‘15 EL@@TARY SCHOOLS !

An effort was made to determine i1f é@ere were systematic f
patterns cf resource allocation aﬂgng elementary schools varying
by location, sixth grade reading achievement scores, and ethnic
and racial composition. A sample of 15 elementary schools  was
selected for analysis. None of these schools were special
schools or contadained special classes.

It was decided to study three schools in each of the five
areas: harbor area, valley area,'west area, east area, and
south-central. From the reportl of reading achievement and
racial and ethnic mix, in each area one school was selected
because its sixth grade (6-B) median reading score was at or
very close to the 75th percentile, one school with a median
reading score at or very close to the 50th percentile (the
median for the District), and one school with a median sixth
grade reading score at or very close to the 25th percentile.
The racial and ethnic mix of each of the 15 schools was then
recorded.

Other school characteristics recorded and analyzed were:
™ School enrollment (as of February 27, 1970).
° Average daily attendance (1968—65).
o Ratio of certificated personnel per pupil (1968-69).

® Instructional salaries per pupil (i968—69).

"

™ Average of days absency per teacher (1968-69).
° Percent teacher turnover from last year.

® Median age of teacher staff.

. Median years teaching experience.

) Median years ac present school.

Los Angeles City School Districts, Auxiliary Services Division,
Individual Elementary and Secondary School Data, State Testing
Program, Fall 1968, Report No. 298, LAUSD, August 1969.
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) Percent of teachers in each school possessing education
levels of:

- B.A. (or less)
- 5 years
- Masters degree or more "

The data are shown in tabular form as exhibits attached to this
discussion. The data are grouped in two different ways: (a) by
area of the LAUSD, and (b) by level of median reading scores,
i.e., high, median, and low.

The first observation to be made from this exercise is that
these data apparently are not used in the regular or usual manage-
ment process of allocating resources to and among schools. Con-
sequently, special and time consuming efforts were required to
retrieve the data. Especially difficult to obtain were data on
teacher characteristics. Most of that information had to come
from the teachers tgemselves at the individual schools. (Absences
due to the teacher Strike are responsible for incomplete data on
,the teachers -from one of the schools in the sample.)
In reviewing the tabulations of these data, one is struck by the
amount of variation among schools on some of these measured
o “ factors: enrollment, teacher turnover, teacher absences, median
. - ‘age of staff, median years teaching, median years at present

g&l school, education level, and even instructional salaries per

FRi pupil. 1In spite of very considerable variation in each of these
factors, in this sample there appear to be only a few obvious
trends of systematic patterns of variation.

° Schools with reading scores at the median for the
District have teachers who have been at those sgchools
{ longer than is true for high or low scoring schools.
° In general, schools with high and median reading

scores have teachers who have been teaching longer
than the teachers in schools with low reading scores.

] Schools with low reading scores have lower percentages
of anglo students. :

) Every school, no matter what its level of reading

achievement or racial and ethnic characteristics,

gets the same annual allotment per pupil for

instructional materials, $2.56 per pupil.

160
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K The most significant conclusion to be drawn from this analysis el
o . .is that instructional resources do not seem to be allocated
‘ differentially and.- systematically to schools with the greatest
. need as indicated by reading scores. School districts pay more
for teachers with higher levels of education and more experi-
" ence, presumably because their value is greater‘becauae they
are more effective teachers. Yet, fewer of ‘those teachers
are to be found in schools characterized by low réading scores
than in those with median or high scores. o "
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APPENDIX H.

NEW STAFF DEPLOYMENTS POSSIBLE WITH BUDGET SAVINGS FROM CENTRAL

OFFICE AND, AREA LEVEL REORGANIZATION v . A

: )

Reorganization at Central Office and Area levels, which elimin-
ates a number of top level administrative positions &na permits
transfer of selected curriculum and pupil personnel services
functions to decentralized levels, can (on the basis of the
1968 organization chartl and the 1968-69 expendituresZ for
salaries, both certificated and classified, and other expenses)
"free up" approximately $11,400,000 to fund a more decentralized
operation. (See the summary and detailed analysis of possible
"savings'" beginning on page H-7 of this Appendix.)

v
! ish

This amount is a conservative estimate of what can be done. We
considered, i.e., ''priced out'", changes in only the Divisions
of Elementary and Secondary Education, the Instructional Plan-
ning Branch (and a few other positions) in the Division of
Instructional Planning and Services, and selected functions

of the Child Welfare and Attendance Branch of the Division

of Auxiliary Services. Budget categories included were those
of Administration (100 - both general and educational adminis-
tration) and Instruction (200 - both regular and special pro-
grams, but not including summer schools, adult education,
opportunity schools and.classes, regional occupational centers,
or special education for the handicapped). We did not attempt
to estimate the financial consequences of decentralization in
the following budget areas: Health Services (400), Pupil
Transportation (500), Operation of Plant (600), Maintenance of
Plant (700), Food Services (900) or ngmunity Services (1100).

It must be noted that the changes we are discussing and evalua-
‘ting financially would not all be possible today since we are
using data from last year; and several organizational changes
have been made since thgn. Additional changes are being planned
now in order to cut approximately $41 million from the school
budget. Therefore, by the time action cap be taken on any
recommended reorganization, the ''savings' or resource re-
allocations we suggest here will not be accurately dé&scriptive.

Personnel Commission Classification and Organization Chart,
School Year 1968-69.

Controller's Annual Financial Report of the Los Angeles
Unified School District for the Fiscal Year ended June 30,
1969; prepared by the Accounting Section, Controlling
Division.
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The purpose of this exercise is to show that- it was possible last
year to significantly decentralize adq}nistrative planning and
decision-making regarding instruction, curriculum, pupil
personnel services, and professional development without

increasing costs. (The experience of the Superintendent of
Schools of the Sacramento Unified School District3 shows that
it is possible -- and was even imperative -- to decentralize

decision-making using fewer administrators and resourte persons
in the face of rising costs and strictly limited revenues).
While we certainly are not recommending the austerity forced
on the Sacramento Unified School District, it is our position
that annual savings on the order of 10 to 15 million dollars
are still possible today from further reorganization and de-
centralization. However,; a substantial amount would have to
come from cutbacks in prpgrams ,and services now operated from
the Central and Area Office levels, e.g., Auxiliary Services,
Health Services, Instructional Planning Services, Adult Educa-

&

: tion, and so g’

9

A. The ''Two-High-School' Zone Model of District Reorganization

If the Los Angeles Unified School District were zoned into
administrative subdistricts or zones organized around two
senior high schools and their ''feeder schools', that would
result in 24 zones. Each zone would have approximately
25,000-29,000 (an average of about 27,000) students in grades
kindergarten through 12. Each zone would be comprised of

two (adjacent) senior high schools, usually three junior high
schools, and approximately 17 elementary schools.

The reorganization described earlier would have resulted in
approximately $11,400,000 of "savings' in eliminated positions
and transferrable functions. That sum split up among the 24

.« . new administrative zones would provide $475,000 to each zone
to fund adminjistrative positions, classified positions, and
reseurce personnel and their activities (again, just for
educational administration, budgeting and some business
management, instructional development, and pupll personnel
services). . : . 1

" ) .
Statement by Superintendent Paul Salmon to the Joint Committee
in the hearing in Sacramento on January 15, 1970. \\\
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While a varilety of zone staffing patterns are possible (and
ould be provided for in accordance with the pattern of
community and student needs in each zone), $475,000 could
fund\a zone staffing pattern® such as the following:
b4

’ Zone Superintendent $ 28,000
Curriculum and Instructional Development a S
Director 20,000
¢ . v .
: Budgeting (or Bus ‘Manager 20,000
Pupil Personnel Services Diréctqn’ . 19,000
s
Work Experience and Continuing Education
Coordinator 14,000
Pupil Performance Measurement (including
Psychometrists) Specialists @ $15,000 (5) 75,000
' Reading Specialists (5) @ $15,000 75,000
Home-School Counsellors (pupil attendance . v
functions) (10) @ $10,000 » 100,000 . S
Secretaries and Clerk-Typists (10)
@ (average) $7,000 70,000
' ‘ f
' ‘  $421,000

$475,000 - 421,000 = $54,000 for funding teachers to fill 1in the
released time of (secondary) department chairmen and (elementary)
team leaders or ''master teachers' for work with small groups of
classroom teachers on instructional development and improvement.
While $54 ;000 is a skimpy budget for such developmental work,
it is practically equivalent to the salaries of four full-time

. curriculum or subject matter specilalists, and it would fund the
involvement of 21 instructional specialists at the local school
level for approximately one-third of their time.

Note: This is not a recommended staffing pattern. It is
offered only to show what new staffing deployments might
be possible within ‘the average allotment of $475,000 per
zone.

172
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B. The "One-High-School" Zone Model of District Reorganization

If the Los Angeles Unified School District were zoned into ad-
ministrative subdistricts or zones organized around a single
(regular) senior high school and its "feeder schools", that
would result in 48 such zones. Each of these zones would
contain approximately 12,000-15,000 (an average of 13,700)
students in grades kindergarten through 12. Each zone would
contain one regular senior high school (and occasionally a

special school), one or often two junior high schools, and ;ﬂ
approximately nine elementary schools (plus an occasional Etan
special elementary school). .

o

Under this model the $11,400,000 in estimated savings from
Central and Area Office level reorganization would‘permit
$238,000 to go to each of the 48 zone administrative offices
for the funding of staffing patterns such‘ga'the following

\

\

|

1 . example:

| ' Zone Superintendent . § 25,000

Business Manager 18,000

v N ‘

| i Curriculum and Indygstrial Development

‘ Coordinator . ) 18,000

{ ) Pupil Personnel Spt%ices Director o 17,000 e

| Psychometrists (3) @ $l5,000 ' 45,000
Home-School Counsellors (3) @ $10,000 10,000
Secretaries and Clerk-Typists (6)
@ $7,000 42,000

$240,000

This model turns out to be more expensive in terms of expendi-
tures per pupil for zone administrators. Thus, it permits fewer
and less varied resource persons on the zone staff (e.g., no
Work Experience and Continuing Education Coordinator, only a
third as many Home-School Counsellors for one-half as many
pupils) and it affords no funding for released time of educa-
tional leaders in the individual schools to work with teachers
in the process of individualizing instruction and adapting
educational materials and experiences to the needs of students

- in specific locations.

173
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C. Further Decentralization Possibilities

While the decentralization of selected functions (and decision-
making prerogatives) outlined above in both models would facili-
tate educational planningiand programming and the delivery of
educational services more sensitively attuned to the needs of
local schools, neither goes far enough in providing the range
of supportive services principals and teachers are quite con-
cerned about. In particular, responsibility for the local
administration of plant operations (custodial services),
maintenance, and supplies warehousing and delivery could and
should be decentralized to this local zone level. Obviously,
the "Two-High-School'" zone model would be preferable then
because of the economics of warehousing and supervisory staff-
ing, i.e., one-~high-school zones would require twice as many
warehouses and departmental supervisors in the supporting
services.

Also, it is quite possible that the administration of a number

of medical and health services could be decentralized to this

area or zone level. In fact, the LAUSD is now considering such

decentralization in connection with 1its current efforts to re-

duce operating costs. Selected administrative responsibilities -
R for Food Services might also be decentralized to the zone level.

‘"It seems likely that reorganization might best proceed in phases,
with the more important responsibilities relating to instructional
programs and services being decentralized first, with some of

the other administrative responsibilities following later as

the most economical and efficient arrangements are worked out.

Formen
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Exhibit H-1

Summary of Possible Savings (From 1968-69 Expenditures) At ¢

The Central Office and Area Office Levels

(From 1968-69 Staffing Pattern)

From Eliminating Positions and Decentralizing

Functions and Expenses

DIVISION OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

(Admin 100) $ 220,000
Central Office
(Instr 200) $ 370,000
(Admin 100) $ 330,000
. Eight Area Offices :
: . (Instr 200) $3,982,000
TOTAL

DIVISION OF SECONDARY EDUCATION

) (Admin 100) $ 96,000
Central Office . . '
(Instr 200) $1,833,000
" (Admin 100) $ 169,000
Four Area Offices
(Instr 200) $ 332,000
TOTAL

DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING AND SERVICES

(Admin 100) $" 93,000
Central Office

(Instr 200) $ 47,000
Instructional .
Planning and (Instr 200) $1,430,000
Services ¥

TOTAL
AUXILTARY SERVILES DIVISION
Child Welfare and
4
Attendance Branch (Instr 200) 32,497,000
TOTAL
TOTALS: DIVISIONS OF ‘ -
Elementary Education
Secondary Education
Instructional Planning and Scrvices
Auxiliary Services
/ GRAND TOTAL
’ 175
t)
H-7

$ 590,000

$4,312,000

$4,902,000

$1,929,000

$ 501,000

$2,430,000

$ 140,000

$1,430,000

$1,570,000

$2,497,000

$2,497,000

$4,902,000
2,430,000
1,570,000
2,497,000

$11, 399,000

N
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Exhibit H-1 - (Continued)

- ' TOTAL = $4.902.000 : ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PIVISION

FTE ’
Central Office 2211;12515 . Expenditures
Salary Certif. 7.6 $ 126,300
Salary Non Cert. 16.4 87,700
Other Expenses ° - © 5,900
26,0 $ 219,900 $220T
Admin .
100 Eight Elementary FTE
_—Area Offices ~ Rositions Expenditures
Salary Certif. 8.0 $ 229,600
Salary Non Cert. 8.0 91,000
Other Expenses 9,900 «
) 16.0 $ 330,500 $330T
Subtotal (Admin 100) $ 550,000
- Central Office FTE N
Rositiopns Expenditures  f '
Sslary Certif. 17,2 §$ 298,000
Salary Non Cert. 7.4 58,000
Other Expenses 14,000
24,6 370,000 370T
Instr. $ ! ’
Eight Elementary FTE
200 __Area Officcs ~ Position Expenditurcs
Salary Certif. 235.3 83,513,000
Salary Certif.
(Sp. Program) 9,0 62,000
Other Expenscs 97,000
Other Expenses
R (Sp. Program) 1,000
" Salary Non Cert. 51.3 309,000

$3,082,008 83,9827
Subtotal (Instr 200) 84,352,000

3 FTE (full time equivalent) positions listed are taken from

A Study of the Dotail Budget for the School Year 1969-70,
Budget Division, Los Angeles Unified School District.

Q s H-9 ‘\ =\,
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) Exhibit H:l - (Continued)
-I0TAL = $2,430,000 SECONDARY EDUCATION DIVISION ’
, FTE o
Central Office Poaitions Expenditures
Salary Certif. 1.0 ¢ 50,300
Salary Non Cert. 5.3 42,400
Other Expenses 3,400
6.3 $§ 96,100 $96T
Admin
100 Four Secondary

Instr

200

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Salary Certif.
Salary Non Cert,

Other Expenses

SBubtotal (Admin

Contral Office
4 .
Salary Certif,

“Salary Certif.
(8p. Program)

Salary Certif,
(Work Exper. &
Cont'd Rduca.)

Salary HNon Cert,
(8p. Program)

Salary Mon Cert,
"< (Work Exper, &
Cont'd Bduca.)

. Other Expenses

Other Bxp;nuol
(8p. Program)

Other Expenses
(Work BExper, &
Cont'd Educa.)

177
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Salary Non Cert:

4.0

8.0

12,0

100)

_Area Officcs anininnl Expenditurcs

§ 100,900
.63,300 .

4,400

$ 168,600 $169T

§ 265,000

FTE .
Rnni:ingl Exnnndi;uznn' .

. 50.7

29.3

10.0

39.8

11,0

4,0

R ——

144.8

$ 974,000
347,200
139,600
284,900
50,200
22,600
3,400 -

4,100

6,800 :

———

$1,832,800 ~ §1,R33T

Continued on next page

v

N

..

Arthur D Little Inc




P _ : £ . - \

o . . ‘ - .
A . o w
o -Exhibit H-1 - (Continued) S5
‘ . ’v // . < . i - e \ /.\ N . oo
- . ‘,’ s ? o R . ‘ : - \%"l X // o
: Iv /5 T ) ) ' . R L ) ‘u‘v‘ \ - .

. Lo 8\
SECONDARY EDUCATION DIYFSION ¥7 .

. }% - ' ﬂ. (Continued) - ° rf#{a
X : . s . - Ve v

\
\

AR
v

L ¢

: Four Secondary ' FTE, ‘ L

. ' Area Offices Positions Experditures

B ' _Salary Certif. 12,00 § 271,200 %
' A% ! ® H .

> ’ Salary Non Cert, . 8.9 - 5§,BOO

” ’ Y
Other Expenses - . 5,100 A

, ' x
. 200 \‘1\ \‘\'\
e ’ . ’ s : ‘ ' : $ 332,100
. N ‘ ) . ) y A
) Sgbtotal (Instr 200) $2,165,000
o . . - »Total Secondary Education Division 7
& S ' - : $2,430,000
' Ry ! ) ' ' -
A )
& \
q p] v 4
£ .
° 4 . ‘\
"¢ ‘ . -
~ (
I { -
y ° % %
i ‘ '




Exhibit H-1 - <(Continued) . :

0

2 : .
~ DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING

ANﬁvSERYICES )
A ) “s . ]
» 5 FTE v, ! -
Central Office Positions ./ Expenditures
Salary Certif. 5.0 $ 104,400 i
~ . R ’
&\ - Salary Non Cert. 9.4 - 70,900 4
L\ ~Other Expenses , 10,90b )

- .

P

§ 186,200 = 2 = $93T.

) FTE ‘
L " Centrdl Office Positions Expenditures o
- I , .
: l Salary Certif: | 1.9 $ - 33,400 &'.5?
\ Salary Non Cert. 2,0 12,700 '
\ i
' Other Expenses 700
$ 46,800 $47T
. Instructional FIE = / ,
Plapning Branch Posgitiong Expenditures o
. . o
Salary Certif, 40,6 $ 762,600
éalary Certif.
(Sp. Program) 5.4 X 82,500
Salary Non Cert, 52.0 . 298,400 = " -
. §alary Non Cert. =
~(Sp. Program) 1.0 3,600
Other Expenses 281,500
© Other Expenses
. (Sp. Program) 1,500
| $1,430,100 $1,430T .
¥,
Totalfrﬁ§tructiona1 Planning and
Servides Division - $1,570,000

[
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Exhibit H-1 - (Continued)
|
« ) v v _ . ¢ - A" ~
., - TOTAL =" $2 00 . ~ AUXILIARY SERVICES DIVISION

(Branch of Child Welfare & Atfendanca)

Salary Certificated
Director (1) \ s 25,600
Assistant Director (1) \
(Sp. Program) ) ' 18,000
Supervisors Group III. (7) @ $19,000 ~ 133,000
‘Supervisor Group III (1) ‘
(Sp. Program) . 19,000
Assistant Supervisor Attendance (136)
@ $12,500 -~ 1,700,000 : -
Assistant,SupervisofAtteﬁdance (33)
@ $12,500 (Sp. Program) , 412,500
Instr o
, $2,308,100
200 ' : | .
Salafy Non Certificated
\ ; : S
Secretary (8) @ $7,900 $ 63,200 .~ .-
. ~ Secretary (2) '@ $7,90b N E \\\j
P~ . (Sp. Program) . 15,800
. . .
Clerk Bookkeeper (1) ' 6,700 '
Clerk Typists (9) @ $5,900 ‘ 53,100 ,
’ —_—
' _ $ 138,800
;? v
)
Other Fxpepses (est.) $ 50,000
~ ) - -
TotngAuﬁfliary Services Division $2,497,000 E
4 . i -
. . |
: !
, | 180 \
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'APPENDIX ‘T -

SELEGTED EVALUATIONS OF ALTERNATIVES

v

A. Considerations of Dividing LAUSD into Apptoximatg;y 20
) Autonomous and Independent Districts

1. The Financial Implicationsl

One form of reorganization of the Los Angeles Unified

School District which has been advocated would create several
L,autonomous school districts by breaking up the present tax base.
x@his Section inspects one set of options leading to the above
dbjective and concludes that no advantage can be gained by
fracturing the tax base of the Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict by any of the options examined. Furthermore, since any
other components of gplitting the district remain unchanged
when the centralized tax base is maintained, there appears to
be no foundation for positing that an indeépendent tax pase is
a requisite .element of either political decentralization or com—
munity control

- Conversely, a preponderance'of the evidence indicates
“that fiscal resources should remain centrally determined and be
disbursed to the decentralized districts in the form of a lump-
sum budget.

As a note of caution in any serious discussions of
breaking up the tax base of the LAUSD, we should keep in mind a
number of pending law cases considered by Constitutional scholars
to be soundly conceived which challenge local differencés in
school expenditures as a violation by the states of the equal
protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, e. g., Board of
Education v. Michigan Circ. Ct. Mich., Wayne County, filed
February 2, 1968 -

Y In the context of these cases the Joint Committee
must consider .the probability that any action taken at the
present time é% divide the tax foundation might within the next

two years necessitate a reciprocal action in order to neutralize
what has been done. . s /

I

£
From a statement by H.T. James, Dean, School of Education, Stanford

" University; with the assistance of Daniel B. Davis, Graduate Student, ,
also of ‘the School of Education.
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One setzof alternatives, contemplated by‘at least
gome of the several legislators on the Joint Cpmmittee, would
mean . the. dissolution of the Los Angeles Unified School District
as it now exists, and the creation, within the territory it now
encompasses, of a number of new and autonomous school districts,
each of which would have a board of education vested with the
powers and duties common to similar school, boards throughout
California.

Consequently, the Joint Committee will want to make -some
estimates of the fiscal consequences of such an actidn on the
several new districts and on the allocation of the state revenues,
if such an alternative were to be pursued.

One can argue that the task of devising such estimates
is clearly impossible because there are too many variables.

Given the one set of possibilities, that some number of dis-
tricts be created out of the present area encompassed within
the Los Angeles Unified School District, and the possible group-
ings of parcels of land (even though limited py the school dis-
trict reorganization laws' requirement that they be contiguous) ., .= .
yields astronomical numbers of possibilities. Add in the effects
of such variables as average daily attendance, valuation of
property and voter behavior (all relevant to .estimates of the
4mpact of reorganization on state school funds and local taxes),
- and the possible permutations approach infinity.

. On the other hand one can argue, as Los Angeles Board
members did a year ago, that arbitrary boundaries could be es-
tablished fdr a fixed number of new districts to be created out
of the present district, and the sample 80 created would be one
sample out of a very large number of possible samples that could
be created which would nevertheless reveal some of the general

' characteristics that any-other sample would reveal. For in-
stance, any set of districts to be formed would each have a
smaller assessed value and a smaller number of pupils than the
present district, and any set of new districts except those
de¥ibergtely drawn to have exactly the same valuation per pypil
could therefore be expected to include some that would be -
titled to more, and some to less state ald per pupil than is
now paid to the existing district, and undef existing laws\some
would be able to levy more and some less local taxes per pupil
than the present district.

I—Z 1.'
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One such arbitrarily defined sample, prepared at the
request of the Board last year, is shown in Table 1. The require-
ments to be met were (1) ten districts to be hypothesized within
the present district, and (2) each to have approximately the
same equalized valuation per pupil. The variation of ADA among
the districts 1s also shown. State equalization aid per pupil
would remain the same under this arrangement, and therefore
state aid per pupil would remain the same. The gtate revenue
would vary among districts in proportion to ADA. The yield of
local property tax revenues would be the same 1f each district
set the same levy rate, but the boards could be expected td

P raise or lower the rate from that of the present level, and
voters could be expected to change the limits on tax rates from
time to time. Thus this type of reorganization would mean little
or no change in state funds required for the area, but would
lead to higher or lower local tax rates depending on board
decisions and voter preferences in the séveral,dfstrictsb'and
_these differing rates in turn, depending om how they inter-
acted with'fncrqased or decreased state revenues flowing into

, = the,new diatricts, could be expected to result in expenditures

., . per pupll varying from higher to lower than at present. Other

' things being equal, those districts getting more state aid could

- - beiexpected to lower their local levy rates, and those getting

. lpss to raise them.

%,

{.»ag.,g'a"-‘

Table 1: Assessed Valuations--Secured Roll Only

£

Percent Enrollment
Area Amount of Total Supported "
1 - 9688, 164,389 9.9 14.8 | ]
"2 "706,765,877 10.2 13.5 ;
3 690,410,280 - 10.0 5.0
4 702,910,647/”/ 10.4 3.0
5 671,721,805 9.7 3.7
6 674,692,040 9.8 4.1
7 701,600,679 10.4 13.2
8 678,730,156 10.0 20.8
9 643,761,482 9.5 8.2
10 701,892,478 10.}1 13.7
Computed by the Budget Division, Los Angeles Unified School District
[ 4 . ,
183 ‘
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The division of total property value into residential
and industrial-cémmercial property creates an additional con-
straint. Given two districts with the same total property
value per pupil, one can be expected to contain a higher pro-
portion of business property and therefore spend the same
amount per pupil with a lower proportion of its tax levy im-
posed upon its homeowners.

Moreover. any initial equalization of property vdlue’ :
among the decentralized districts would occur at one point in .
time. As such, it would not take account of the dynamic R

nature of population shifts and biusiness location trends which- .
would tend over time to produce divergence in the fiscal
. + capacity of the local districts.

I know of no rationale that would justify reorganization
on the basis of equalized valuation per pupil, nor would I ad-
vocate it. The legislature would have no interest in making such
a change 'from a fiscal standpoint, since state revenues in total
would not be affected; and the largely random variations in tax :
rates and expenditures per pupll among the districts resulting
from local decisions would run contrary to the stated policy of /
the legislature which is directed toward greater, rather than
less/f equality in both tax rates for school purposes and in
expenditures per pupil. The only effect of increasing the number
‘of districts from the ten used in this illustration to, for in-
stance, the 30 suggested in one such draft of the Joint Resolution
would be to increase the variation in both tax rates and expendi-
tures per pupil among the new districts, and increase also the
probability that the distrjicts with the lowest expenditures per
pupil would end up levying the highest tax rate.

A second alternative explored by the administration at
the request of the Board was an arbitrary division of the district
into ten new districts with equal average daily attendance.

Again, I know of no rationale that would justify such a reor-
ganization, and Beveral, notably one relating to economies of
scale, that would argue against it. The results of such a
reorganization are shown in Table 2. In this instance state
aid would be affected, for while the flat aid per pupil
would bring equal amounts to each district, equalization aid

ERIC ~ . - Arthur DLittle Inc
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Table 2: Enrollment

Supported by

Peréent Percent of
Area Amount of Tot:al1 Total

i Sec. Roll AV
1 ssa 403 10.1 5.2
2 66,79 10.4 8.7
3 66,574 10.4 8.5

4 65,781 10.3 - -18.2 RN

5 63,913 10.0 17.1
- 6 61,126 9.6 42.3
7 61,004 9.7 8.8
8 61,811 9.7 8.1
9 67,263 10.5 5.9
10 60,947 9.5 7.2

;
x

1Percentage variance .2 percent results from accumulative fraction of 1: -percent.
ﬂf‘s
¥
Computed_by the Budget Division, Los Angeles Unified Sehrol District.

would vary from none for district 4, which would bq\above the
equalization level, to amourits substantially higher’ than those
presently received by the Los Angeles Unified School District for
district 1, which would have the lowest equalized valuation per pupil.
The probable effect on state revenues would be a slight aggregate rise,
and the effect on local levy rates and expenditures per pupill would

be to increase the variations among both in the ten didtricts for the
same reasons outlined in the first illustration discussed above.

A third alternative was discusded last year; that was an arbitrary
division into ten districts of equal geographical area. However, since
no conceivable rationale could be advanced for breaking up the dis-
trict on this basis, which would not only allocate unegual tax bases and
unequal populations, but would also isolate the sparsest and the densest
populated areas, and since no way was found to deal with the problem
of relating population data to the geographic areas so defined, no
tabular data were developed.. The consequences on local tax rates
.and expenditures ldentified in the first and second illustrations would,
however, be generalizable to the third.

The fourgh alternative discussed with the Board has bgen rendered an
instant anachronism (pending appeal) as a result of the recent Superior

J.Ei‘)
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Court decision. This was an effort to look at the Los Angeles Unified
School District in such a way as to define ten groupings within the dis-
trict around which boundaries might be drawn that gathered together
those subpopulations seeming to have the greatest-commonality of in-
terests and characteristics.

Again, no tabular data were developed because of the impossibility
of relating data gathered by school attendance areas and by the
assessor to the areas identified as communities. However, enough is
now evident from the previous illustrations to indicate that the
generalizations made-about the consequences of the second alternative
would also be applicable to the fourth, and, since socio-economic
cleavages are likely to be emphasized, variations would probably be
increased.

- .
One might ask: "All this speculation méy be fine, but what are the
facts?'" What I have been trying to do is demonstrate that the potential
number of "facts" with which we could deal are too numerous, and
interact in ways too complex tb manage, even with computers. Further-
more, even though we found ways to deal with the numbers, the illus-
trations I have used highlight the only facts we need to dispose of
the proposition that the LAUSD shOU#E be broken up into new autonomous
districts, ' These facts are: (1) increasing the number of districts,
under any conceivable rationale, would create variations among the new
districts in (a) levy rates, (b) expenditures per pupil, and (c) state
aid paid to the district; (2) increasing variations in levy rates and
in expenditures per pupil runs counter’ to long-established policy
set by the California Legislature; and (3) increasing variations in
state aid among districts servgg\ﬂy known state policy.

Another ‘approach to the quegtion of the consequences of breaking up
the LAUSD into a number of autonomous school districts can be made
by assuming that the remaining 37 unified school districts of Los
Angeles County outside the LAUSD are organized as rationally as any
reorganization of the LAUSD might be expected to produce. Graphically,
we will be comparing the cross-hatched LAUSD sub-set with the shaded
sub-set representing all unified school districts within the Los
Angeles County exclusive of LAUSD.

We can then ask the question: What would be the effect on the local
tax rates, expenditures per pupil and state aid if the remainder of the

unified districts in the County were cgst into a single unified district?
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" The data of Table 3 show consistent similarities in the aggregate
between the LAUSD and all other unified school districts of Los
Angeles County synthetically combined. For instance, per pupil
expenditures differ by only $2., LAUSD taxes itself for schools

-~ at the rate $.33 per $100 AV higher than the mean tax rate for the
- combined: districts, In addition, LAUSD receives $34 less per pupil

in sthte aid or 87 percent of the amount acquired by the amalgamated &
districts.

Table 3: 1967-1968

¥ T = —
AN .
! Los Angeles - All Other Unified School
. . Unified Districts in Los Angeles
- School District County ‘Cumbined
Enrollmert (ADA) - 656,008 576,454
Percent of Total Los Angéles 53.27% -~ 46,87
County Unififed Enrollment
Tax Rate . © $3.91 per $100 &V ~ $3.58 per $100 AV
. Expenditures per Pupil ' $636.33 $638.36
State Aid per Pupil $221.57 3256‘06. -
Federal Aid per Pupil $43.38 $26.99
Assessed Valuation per Pupil ’ $12,414 : $10,901 ;;ﬁ :
. . * o
Percent of Income by Source Federal 6.3 Federal 4.0 £
: ' ' State 31,9 State 37.8
Local _61.8 local _58.2 ' '
10000 ) 10000 ';)'
$

L] . ’
Now, {t follows that by reversing the synthetic centralization process “y |
thereby reducing the combination:of districts to the sum of its parts, : SRS

we have our original 37 independent unified districts. _This; then,

presents us with an excellent model which enables us to analyze the.
¢ probable consequences of decentralizing the fiscal resources of the

LAUSD. : ‘ )

e . e v
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By looking at extreme situations, sych as unified districts now
existing within Los Angeles County and outside LAUSD with the highest and
or the highest and lowest tax rate, or
the highest and lowest amounts of state aid per pupil, we can identify
some maximum variations and their interacting effects in actual school ~

lowest valuations per pupil,

situations.

valuations per pupil,

\

Beverly Hills Unified.

Hills residents.

~

Tables 5, and 6 demonstrate these maximum and minimum -
tax rates, and amounts of state aid per pupil. '

For each polar case, the respective amounts for the two remaining

scales are included in columns 2 and 3.

- From Table 4 we see that per pupil expenditures‘of $528 in
Charter Oak Unified are more than doubled by the $1,110 expended by

On the average, less money is spent ‘on -two

school children in Charter Oak than is spent on one schodl'cbild in

Beverly Hills. Paradoxically, Charter Oak taxes jtself for schools
at a rate 2-1/3 times greater than that which is required of Beverly

/

V4

X

oo

-

Table 4: 1967-1968 Expenditures
Current Total District
Expenditures Tax Rate State Aid/ADA
per ADA (per $100 AV)
¢ N i
' High *
Beverly Hills Unified 81,110 $2.33 $153
. ) . Low
«Charter Oak Unified $528 v $5.31 3158' *

Tabfe 5 demonstrates tax rates for schools ranging
from a low of $2.28 per $100 AV in
$6.33 per '$100 in Bassett Unifted.
extended within Los Angeles €ounty

$7.32 per $100 AV
in the Enterprise
Diastricts. It is
District not only
it does so at the

I-8 188

El Segundo.to 4 high of

This differential is further
with the inclusidn of the
collected or property owners residing jointly
City Elementary and Compton Union High School
interesting to note that Beverly Hills Unified
spends the most money for each student, but
second lowest tax rate of $2.33 per $100 AM.~
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Table 5: 1967-1968 Tax Rate

Total District buri‘ent

Tax Rate . Expenditures State A;%/ADA
(per $100 AV) per ADA
‘ A High » L
Bassett Unified $6.33 : $585 » $379
: Low G
El Segundo Unified $2,28 $856 $158

Table 6 indicates extreme variation in state aid per pupil from
a low of $114 in Las Virgenes Unified to a high of $381 in Baldwin Park
Unified, a factor discrepancy of 3-1/3.

This approach clearly sets some boundaries on the kinds of
consequences that might flow from a breakup of the LAUSD into autonomous
districts if we assume that among them we would not expect to find (1)

a new district with"a 'lower, or higher, valuation per pupil than can -
be fourd in the County now, nor (2) ome that would spend more, or leas .
per pupil than existing County unified districts now do

Table 6: 1967-1968 State Aid

. Current Total District
. State Aid Expenditures Tax Rate
per ADA per ADA (per $100 AV)
High .
Baldwin Park Unified $381 $548 $ 5.23
Low ¥ .
Las Virgenes Unified $114 428701 $4.57
, f o _ 1 i
' ' : - Ty ' #
March 30, 1970 ) 1-9 L )
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2. Conclusions and Implications for Alternative B-1

As mentioned above, any move to breakup the tax base of LAUSD
must consider the probability that a suit will, be filed challenging
| local differences in school expenditures as a violation oi\EEE‘equal
’ protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Even 1f this consider-
ation were to be dismissed, none of the redistricting alternatives
considered would have persuasive financial advantages from the
California Legislature's point of view.
e B ;
The one alternative most responsive to the equal protection
consideration, equal valuation per pupil, would not affect State
revenues. Furthermore, the process-of economic growth, changes in »
the Iocation of the population over time, etc. can all be expected \ .
to result in unequal taxes with the passage of time. One clear im- . '
plication of how divergent these taxes might become or, alternatively, .
how divergent they might be if the LAUSD were to be divided into
smaller autonomous districts on a basis other than equal valuation,
was shown by, examining the extreme situations among the present unified C
distriets in Los Angeles County. We therefore conclude that reorgani-
zation, alternative B-1, dividing the LAUSD into approximately 20 .
aufonomous and independent districts, 1s not one for further considera- .
tion by the Joint Committee.

N

3.  Additional Considerations and Implications for
. Alternative B-2

In addition to the financial revenue considerations, there
are other significant problems with dividing: LAUSD into independent '
and ‘autonomous districts, even if the tax base is shared as in
altermative B-2. First, the present pension funding program would
need to be divided in both terms of investment equities on the financial
management side and the vested shares of present participants. After
division, the servicing and management costs of operating 24 separate -
pension funds can be expected to be slightly higher. -

Second, the teachers' union and tradesmens' unions‘will
have disproportionate power and an upper hand in negotiations by the
ability to pool strike funds for the purpose of dividing and conquering.
} This would, in° turn, lead to requests for special legislative regulating
the unions and/or redressing the balance of negotiatiom:. Furthermore,
\ and somewhat paradoxically, 1f each new district were to have an
affiliated local chapter of an overall union, this would lead to
| teachers and others losing a part of their present representational
| effectiveness in the matter of grievances and working conditions as
| these tend to be items handled by the locals. However, this need
f not be detrimental to either party as the smaller distiicts may be
| expected to be more accessible and responsive to local issues.
|
|

- ' ' I-10
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Third, the criteria of quality educétion’EﬁﬁJACCOuntability
require a strong Research and Development and testing4§ctivity These’
are best handled with an extensive financial basﬁ4probably much
larger than the proposed districts in this alternativa%ﬁ d the R&D
activity would benefit from an extensive base of heterog eity”

(i.e., across districts) for the purposes of both statistical preci-
gion across socio-economic, racial and ethnic lines, and for the
appropriate treatment of a wider variety and combination of multiple.
variables.

Fourth, each new district baard would need to handle EUnctions
such as contract negotiation with unions and the letting of construction «

contracts, thereby limiting the time for focusing on and developing 45

overall educational and operating policies.

Similarly, the replication in each new district, of the
various centralized services such as purchasing, accounting and data

_processing, contracting, recruiting and personnel administratigm,

etc. would result in increased costs per student. However, output,

{n terms of student achievement, per dollar of cost might be expected
to increase slightly as a result of improved sensitivity to student
needs.

Finally, there are additional problems encountered in this
alternative. The operation of special schools (deaf, blind, EMR, etc.)
generally require a district the size of approximately 100,000 students
for economically efficient operation. Therefore, such schools would
have to be operated by the County or the State. And, the poorer
districts would be heavily .dependent on their ability to assure a
continuingly effective formula for advantageously allocating funds
from shared thx revenues back to them even though they are a political
minority. However, this i8 no more disadvantageous than the situation
presently faced by the poor rural districts which may be dependent
on state aid to a larger degree than the large urban unified district.

: For these reasons we conclude that, while many of the
advantages of d#viding the LAUSD into approximately 20 districts
are desirable, the drawbacks with a shared tax base associated with
the pheniomenon of complete independence are sufficient to remove it
from further consideration as a séparate alternative by the Joint
Committee.
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| B. Administrative Decentralization (Alternatives C-1 and C-2) \\\

In all large urban cenbers, the public education system is
recelving serious criticism. These criticisms center on: slow-
ness in responding to important’ admidistrative issues; inability
to respond to local needs which are different from the general
system's needs; rapidly rising costs of education; poor school
products in that children cannot read or write effectively; and,
a central bureaucracy which is viewed as accountable only to
itself and responsive only when actions and pressures threaten
its self-survival.Z '

One popular response to these criticisms in the last decade
has been to reorganize via administrative decentralization. Many
school systems have taken this step, the most visible being New
York City, Washington D.C., and Philadelphia. (Others include
Chicago and Detroit. ) ~ There are some important lessons to be
learned here, because the direct implications are that' adminis-
trative decentralization, inland of itself, does not solve many
of the problems leading to the criticisms:

Administrative decentralization has several forms. The two
most typically proposed or attempted have been:

1, Simple Administrative Decentralization -

This plan is the older of the two and essentially
proposes to shift decisions about school budget use down to the
school: principal so that budget line items allocated can be
transferred for more effective meeting of local needs. Prin-
cipals not being accustomed to this form of operation need to
be trained in management procedures‘so that some later time the
budget development process can be delegated to them. Similarly, .
the curriculum needs are determined by the principal and curriculum

* asgsistance is moved from a central location out to an area location

to be more readily accessible, Some plans allow the principal

to call for curriculum ‘assistance, orfin—service training, or

other forms of instructionsl back-up on an "as needed, first come,
. first serve basis', and with a budgeted amount for each; others
give a lump-sum allocation and can vary the amounts of instructional
services according to local administrative priorities. Determination
of personnel needs and substitutability of personnel are generally
delegated either to the area superintendent or to the principal.

- ¢

2 This is extremely well dogumentsd. See.for example, Joseph
Pois, The Schgol Board Cr¥sis, A Chicago Case Study, (Chicago:
Educational Mkthods, Inc., 1964).

__~" New York, Washington and Chicago have been examined in our report:
-Urban Education: Eight Experiments in Community Control.
Philadelphia has been summarized in our papers for an OEO contract.

——

’ 12 .

‘ . | 2 ( ‘ Arthur D Little Inc

| ’ ‘ / .




L]

2; Administrative Decentralization with Local
Advisory ‘Boards._ of Education

, ) This is the more recent plan of decentralization where,
, not only are the key administrative functions of persomnel, in-
. - structional assistance and budget use delegated to the school
principal, but the local community is also involved in the
. "local school via an appointed or welected advisory board. This
form of reorganizatioh has largely come .about because earlier
attempts at simple administrative decentralization were unsuccess-
ful in solving the problems. @his form of decentralization is
- exemplified by the last two reorganizations of the New York :
City school Bystem.@ : ///
Simple administrative decentralization is a natural -
phenomenon brought about by growth of the school system and
B has been evidenced by almost every large metropolitan school
system throughout the United States. Los- Angeles 1s no ex-
ception to this, having undertaken the steps of elementary
and secondary area superintendents. However, this step'by it-
self does not assure that delegated decisions will remain dele-
-gated, and the tendency for all semnsitive or "hLigh leverage
~decisions" to be referred upward from the local levelé%g»the
- area superintendent level and from there up to the central admin-
istration is well documented in various studies of school system
organizatign.5 Furthermore, simple administrative decentralization
in no way assures that the local administration will be any more !
attentive to or understanding of local citizens' educational
needs, particularly, if the local community is non-English—
speaking or Black. 6

. While either method would be completely acceptable on
theoretical grounds, it 18 in the area of practical behavior and
the inevitable politics of parties having an interest in the
school system that the plan breaks down. This breakdown occurs

It 1is also evidenced by Washington D. C., Philadelphia,
Detroit and other large urban school systems.
> The most notable being Poils, op. cit.; Crain, The Politics
of School Desegregation, NOE% an Kerr, The School Board as .
, an Agency of Legitimation; and’ Arthur D. Little, Inc.,
¢ Urban Education . . . , op. cit..

This 1s also easily documentable in a variety of studies,
most notably, Marilyn Gittell's, Confrontation at Ocean
Hill-Brownsville, and Arthur D. Little, Inc., School
Board Representation of Disadvantaged Clientele ‘e and Urban
* Education . . . , op. cit.
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for .some very simple easons; all of which have been documented
in the aforementioned reports:

° School boards do not, inm fact, tend to undertake Ve
a representational role in large metropolitan.
areas. This is because:

° Statistically, school boards are most
frequently comprised of older professional
people whose children are, for the mosat part,
né longer in the school system.

° The school board tends to be a product of its

_ . ' broader environment, representing the overall

. : metropolitan areas and its civic leaders.

T This is particularly true when the board. .
' members are elected at-large:8 ’

*. 5. The central administrafiion tends not to allow
" delegation to take place for the simple
;« » reason that without adequate specification of
. performgnce requirements and responsibility
there ig" no way to make authority commensurate
with responsibility and assurg accountability.

‘There have been a variety of attempts to mandate de-
centralization in the hopes of .obtaining its beneficial results.
The notable attempt here for purposes of discussfon is New York
City, where the system went to a supposedly decentralized form of
operation with appointed local advisory boards./ However, the
decisions would not remain at the local level (as has been the
case in Los Angeles —— omne only need note the principal removal
incidents to confirm this) and the local advisdry boards, when
attempting to influence policy at the local leyel, found that they

- had no power. This lack of power was two-fold in its significant
effects. First, any item which was highly senbitive was referred
‘upward by the local administration, and the central board and/or
administration either made or deferred such ddcisions.9 Frequently,
. I

4 7 Gallup Poll, School Board Adm}nistration and Teacher
. Reactions to Educational Innovations.
v 8 ‘
‘4 ] Hales, Dawson, Federal Contrvol of Public Education; also,
§ W. W. Charters, '"Social Class Analysis and the Control of

‘Public Education', Harvard Educational Review, Fall, 1953;
/ and Gittell and Hollander, Six Urban Sch¢ol Districts.

N 9 / ' o . -
& / ‘See Arthur D. Little, Inc., Urbah Educgtion . ., op. cit.
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this decisidén was antlthetical to the interest of the local advisory
board. Secondly, the local advisory board was chosen by the Board

of Education, with the District Superintendent being a member.

The implications of this procedure are obvious, and in a 1965

survey of local board members, it was found that 50 percent of those *
locdl advisory board members surveyed descyibed their contacts

with the Board of Education as 'bad." They felt powerless and
frustrated in their attempts to advise the New York Board of

Education (which they felt did not take them seriously).l

Subsequently, the New York legislature attempted’to
mandate decentralization, but failed to assure the basis for a
decentralized operation.ll They set up a plan calling for a
Chancellor rather than a superintendent who has " . . advisory
and jurisdictional powers over the schools and the decentralized
boards (with approval from the City Board) including: curriculum;
establishment of schools; personnel; finche, and . . . [certain
other powers] which cannot be delegated". It is this mechanism
which allows the jurisdictional preemption of localsdecisions that,
4 when added to the power  of the Chancellor as the sole disburser
of funds to the local board (all federal, state, local, research,
and/or charitable funds must come through the City Board and the
Chancellor), results in his retaining almost all of his powers of
the previous superintendent and in placing the locally elected boards
o in the same posit%pn as the earlier advisory boards.t?
In the face of these observations, one might ask why
some agency with mandated regulatory powers couldn't monitor the .
wa¥s in which legislative intent and prescriptions were being
j{ried out and report back to the state board or legislative
gfoup on any violations. There are two agencles which tradition-
glly have been chartered to carry out such a monitoring/regulatory
function with respect to school districts: the state department of
é¢ducation, and the office of the county superintendent of schools.
California is recognized as having one of the larger
and better state departments of.education, and few of its county
superintendents' offices are well staffed. But neither agency
would be able to discharge effectively such a monitoring/regula-
tory function with respect to the really large urban school
sydtems, and certainly not for something as ''qualitative" as the
proéess of decision-making. :

]
10 Rogers, David, 110 Livingston Street.
1 New York Senate Act 53693; Assembly Act 7206: "An Act to
Amend the Education Law . . .'" (May 1, 1969).
12 Afthur D. Little, Inc., Urban Education . . . , op. cit.
13
Ibid.
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. Neither agency relishes the role of a regulatoéry or

policing body.- Our studies‘14'15"of'both agencies indicate that

regulatory functions and policing activities aré eschewed by both

in favor of consultative fdnctions and "leadership" activities.

The regulatovy orépolicing functions of state departments. . .

and intermediate upits seem to bBe practically fedsible only when T
based on regular public reports of quantitative information and ' v ’
"where specifically (quantitatively) defined criteria are to be :
met. Thus, the review activity can be limited to examinations of
submitted reports and audits of how information 1n the reports was

T derived and treated. Having the reports made public provides ‘v’ .
. appropriate Bcrutiny of both the regulatory agency and those being .
Ly ) .f regulated. . .

-

‘We have found that it is not generally practical to
'chartex‘pubiic education officials to insdure. that other education .
. : officials and organizatiqns involve non-education groups and
: -especially community representatives effectively in planning .and o
decisiéP-making., (Our, study of Supplementary Educational (PACE) , .
Center in California provided evidence for msking that - .
" statement.) Title III guidelines stressed the need for community
involvement in needs assessment .and for pluralistic representation
of 'various groups in establishing PACE Centers and their priority
~thrusts and programs. ’ . ]
- . Even though the State Department of Education was given . -
. responsibility.for monitoring and reporting on'the Centers, their
operations,. and for the projects developed with their assistance”
and even though there was a state level advisory council set’ up
. , to advise’ the State Board of Education and the State Department
on guidelines for and operations of the Centers, the results were
frequently disappointing. Approximateély half of the PACE Centers "
had” been coopted by County Supérintendents and were operated with [
little "pluralistic involvement" of community groups in any
meaningful planning dnd decision-making. Advisory Committees

E
°
.= , .

. [} . - -t
** The Emerging Requirement for Effective Leadership to

California Education: A Study to Provide a Basis for
Planning the Services and Organization of the California
State Department of Education,-October 9, 1964.

.k:%s A New Organizational System for State Level -Educational

vz Administration: A Recommended Regponse to Emerging
Requirements for Change in Califormla, (a report ot the
California State Board of Education, May 1967).

An Analysis Regional Planning Agencies in California
Funded by ESEA Title III: A Study 6f the Regional PACE
Centers, for. the San Jose Unified School District, . .
November 1968.
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get-up (in, accordance with guidelineg) in conjunction with such
educator‘dominated PACE Centers were impotent, irritated, and
soon faded: away But few negative reports were generated by the
SDE on these problems and nothing was done to ameliorate them.

’ Frgm these experiences, it is-apparent that it 1is not .
operationally feasible™to mandate administrative decentralization N
“in either “of its popular forms, since there are no inherent checks °
and balances to assure that the system operates in a decentralized
manner. For these reasons, we consider alternatives C-l1 and C-2
to be unacceptable for consideration by the Joint Committee.

Hawever, the possible advantages of decentralization
are attractive in the sense that theoretically they do allow the
system to be more respongive, allow for more differentiation of
needs, and be more cost effective, but one must modify decentral-
ization along the lines described in alternatives D=l and D-2.
Specifically this means that one must modify decentralization ofm
administrative services and decision—making by adding

° Specific responsibilities and delegated powers,
such a3 those of personnel administration and -
control of broadly allocated funds, to a logal ¢ Coa
board so that local administration 1is not free
to send decisions upward, nor the central

administration free to require that they be’ .
sent up. .
° A performance measurement and accountability

system so that the local units (board and
administration) can be judged in terms of
regsource use and educational output of student
achievement. B

197
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APPENDIX J

K

LEGAL RESTRAINTS

Upon examination of both the five foot (Education Code) book-
shelf and previous legislative attempts at reorganization, it
became apparent that the Legislative Analyst wduld be best
equipped "to deal with the legal restraints to LAUSD reorgani-
zation and that the most common procedure appeared to be to
state "all previous statutes not withstanding”.

There are~twot cautions that can't be stated too strongly when

attempting to provide increased authority at the local level,

particularly if subdistrict boards are to be mandated:

° The public is wary or more lock-step mandates

from the state and fearful of losing the flex-
ibility gained through SB-1. Information, ' v
simply worded and concise, should be dissemip— s
ated about proposed legislation.

° If the proposed legislation specifies the
central board functiens and leaves the sub-
area board with "all others" it will be dis-
couraging to the citizens; they will feel
nothing has been gained. A precise delinea-
tion of the authorities and responsibilities -
of sub-area boards would be preferable, leav-
ing the central board with "all other" func-
tions. (This further insures against the
New York situation, where the three-experi-

- mental districts were never given clearly
- o stated boundaries and limits.)
Attached to this Apﬁendix as an exhibit 18 a document entitled,
Analysis of Selected Sections of the Education Code Dealing
with the Educational Program, prepared by the LAUSD Division
of Elementary Education. An examination will show that many
of the principal areas where flexibility is needed are predently
limited by several factors, including legislative statutes, the
administrative code, and, to a lesser extent, school district
policies. '
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Analysis of Selected Sections og the Education Code
Dealing with the Educational Programl

BACKGROUND ° -

Recent modifications of the California Education Code have set
in motion a process of change which will ultimately affect the

; educational program in every school. The Miller Education Act
provided greater freedom for local curriculum planning and has
encouraged the involvement of teachers and citizens in the
decision-making process. In contrast, the earlier Miller-Unruh
Reading Act mandated state-wide reading tests in grades one,
two, dand three, and Assembly Bill 1168, enacted in 1968, pre-
scribed state-wide minimum standards and a related state test-
ing program.

Establishing guidelines to implement these Education Code pro-

visions 1s a responsibility of the State Board of Education.

While many of the guidelines hgve not yet been approved, they

will eventually be incorporated into the California Administra-
— tive Code, Title 5, and will have the force of law.

In 'accordance with the provisiéns of the Education Code and
Administrative Code, Title 5, local boards of education are

tion for their districts. At the elementary school level in
Los Angeles, the established educational program 1s described
in the Course of Study which, in turn, is supplemented by

. curriculum guides and instructional materials prepared for
specific subject areas.

The information included in this report has been arranged to
serve as a convenient resource to assist you in planning
educational change. It is organized in five categories:

I. Intent of the Miller Education Act

II. School District Responsibility for the Education
Program

III. Coursevof Study Requirements

IV. Textbook Reéuirements

- . V. Minimum Standards and Testing Requirements

Prepared by Los Angeles Unified School District, Division of
Elementary Education. .

Y.
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Exhibit J-IN\- (Continued)

-.'&‘
Egahwéf‘these categories included; (1) Excerpts from the
Education ‘Code; (2) Excerpts from §fhe Administrative Code,

\%u Title 5; (3) School Digtrict policy); and (4) Implications for

local schools.
I. INTENT OF THE MILLER EDUCATION ACT

A. Excerpts from the Education Code -

Legislative Intent and Purpose

7501. It 1is the intent and purpose of
the Legislature in enacting this division -
to provide for the development, conduct,
and enforcement of educational programs
in the elementary and secondary schools.

Development of Local Programs within Guidelines
"7502. The Legislature hereby recognizes
‘- that because of the common needs and inter-
' ests of the citizens of this state and the
nation, there is a need to establish a
common state curriculum for the public
schools, but that, because of economic,
geographic, physical, political, and
social diversity, there is a need for
the development of educational programs
at the local level, with the guidance of
competent and experienced educators and
citizens. Thereforé, it is the intent
of the Legislature to set broad minimum
standards and guidelines for educational

, programs, and to encourage local districts

to develop programs that will best fit the
needs and interests of the pupils.

B. Excerpts from the Administrative Code, Title 5
Related provisions have not been developed.

C. School District Policy

Superintendent's Bulletin No. 19 extended the
concept of experienced -educator and citizen
involvement in planning the educational pro-
gram from the district to the local school
level. In this bulletin, the superintendent
stated:

201
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Exhibit J-1 - (Continued)

"Within the guidelines establishéd by the state
and the Los Angeles Board of Education, it is my
intent that principals, teachers, and community
personnel at the local school level plan the
program of education for their particular

school which best meets the needs of the pupills
and the needs of the community.'" Superintendent's
Bulletin No. ___ reinforces and extends the focus
on local schools. Division of Elementary Educa-
tion Bulletin No. 32 and Reference Lists Nos.

19 and 20 deal specifically with school staff

and community involvement in planning education-
‘al change.

D. Implications for Local Schools

The Miller Education Act recognized the importance
of locally determined educational programs which
reflect the needs of pupils. It also envisioned
the participation of teachers and community
representatives in decisions about the program
of education. Superintendent's Bulletin No. 19
made the local school the focal point for the
process. The guidelines and suggestions con-_
tained in Division of Elementary Education Bulle-
tin No. 32 and Reference Lists Nos. 19 ahd 20 :
should be used as basié resources for evg$uinga’”
‘{ desirable changes in your local school educational
program with the assistance of a School-Community
Planning Council.

II. SCHOOL DISTRICT RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAM

A. Excerpts from the Education Code

Prescribed Courses

8001. The governing board of every school
district shall prepare and file with the county
superintendent of schools and shall keep on file ‘.
for public inspection.the courses of study pre-
gscribed for the schools under its jurisdiction.
Educational Program -

8002. The governing board of every school dis-
trict shall evaluate its educational program,
and shall make such revisions as it de¢ms nec-
essary. Any revised educational program shall
conform to the requirements of this division.

T 201

J-5

l“ Arthur D Little Inc




Exhibit J-1 - (Continued)

Enforcement of Courses of Study and Use of “Textbooks
8051. The governing board of every school dis-

trict shall enforce in its school the courses of

study and the use of textbooks and other instruc-

tional matgrials prescribed and adopted by the

proper authority. _

Duty of City or County Board tp Prescribe and

Enforce Elementary Courses of Study )
8054. The course of study for presgchool,

kindergarten, grades 1 through 6, and grades

7 and 8 of those elementary districts maintaining

grades 7 and 8 shall be prescribed and enforced

by the governing board in districts having a

city board of education or by the county board

of education for districts not having a city

board of education.

District Enforcement

9251. The governing boards of all school dis-
tricts shall enforce in their schools the use
of textbooks prescribed and adopted by the proper
authority. )

Refusal or Neglect to Require Use of Prescribed
Textbooks; Requiring Purchases

9255. Any city, county, city and county, or
district superintendent of schools or any princi-
pal of any elementary of secondary school under
his charge, who refuses or neglects to require
the use of the series of the textbogks prescribed
by the State Board of Education or who shall
require any pupil, except pupils in classes
for adults or junior college, to purchase any
supplementary book or books for the pupils' use
in the schools is guilty of a misdemeanor.

Excerpts from the Administrative Code, Title 5 °

Related provisions have not been developed.

School District Policy

Board Rule 2244. School Program. In accord-’
ance with the curriculum policies adopted by the
Board of Education, the school administrators
shall maintain a school organization program
including, at the secondary level, a master
program of subjects being offered.
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Admialstrative Regulation - 2244-1

o Preparation of School Program. The principal ) -
shall determine the procedure for establishing ’
the mister program and schedule of classes.

The Course of Study for Elementary Schools, Divi-

sion of Instructional Services Publication No. .375,

was revised in 1964 and presently serves to meet

the requirements of the Education Code. It was
developed as a document which guides teachers *n °
planning and implementing the educational pro-

gram at each grade level. The publication, *
Planning the Instructional Program, Grades One

through Six, EC-237, 1968, is a key supplement

to the Course of Study. It suggests a flexible

approach to planning and scheduling the instrucx

tional program through large time blocks tied to

broad subject areas. ' .

} D. Implications for Local Schools

Until a revised, broadly conceived course of
. study is developed and made available, the present
! “ course of study, together with the supplementary
publications and policy bulletins, constitute the
guidelinés for implementing the instructional
program. These documents are not intended and
should not be used to restrict school staff or
teacher planning of programs which are designed
to meet the needs and requirements of their pupils.

—

~

III. COURSE OF STUDY REQUIREMENTS

A. Excerpts from the Education Code

"General Coverage of Chapter )
8501. Except as otherwise provided, the pro-
vigions contained in this chapter are the require-
s ments for the courses of study in grades 1 through 12.

""Additional Courses or Activities Which May Be

Included

8502. 1In addition to the course of study re-
requirements get forth in this chapter, the
governing board of any school digtrict may
include in the curriculum of any school such
additional courses of study, courses, subjecto
‘ , or activities which it deems fit the needs of

’ the pupils enrolled therein.
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"Instruction in Personal and Public Health and
Safety

8503. The adopted. course of study shall provide ..
instruction at areas in personal and public safety .

'”and accident prevention; fire prevention; the pro-

tection and conservation of resources; and health,
including the effects of "alcohol, narcotics, drugs

]

and tobacco upon the human body.

“

"Instructior on AlcoQol "Narcotics, and Restricted L

Dangerous Drugs

8504. Instruction upon the jiature of alcohol

'

bl

narcoties, restricted:dangerotis. drugs as defined N
in Section 11901 of the ‘Health and Safety Code, )
and other dangerous substances and their effects

" upon the human system as determined by science

shall be-included in the curriculum of all ele-

mentary and setondary schools. . The governing
board of the district shall adopt regulations
~specifying the grade or grades and the course
or courses in which such instruction with res

spect-tq alcohol, narcQtics, restricted dangerouQ.
drugs as defined in Section ll901vof the Health

and Safety Code, and other dangerous substances

shall be 1ncluded All persons resporsdble for

the preparation or- enforcemerit of"eourses, of study
shall provide for instruction on the subjects of «

* alcohol, ‘narcotics, restricted dangerous ‘drugs

as

.defined in Section 11901 of the Health an®f Safety ,'

Code, and other dangeroﬁs substances.

"Course of~Study Designed for Pupils Needs

8505. Any course of study adopted pursuant to
“this division shall be deBigned to fit the needs ' T

of the pupils for which the course of study is
prescribed , ,

"Areas of Study

" 8551. The adopted course of study for grades

1 through 6 shall include instruction, beginning

in grade 1 and continuing through 6, in the
following areas of study v

(a) English including knowledge of, and
appreciation for literature and the. language,
as well as the skills of speaking, reading,

"listening, spelling, handwriting and composition.

(b) Mathematics, including concepts, opera-

tional skilis, and problem solving.
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A N

.(c) Social sciences, drawing upon: the dis-

-ciplines of anthropology, economics, geography, - | T

history, political science, psychology, and
sociology, designed to fit the maturity of the

" pupils. Imstruction shall -provide a foundation

for undeystanding the history, resources, develop-

ment, and government of California and the, United o
States of America; man's relations to -his "human

and natural énvironment; eastern and 'western cul-

tures and civilization; and contemporary issues.

(d) Science, including the biological and
physical aspects, with' emphasis on the processes
of experimental inquiry. o - S -

'

(e) - Fine arts, including instruction in the

.subjects of art and music, aimed at the develop-

ment of aesthetic appreciation and the skills of
creative expression. .

(f) Health; inciuding instruction in the o
principles and practices of individual family » °
and community health.

(g) Physical education, with emphasts upon

such physical. activities for the pupils as may be

conducive QO health and vigor of body and mind,
for a total/period of time of rot ‘less than 200 o
minutes each 10 schooldays, exclusive of recesses - e
and the lunch period.

(h)' Such other studies as may be prescribed
by the governing board. . .
"Foreign language . ’ )
8552. It is the intent ‘and purpose of the Leg- . ST
islature to encourage the establishment of pro-

-

instruction beginning as early as feasible for

"each school district. . .

. 3

"Instruction in Social Sciences

8553. Instruction in social scienoeq,shall in- .
clude the early hdstory of California and ,a study S E
of the role and contributions of American Negroes,. G
American Indians, Mexicans, and other ethnic groups
to the economic, political, and.social development.
of California and the United States of America.
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"Minimum Instruction in Physical Education s
8160.1. Notwithstanding the provisions. of ” .
Section 8159 (deleted), pipils enrolled in the
_elementary schools, except pupils excused, shall
be required to attend upon the courses of physi-
cal education for a total period of time of not
. less than 200 minutes each 10 schooldays, exclu-
’ * sive of recess and the lunch period. ' -

, . - "Duty Concerning Instruction of .Pupils Concerning
' ‘ ' Morals, Manners, and Citizenship
13556 5. Each teacher shall endeavor to impress
. upon the minds of the pupils the principles of
morality, truth, justice, patriotism, and a true
comprehension of the rights, duties, and dignity
of American citizenship, including kindness toward
domestic pets andyhumane treatment of living crea-
turés, to teach them to avoid idleness,, profanity,
and falsehood, and to instruct them in manners and
e morale and the principles of a free government.
"Prohibited Instruction or Activity
9001. No teacher shall give instruction nor
shall a school district sponsgr any activity which
reflects adversely uﬁon persons because of their
race, color, creed, national origin or ancestry.

. "Prohibited Means of Instruction
9002. No textbook, or other instructional mater-

- . ials should be adopted by the stdate board or by
//’/ ' . any- governing bodrd for use in the public schools

which contains any matter reflecting adversely
upon persons because of their race, color, creed,

nationa} origin or ancestry.

"Prohibited Study or Supplemental Materials

9011.+ Except as to textbooks approved by the

state board or, a county board of education, no

bulletin, circular, or publication may be used

as the basis of study or recitation or to supple-

ment the regular schooigstudies if the material

contained in the bulletin, circular, or publica-

tion has been disapproved by the governing board

of the school district in which the school is -

situated. ‘

. = "Sectarian, Partisan, or Denominational Publications
. 9012.. No publication of a gectarian, partisan,

sor denominational character, shall be distributed,
displayéd or' used for sectarian, partisan, or de-
nominational purposes on school premises, but such

. publications may be used in school library collec-

tions and for legitimate instructional purpcses.
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"Propaganda or Solicitation for Membership of Funds

9013. No bulletin, -circular, puhlication, or
article of any character, whose purpose is to
spread propaganda, shall be distributed ‘or dis-
played to anyone, or suffered to be distributed
or displayed to anyone, for propaganda purposes
on the school premises during school hours or
within one hour before the time of opening or°
within one hour after the time of closing the
school, but such bulletin, circular, publication,
or article may be used in school library collections
dnd for legitimate instrugtional PUIPOSES..u. 0.,

The prohibition of this section shall not

apply to bulletins or circulars concerning the
meetings of organizations issued by any parent-
teacher association or by any organization of .
parents formed for the purpose of tooperating
with the school authorities in improving school
conditions in the district.

"Religious Matters Properly Included in Courses

of Study

9014. Nothing in this code shall be construed
to prevent, or exclude from the public .schools,
teferences to religion or references to or the
use of religious litzggmure, art, or music or
other things having & religious significance when
such references or uses do not.constitute instruc-
tion in religious principles or aid to any reli-
gious sect, church, creed, or sectarian purpose
and when such references or uses are incidental o
to or illustrative of matters properly included
in the course of study.

k3

Excerpts from the Administrative Code, Title 5

"73.5. Activities With Respect to Flag. , The
governing board of each school district shall
require, and provide for, the giving of appro-
priate instruction throughout the school term
and the holding of appropriate exercises or other
activities in each school under its jurisdiction
during the last week of the annual school term
of the school which shall emphasize to the pupils
of the school the meaning of the Flag of the-
United States and the purpose, ideals, and free-
domg, for which it stands. There shall be a daily
pledge of allegiance to the Flag of the United
States in each public school, conducted in ac-
cordance with regulations which shall be adopted
by each governing board."
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C. School District Policy ' .

The following publications provided by the Division

of Instructional Planning and Services.constitute
a partial list of the available material pertinent
to the instructional program at the elementary
school level.

’

-Publication Number _ ‘ Title %
EC-375 Course of Study for Elementary Schooﬁs
EC-223 Instructional Program Grade Charts
EC-244 Elemefitary Teachers' Handbook ‘
EC-237 Plapning the Instructional Program
GC-10 American Ideals and Institutions \
GC~470 Point of View
GC-15 The Teaching of Values
EC-607 English Language Arts in the Elementary School
EC-76 Development of Listening Skills
EC-113 Guidelines for the Use of Basic ahd Supple-
: mentary Mathematics Textbooks in the Element-
ary Schools
EC-123 The Art of Questioning in Mathematics
EC-110 Teaching Reading in the Elementary School
EC-27 ) "Science in the Elementary School .
X-64 Economic. Education in the Social Studies
X=54 Community Services - The Harbor
EC-30 Poultry Farms - How We Secure Our Food
EC-247 Los Angeles, A Changing Community 4
~ EC-255 Japan, California's Neighbor Across the Pacific
EC-68 United States: Its Growth and Development
©X-41 : Global Geography: Food and Other Resources
EC-216 Art - Grades Three Through Six
EC-51 Enrichment Activities in Music for Intellect-
ually Gifted Pupils
EC-150 Elementary School Industiial Arts
EC-537 Physical Educdtion Teaching Guide, Grades

3, 4, 5, and 6

"In addit?on to these and other curriculum publications, policy
bulletins reference lists and memoranda dealing with the instruc-
tional program have been issued by the Division of Instructional
Planning and Services, the Division of Elementary Education, and
the separate Elementary Area Offices. Division of Instructional
Planning and Services Reference List EC-12, November 12, 1968,
"The“Changeover To Annual Promotion', is an example of the ref-
erence lists which are provided. ‘Division of Instructional Plan-
ning and Services Memorandum No. EC-28, March 17, 1969, 'Manda-
tory Physical Fitness Testing Program in Grade 4", is an example
of the memoranda which are issued.
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A _ - i ‘D. Implications for Local Schools - 3

The elimination of the time requirements for the
basic subjects and the modified one hundred . .
- " -minutes per week physical education requirement : -
are the major changes in the Education Code affect— '
ing the elementary school education’prograﬁ.s While
thejycurriculum publications now available do not
/ precisely reflect the broad subject areas described
in Code Section 8551, the guidelines they provide,
are adaptable to this code requirement. These-
materials should continue to serve as a resource -
to teachers as they plan and implement their
instructional program. :

//( . IV. TEXTBOOK REQUIREMENTS

A. Excerpts from the Education Code

! . ADOPTION OF TEXTBOOKS3 SUPPLEMENTARY TEXTBOOKS

AND TEACHERS MANUALS .
9302. The State Board of Hducation shall adopt

one or more basic textbooks in each of the subjects
prescribed for the,K elementary schools by Section .
7604 of this code, except in art and in foreign. 7
language. The board may adopt a single textbook

. covering two or more of these subjects. The board
may adopt other textbooks, supplementary textbogks,
and teachers' manuals for use in the elementary
schools. The board may adopt teachers' manuaig
for use in the kindergarten schools. The board
éhall determine the grade or grades for which each
basic textbook, other textbook, supplementary '
textbooks, and teachers' manua& is adopted '

The board shall determine the per;bd for which
each basic textbook,.other textbook sppplementary
textbook, and teachers' manual is adoﬁted, which
period shall not be less than four years nor more
than eight years. After an original adoption
period has expired, the board may extend the
adoption period of such books fax not less than
one year nor more than four yegrs. '

* Nothing in this sectio:%'hdll be construed as
, - prohibiting the governing oard of any school
district, or any cqunty library frommordering
and purchasing suca;gupg&ementary CE§tbooks ag g

are required.
%
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- b SPECIFICATIONS FOR TEXTBOOKS
9303. The State Curriculum Commission shall
recommend to the State Board of Education, spec-
ifications for textbooks for uniform use in the
" schools of the State so that the textbooks adopted
‘ stall conform. to the minimum standard for courses
of study. ’

K PROVISION OF TEXTBOOKS BY STATE

9307. The, State Board of Education shall make
; — avallable for the use of each pupil enrolled in
the elementary schools the textbook that 1is ¢
; adopted for the grade in which the pupil is
! enrolled, except that, in lieu thereof, a copy
of a basic textbook covering the same or clpsely
related subject matter 'and adopted for a léwer or
higher grade may be made available for any pupil
for whom such a textbook would be mqre appropriate.
The board shall provide copies of basic textbooks
for teachers of subjects for which such textbooks
- are adopted. The board shall determine the quan-
l - tities in which copies of basic textbooks, other
textbooks, supplementary textbooks, and teachers'
manuals adopted by the board shall be provided
for pupils and teachers.

SPECIAL MATERIAL

9309. The State Board of Education shall
. include in the textbooks and teachers' manuals
" adopted such materials as.it may deem necessary

) and proper to encourage thrift, fire prevention,
. and the humane treatment of animals, and teach
the health hazards of tobacco and the evil effects
of alcohol and narcotics on the human system.

(Amended by Stats. 1965, Ch. 1532.)

CIVICS TEXTBOOKS

9310. The State Board of Education shall include
; in textbooks and teache¥s' manuals adopted for a
§ textbook for use in elementary schools for the
. . teaching of civics, particularly the Declaration
of Independence and the Constitution of the United
States. This textbook shall be in simple form and .
A, ‘ suited to the comprehension of the pupils.
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CIVICS AND HISTORY TEXTBOOKS; CONFORMITY WITH
COURSES: PORTRAYAL OF ETHNIC GROUPS' CONTRIBUTION

9310.5. When adopting the textbook and teachers'
manuals for use in elementary schools for the
teaching of courses in civics and the history of
the United States and California, the State Board
of Education shall include only such textbooks
which conformiwith the required courses and
correctly portray the role and contribution of
the American Negro and members of other ethnic

. : groups in the total development of the United
‘ ‘States and the State of California.

SEPARATE TEXTBOOKS FOR EACH LEVEL OF LEARNING

9311. In adopting basic textbooks pursuant to
Section 9302, the State Board of Education may
adopt separate basic textbooks designed to meet
the various learning or language abilities of
children in the same age group or grade lcvel.
In adopting such separate basic textbooks, the
State Baard of Education shall so select and
adopt the textbooks that the textbooks adopted
for each level of learning or language ability

. constitute a uniform and coordinated series =«
which shall be coordinated with other textbooks
adopted for the same grade level but for children
with a lower or higher learning or language
ability. The state board may adopt other text-
books, supplementary-textbooks and teachers'
manuals for use in the elementary schools, .,
subject to the provisions of this section.

The board shall determine the level of learhing
or language ability in the particular grade or
grades for which each basic textbook, other
textbook, supplementary textbook, or teachers'
manual, adopted pursuant to this section, is
adopted.

Whenever the board adopts basic textbooks,: other
textbooks, supplementary textbooks, or teachers'
v manuals pursuant to this section, the board shall
L3 determine, at the time they.are adopted, the
. , _ ' quantities in which they shall be provided. for
. ’ pupils and teachers.
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| i 5, L.
FEE < DATE TEXTBOOK IS TO BE PUT INTO USE
2 9451. At the time of adoption the State Board
%g L of Education shall determine the date a text®ook
ﬁﬁ;"? f o shall be put into use, which shall be the begin~-
A . . i ning of a school year.
; | o ' v
~ NOTICE FOLLOWING ADOPTION -
¢ ; 9452, Following the adoptagn of a textbook the
. Superintendent of Public Instruction shall give

notice of the adoption, the grade or grades for
which it is adopted, the date it is to be put into
use, the period of years during which it is to
remain in use, the quantities in which it will

be provided and other matters affecting its use

to each county superintendent of schools and to
the governing board of each school district.
Similar notice shall be given by him following

the readoption of a textbook.

ENFORCEMENT
‘9453, The State Board of Education shall enforce

the uniform use of textbooks in the grades of the
public elementary.schools for which they are adopted.

SUPPLEMENTARY BOOKS .

9454, Nothing contained in this article (commen-
cing with Section 9451) shall in any way restrict
the additional use of such supplementary books as
may be purchased for school libraries pursuant to
this code.

PURCHASE OF SUPPLEMENTARY BOOKS BY PUPILS

9552. No pupils ‘shall be required to purchase
supplementary books, and pupils shall be expressly
, notified by teachers that it is not required or
8 4 . o desirable that books for supplementary use be
purchased by pupils or parents.

| .
| . PURCHASE

9553. When supplementary books are purchased, ,
they shall be paid for by the school district.
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Excerpts from the Administrative Code, Title 5

'341. BASIC TEXTBOOKS REQUIRED TO BE USED. At

the beginning of each school year the governing

board of each district maintaining any grade of

‘kindergarten through 8 shall supply to each school

in the distriqt and each schpol shall keep on
file and available for public inspection, a list
of all basic textbooks adopted by the State Board
of Education for use during that year.

‘The governing board of each district shall, by
resolution, require the principal of each school
in which it maintains any grade of kindergarten
through grade 8 to file with the governing board
during the last month of the school term his
written certification that all basic textQooks
adopted by the State Board of Education for grades
maintained in the school have been used as a
principal source of instruction in the respective
grades and subjects for which they were adopted.

44, MANAGEMENT AND CARE OF STATE TEXTBOOKS.
The governing board of each schpol district main-
taining any grade, kindergarten through 8, shall:

(a) Prescribe and enforce -rules for the
management and care of state textbooks, and to
ensure that such textbooks are used as provided
for by law and receive proper care by pupils.

(b) Provide for an annual inventory of all
state textbooks in the custody of the district
and report such inventory at the time state text-
books are requisitioned.

(c) Prescribe and enforce rules for the
collection of money in payment for willful or . .
negligent damage to or less of state textbooks. ’
All money so collected shall be transmitted, at
the close of the fischl year durlng which it
was collected, to the Superintendent of Public _
Instruction by a warrant on the general fund of o -
the school district payable to the State Depart— )
ment of Education and accompanied by a report of
the collection on a form provided by the Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction.

44.1. DISTRIBUTION OF TEXTBOOKS. (a) The
governing board of each school district main-
taining any grade, kindergarten through 8, and
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the county superintendent maintainingfany such
grade, shall submit to the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, on forms provided by the Superintendent
of Public Imstruction, requisitions for the number

of copies of:

(1) Each basic and supplementary textbook
adopted for a grade by the Board prior to
November 13, 1968, needed to fulfill the
. : ratio requirements fixed by the State Board
for that grade. ’

. (2). " Each basic textbook adopted by the

State Board after November 13, 1968, needed

"to fulfill the ratio requirements fixed by

the State Board for that book for that grade.
(3) Supplementary textbooks adopted b

. the State Board of Education after November 13,

1968, needed to-'meet the supplementary textbooks

distribution schedule for that district.

-

(b) The Superintendent of Public Instruction .
shall ascertain that the number of copies ot text-
books requested are adequate but not in excess of
the number of copies authorized by law. Due con-
sideration shall be giv?n anticipated increases
in enrollment, needs of.teachers and supervisors,
and reasonable wegr and loss|of eopies previously
distributed. ¥,

) , - (c¢)’ The- Superintendent of Public Instruction
: shall obtain 'geceipts for textbooks distributed
‘ : and shall maintain zrecords of distribution.
R

C. School District Policy

. School district policy concerning textbooks is
get forth in bulletins reference lists and memo-
randa issued by the Division of Instructional Plan-
" ning and Services. Example of recent referefice “
T lists and memoranda include: -

Reference List No. EC-21 of January 6, 1969, which
provides information regarding the new state
adopted basic and supplementary readers.

Referenée List No. General 13 of January 10, 1967,

which deals with the requisition for state mathe- -
matics textbooks.
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Reference List No. EC-19 of January 31, 1969, which
is concerned with sets of supplementary textbooks
and library books. ’

Reference List No. General 20 of February 24, 1969,
which deals with the requisition for California
State Series Textbooks for 1969-70.

Memorandum No. EC-31 of April 9, 1969, which pro-
vides information concerning the order for state

adopted supplementary textbooks in mathematics.

D. Implications for Local Schools

The code provision regarding the uniform use of
state textbooks and the Title 5 regulations
requiring the use of state textbooks as the
principal source of instruction are mandates
Jehich extend directly to the schools. While
written reports are not now required, the reli-
ance of the school district on state textbooks
accomplishes the intent of the mandate.

V. MINIMUM STANDARDS AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

A. Excerpts from the Education Code

Testing of Pupils Completing the First and
Second Grades; .

7785. Commencing with the school years 1965-66,
the State Board of Education shall require that
uniform tests to determine achievement of basic
reading fundamentals and skills shall be adminis-
tered to all pupils who are completing the first
and second grades. The State Board of Education
shall adopt rules and regulations governing the
time, place, and methods for administration of the

. testing program. The State Board of Education
shall determine the form in which the results of
uniform tests under this article shall be reported

& to the Department of Education, and beginning with

- : the tests administered in the 1968-69 school year
to second and third grade pupils, shall require,
in addition to reports presently required for
purposes of Section 7791, and as based on
publishers' notfms, that such reports include a
distribution, based on first grade test results,
of the number of months of progress achieved for
each year the pupils have been in school.
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- adoption . . . The tests which have been approved

‘all school districts and shall adopt rules -and regu-

Exhibit J-1 - ' (Continued)

Uniform tests for each érade shall be recommended A
by the Department of Education and shall be submitted
to the State Board of Educatitn for approval and -

and adopted by, the board shall be printed or purchased,
and distributed to the various school districts in
the state by the-Department off Education.

kY

- ’ ¢ ' . ,"'

TESTING PROGRAM TO ASSESS STUDENT COMPETENCE AND .,

ACHIEVEMENT - ——
12821. The State Board of Education shall require

a minimum testing program in basic skills courses in

latiohs governing the frequency and methods of
administration of the testing programs.

The Staté Board of Education shall annually desig-
nate or redesignate the achieVement, the physical
performance test, and the intelligence test, which
ehall be used during the ensuing school year in grade
6 or 8, whichever is the last grade in the particu-
lar elementary school within the school district,
and grade 12 of this testing program except as pro-
vided in Section 12824.

It is the intent and purpose of the Legislature
that the State Board of Education shall assess the
level of student .competence and achievement in the
various content and basic skill courses commonly
taught in the publfc schools. The Legislature
finds'and declares that a finding of adequate
pupil competence and achievement is essential if
public expenditures on education are to be justified.

DEFINITIONS

12820. As uped in this chapter:

(a) "Achievement test' means"any standardized
test which measures or attempts to measure the
level of performance which a pupil has attained
in one or more courses of, study. '

(b) "Physical performance test' means any
test which measures or attempts to measure the
physical fitness of a pupil.

s

. (c) '"Intelligence test' means any standard-
ized test which measures or attempts to measure
the scholastic aptitude of a pupil.
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(d) "Testing program" means the systematic .
achievement, physical fitness, and intelligence
testing of any or all ,pupils in grade 6 or 8,

. whichever is the last grade in the particular
elementary school within the school district,
and grade 12 in any or all schools within a . L
school district. ' ) o

(e) . "Basic skills courses” means those subjects
which involve, among other skills, memorization and

mastery of specific functions, including, but ndt e ,
limited to, reading, Bpelling, {gsic mathematics} " i PR s
and grammar. , ° L

f) '"Content course' means those subjects whi@ﬁ
req te the integration of factual matter, logical .
analysis, the solution by the student of posed
problems, and the ability.to communicate ideas,
including, but not limited to, literature, history,
advqnced mathematics, and science.

ANNUAL REPORT OF TEST RESULTS

12823. The governing board of a school district
shall provide the State Department of Education
with the r 1ts of any testing program conducted
in the ag%éé&ydistrict upon forms which the )
Superiniffetident of Public Instruction may prescribe.
The district-wide results of the tiiséggfﬁfbgram,
but not the ecore or relative posi s of indiv- .
idual pupils, shall be reported to the governing
board of the district at least once a year at a
regularly scheduled meeting.- ‘

Sy
ADOPTION OF MINIMUM STANDARDS AND ACHIEVEMENT
TESTS FOR GRADES 6, 8, and 12
‘ : N
12830. The State Board of Education shall adopt
minimum academic standards.for pupils in grades
6, 8, vand 12, to include minimum level of student
competence, and shall adopt achievement rests
pursuant to this chapter which adequately evaluate
the minimum level of student competence required by .
the board. v

ANNUAL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS FOR GRADES 6, 8, and 12
12830.5: The governing board of each school
district maintaining grade 6 or 8, whichever is

the last grade in the particular elementary school
within the school district, and grade ;2 shall
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o8

‘annually administer the achievement test designed .

by the' State Board of Education at each of such
' appropriate grade levels. o . .

"ANNUAL REPORT OF- ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES TO
DEPARTMENT OF . EDUCATION

112831. The govérning board of zach school dis-.

trict shall annually report to the Department of

Education pursuant to rules and regulations adopted
by the State Board of Education, the scorés of the

- achievement tests administered pursuant to thig

chapter. -~
P o

"

' STUDIES OF EFFECTIVENESS OF COURSES

12833. From time to time, as the State Board of '
Education may determine, the board shall- conduct
studies of the effectiveness of the various con-
tent courses commonly offered by the -public schools

- of this state. .Such studies shall include details

of the specific~objectives of the dourses and the
level of achievement attained by students enrolled
in such courses and, for this purpose, the board
may use the results of any test administered under -
the provisions of this chapter.

COOPERATION BETWEEN SCHOOL ‘'DISTRICTS AND STATE

BOARD "OF EDUCATION N

12837 ‘The governing board of any~school distriects’

shall cooperate ‘fully with the State Board of
Education in making its schools available for
studies; provide, that the State Board of Education

shall provide .all necessary materials and consultant
.services free of charge to the district. '

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION OR GRADE PROMOTION NOT

‘DEPENDENT ON TEST PERFORMANCE~

12838. No provision of this chapter or Article 3
(commencing with Section 8571) of Ghapter 3 of
Division 7 of this code shall be construed to
mean, or represented: to require, that graduation
from a high school or promotion. to another grade
level is in any way dependent upon successful
performance on any test administered as a part
of the statewide testing program..
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- : " ""ANNUAL REPORT OF STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION TO
e ' - ‘STATE BQARD AND EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT; CONTENTS ,
12852. The State Department of Education-shall
‘prepare and submit an annual report to the State
Bpard. of Education dnd to each school district in
the State containing an analysis, on a district-by-
distriet basis, of the results of every tésting
program conducted through a statewide program or
) on a statewlde basis, which is to include, but
. is not limited to, an analysis of the following °
operational factors having a substantive relation-
ship to or'bearing on such resulﬁs:

“(a) MaximUm and minimum salary range of

teachers. _
(b) Average class size in grades 1 to 3, . -~
A inclusive. ° )
" o (c) Pupil—teacher ratio in grades 4 to 8,
inclusive.

(d) Ndmber of nonteaching certiflcated }
persohnel per 100 full-time teachers. .
(e) Total rate of school district tax.
(f) Assessed valuation per average dally
attendance. b 4
. . (g) Percentage of minority enrollment.
' (h) Index of family poverty, derived from
- * dividing funds, received under Title I of the
. Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 ®
(Public Law 89-10).by the average daily. attend-
. : ance in the district.
# ‘ (i) Average scholastic ah11¥ty.
(j) Average transitory factor as derived |,
from dividing the average daily attegdance of
-*» the school by the total annual enrollment of
/ / - the school. ; :
@ . L
B. Excerpts from t%e(Adminiatrative Code, Title 5

. . 431. .Pupils to Be Tested and Time of Testing. - : .

R ' The reading test.selected by the Department of’ )
Education for a designateg grade shall be 'given
to each pupil enrolled in that grade in accord-
ance with the schedule’ set forth in this section.

! In ungraded primary sections, pupils certified -
: ' as first, second, or third .grade pupils for
purposes of official enrollment are deemed, i
for the purposes of this article, to be enrolled o
_ in the .respective grades for which they aré so

‘ certified.
L; ? ‘ . . 2 1 9
N | N ’
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, Testing Period ' Year Pupils to be Tested
3 v . - )
Last 10 school days in 1966 All pupils enrolled in
May v B Grades 1 and 2 who. are -
R s ’ - considered September '

. - . entrants

-

First 10 school daYs in 1967 and -each All pupils enrolled in

January e .later year , Grades 1, 2, and 3 who -
2 5 ) .-are considered mid—year ' .
. . ) . entrants )
Last 10 school days in 1967 and each, All pupils enrolledlégli'
May - later year Orades 1, 2, and 3 who.
PO ' , . ' are considered September
) entrants
85.1. Required State Testing Program; Tests . N

and Procedure. (a) The governing boatd of each oo
school digtrict maintaining Grade .6, or Grade 10
shall cause to bé given to each pupil enrolled
in either of those grades, the reading achieve-
ment test and the intelligence test designated
< by the State Board of Education for the grade in
, * which the pupil is enrolled. The tests shall be
' ) ‘glven during the month of October of each year,
» beginning October 1966.

(b) After the tests have been given, the
district superintendent, or the county superin-
tendent if the distriét has no superintendent,

. S - shall certify that the tests were given in -acco
' ance with the procedures specified by the publishers )
of the tests. : Ny

(c) The tests may be scored by any of the

) following
v ; ' (1) Employees of the district.
v (2) Employees of the county superintendent
. . . of schools.
(3) The publisher s scoring services.
(4) Other scoring services.
R i o (d) After the tests are scored the district

superintendent, or the county superintendent if the
district has no superintendent, shall certify that
the tests were scored in accordance with the pro-
cedurés specified by the publisher of the tests.

N\
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(e) The governing board of a school district
may authorize theiscores to be submitted- to the
-State Department of Education by any of the
" f6llowing:

(1) The.district superintendent.
N . (2) The county superihtendent of schools.
. . . -"(3) The publisher's scoring service.
‘ (4) The chief administrater of other
scoring services who performed
the actual scoring.
(N -
Submission of the scores shall be on the dates
designated by, and on forms prescribed or approvéd
" * by, the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
including punch cards so approved. '

86.1. Required Program. Each school district
maintaining the grades mentioned herein, or any of
them, shall give, at least once during the 1966-67
school year and at least once during each school
year thereafter, to "all pupils enrolled in one
grade in each of the following groups, the physical
performance test designatéd for that grade by the
. : State Board of Education pursuant to ‘Education
b ) Code Section 12821:

~

Group 1 = | Group 2 Group 3
4 Grades 4, 5, Grades ?, 8, Grades 10, 11

or 6 ~ or 9 " or 12

Notwithstanding -the exception provided in
Section 86(a), each physically handicapped
pupil shall be given as much of the designated
physical performance test 'as his condition will
‘permit.

C. School District Policy

Board policy guldelines pertaining to the test-
ing program are contained in the Administrative
Guide. The following excerpts are particularly-
‘applicable to the elementary level:
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g ' s ’ . C':“} Board Rule . ?,,.-” 4

2229. Standardized Testing. Evaluation Program.-
P The Superintendent‘shéll be responsible for a city-
Co. ~ wide program of evalyation through administration .
.. ‘to all pupils of the State required and Board
approved testing programs. (Ed. Code, Sec., 12821)

s Additional Standardized. Group Testing. ZLocal
. ‘ : schools may administer additional group standard-
ized tests including scales, inventories, and tests
of special abilitjes and talents to obtain furtherC)
information needed to improve classrdom instruction
. . , . and to guide the individual pupils.
i , Provisions shall be made for the administration of
" tests for standardization and research purposes. : 1

. o . ' 2229.3. Coordination and Administration of
' Group Testing Within the Schools.

In the elementary schools. ' o
- . (a) The principal shall be responsible for the
) "coordination and administration of all standardized.
group testing within the schools for ordering and
distributing the materials needed:

(b) The supervisor of guidance in the district
office shall give technical assistance to the
. _principal in the usé of tests, and provide in-
e ‘ . service training of school personnel to insure
: proper administration and interpretation of group .
tests. . . 2 -

. 2229.4. Persons Authorized to Administer and
A . . Interpret Group Tests. ' .
- ‘ (a) The supervisor of guidance in the district
. . office shall give technical assistance to the
B A principal in the use of tShts, and prqvide in- -
. _ service training. of school personnel to inspre
proper administration and interpretation oﬂggroup
tests. o

2229.4. Persons Authorized to Administer and . \
Interpret Group Tests. o ..

(a) Achievement tests and interest inventories
" may be administered and interpreted ofily by a '
' faculty member who has received training designed
. ~ to establish and improve his skills in educational
N ' measurement.
e 2?? o
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(b) Intelligence Tests
. . (1) In the elementary schools, intelligence
’ ) tests may be administered and inter-
i preted only by school personnel who °
, . have been approved by the principal
/! . and the supervisor of guidance im'
the district office. The adminis~-
trator shall interpret jintelligence
testg?resq}ts to parents.

(c) Personality Tests in the Elementary, Junior
' ‘ and -Senior High Schools. Tests of personality shall
'“ﬁl- . : not be administered in individual or group situations
without the approval of the principal and the appro—
. " priate Supervisor of Guidance and Counsellingv- N
"—~g} . -
' : 2229.5. Availability of Test Results. Test
results necessary for use in classroom instruction
and in the  guidance of individual pupils shall be
made availlable to teachers at all times. .
Specific procedures'for carrying out the state mandated and supp-
lementary district testing are described in reference lists and
) memoranda issued by the Measurement and Evaluation Section of”
. .the Auxiliary Services Division and the Division of Elementary
' Education. The following references lists and memoranda deal
L\ “with the. testing program.for the 1969-70 school year:
Auxiliary Services Division Reference List No. 11,
dated September 3, 1968, California State Testing
Programi Fall Semester, 1968-1969. ‘
Auxiliary Services Division Referegpce List No. 16, %
dated December 2, 1968, Mandated Primary Reading -
Tests: January 1969.

s

Division of Elemenfary Education Reference List
No. 13, dated February 4, 1969, Testing Programs
\ . - in the Elementary Schools

Co - Auxiliary Services Division Reférence List No. 20,
Lo . ¢ = dated February 24, 1969, Evaluation Program:
‘ ‘Spring Semester, 1968-1969.

Auxiliary Services Division Memorandum No. 43, : :
"dated April 7, 1969, Data To Be Collected In !
Connection With Primary Reading Testing Program. '

_-Auxiliary-Services Division Reférence List No. 22,
dated April 14, 1969, Mandated Primary Reading

-Tests. 1969
4ﬂg7' 2222:}
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Implicatioﬁs for Local Schools:

Assembly Bill 1168 resulted-in changes in the

‘Education Code aimed- at increasing the actount-

ability of schools. The full impact of the
chahges will become more evident after the State

. Board of Education acts to ‘establish minimum
~standards and designates the tests to be used
“’at thé sixth grade level. The action of the

State Board will be expresséd in change# and
additions to Title 5, bringing it into line with
the new 'Code proviaions .

Although standardized testing is mandated by
the State and:the school district, schools con-
tinue to have the option of supplementing these -

‘testing programs. The primary restraint Jn

individual school testing programs is the cost
of tests which must come out of the school's

-supply allocation. The effect of state estab-

lished minimum standards at the sikth grade level
can only be conjectured, However, the standards
imposed and the testing required could affect

the instructional program in the .upper elementary
grades.~

Although the Miller Education Act made it
possible for schools.to have more flexibility
to determine their educational program this
freedom hds been restricted by the minimum °
standards and mandated testing requirements.
Not only is #t probable that the paradox will
remain, but it is likely that increased empha-
sis will be. placed on assessing of the educational
product in terms of defined 6bjectives. To the
extent that this takes place, teachers will need
to be retrained and new priorities will need to
be established within the educational program.

-
o
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