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In introducing 3 symposium on Kensington School
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key years in the district's history. The authors describe how a
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long-time superintendent, the National Education Association became
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was committed to educational innovation. Kensington was Created as an
innovative school soon thereafter. The second key year, the authors
record, included board-superintendent conflict, a new Kensington
principal, an electoral change in the board's membership, the
superintendent's resignation, and the choice of a new superintendent.
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1. Background of the Study

in the firsi paper of a sympoaigp it seems approériate to speak to i
the origins of the idea. As with mgLy events where several critical
times and places can be identified, ;o it is with today's topic, Innova—*‘

tion and Change in American Education. Some fifteen years ago we had
the opportunity to study the first year in the life of Kensington, a new
elementary school in the Milford Schbol District. It was a unique open
\ séace schooi designed to facilitate team teaching, individualized cur-
| riculum and. instruction, pupil initiative and control of their own
learning, and democratic relationships among the administration,

teachers, and pupils. We reported on that year in a book entitled

Anatomy of Educational Innovation (Smith and Keith, 1971).

A second critical time in the origin Sf the symposium occurred five
years ago, here in New York at AERA. &att Miles had asked me to speak
on "Kensington Reconsidered" in the s&mpoeium "Case Studies in the Crea-
tionvqf New Schools". To talk ‘about a study we had done a decade before
when we-had not been Qadkfto the school in years and when we had not
seen most of the actors in a number of years seemed to be courting dis-
S . . aster. The initial thought of a quick and dirty alternative--visiting
Ke;singtop a time or two and teléphoniﬂg some of the staff--began to
iook like a pot boiler type of project and these usually spelled
trouble. I opted for a more general étatanent regarding our initial
efforts and some changes in our perspective on key explanatory

- variables. But my curiosity had been piqued.




Third, at about that same time NIE was beginning a new strand of
research support and issued a call for proposals on "Organizational
Processes" open to an unusually broad range of possible ideas and
methodologles. Casedstudies of schools, follow up studies, and conoerns
for innovation and change would all be welcome., Immediately the idea
clicked. It was i)simple,one-freturn to Kensington for an ethnography
of the school f;fteen years later and hunt up the original fatulty to
find out what had happened to them. I tried it out on knowledgeable
friends and to a person their eyes brightened and they indicated they

©
thought it was a novel and good idea. The NIE review panel liked\it and
these last five years became an intellectual and emotiona£ roller
3

coaster ride which only now are coming to an end.

§

Once underway, the ideas and procedures took on a life of their
own. It seemed reasonably straight forward to spend some.time in the
school and to start hunting for.the former teachers and’administrators.
But we had promised NIE and had agreements with the current Superintend-
ent to look at the context of the innovation and the reasons for any
changes that had occurred in dﬁ:’school That meant spending some time
1n the central office talking to people and checking out records such as

. the files of District Newsletters sent to the Patrons. In readiné'one

‘ofuthese, ? commented in passing, to the current Superintendent, that
there seeméd to have been a bit of a hassle between the Board and the
then Superintendent in the mid 1950 s. He said something like "oh yes,
the Board almost fired him." We talked a bit more and he wandered off.
A little while later he returned with a thick black bound book, which

turned out to be a volume of‘school board minutes. He leafed through
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and found the pages citing the‘bill of particulars against Superintend-
ent MeBride. I had a iind of non verbal, "Oh my god", reaction, that.I
suppoee one has when penning for gold and a large nuéget appears.( Cas-
ually I asked, "Do you have more of these?" He said, '"Yes, a whole
closet full of them." I aeked, "May I look at ihem?? He said, '"Yes."

I asked how far back they went and he said something like, "At least to
-

, .
‘the 1920's." We walked down the hall, opened the closet and the next

two years.of m& lifébwere taken care of. Most of my remarks today are
based on data from ﬁyese Board minutes, the official legal record of the
Milford School Disté&et.

Because of this and a few other events somewhere along in the pro-
cess amidst discussions with my colleagues, the project changed from -
"Kensington Revisited. A 15 Year Follow-Up of an Innovative Elementary
School and Its Facult#? to be'whe; it is now, a seven volume case study

of "Innovation and Change in American Education."!

As I phrased it to
the Superintendent, "We are going to know more about Kensington and.Mil-
ford thae anyone has ever known about é district or ever will‘want to
know." To all these changes and expansions of the effort he would nod
in a low key way indicating they aeqned reaeonable, they would provoke

no problems, they would be ok.2 : M

1Parenthetically, if any of you know a publisher who ietlyoking for a

seven volume set of books, please let me know. . .
N

. 2Parenthetically also, our NIE Projeét Officer, Fritz Mulhauser, dis~

played similar interest and help at every point. But that's another

story also. /

a') 3/ 5 v
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‘Once one starts that process of recoﬁ;truing what it is that one is
studying, and case studies seem particularly open to such thinking, the
intellectual excitement, the tumbling out of ideas, a;d the cré?éién of
mountains of work seem to know no end. és part of this reconstrual we
found that in addition-to the original question, ''What has happened to
the innovative Kensington School?" has been added another, "Why did they
build in a community like this in the first place?"” 1In effect, ﬁhere
and how does this particular innovation fit into the more general evolu-
tion and change in the District? Historiams typicafly tell a story or
two to answer questions such as these\ I would like to tell yo; about

two eventful years in Milford, 1961-62 and 1965-66. They speak clearly

to those questions. .
2. Two Illuminating Years: 1961-62 and 1965-66

The drama within each of these two years, 1961-62 and 1965-66, and.

the interconnections between them we found illuminating regarding the

" fate of the innovative Kensington School--why it was.created in the

first place and what has happened to it subsequently.

In 1961, Superintendent McBride was 66 years old and in his 26th
year as Superintendent. He had just been given, unanimously, & new
three year contract. ﬁe hag taken the Milford bistrict from a small al-
most rural téwnship district with oﬁe elemenfary school and a high
school in thé depression to a post WWII burgeoning suburban distfict
with a new large high school, a junior high and eight elementary

schools. A second junior high was underway and two elementary schools

. were in the offing. His career had been stormy and conflictual at




7

several points. In April of 1961, two new Board members were e&gctea.
]

@
©

They were.forceful and persuasive men. . \, Z

In April, just after the élect;oni. the Boa;d began strifping
Superintendent McBr@de of hig powers. The Assistant Superircendeni and
Business Officials were to.report directly to the Board. In“July, the
Boar& voted unanimously rééueeting'the Superintendent's resignation. He
refused, in part becagse the Board would not pay the full two years
salary remaining on his cont;agt. In part also he was adoptihg a delay-
ing tactic he had used a half dozen years earlier when he sudcessfully

»
fought off an earlier attempt by a strong Board President to oust him.3

In August, the minutes report a group of over 100 citizens attend-
ing the Board meeting and entering into the fray. That kind of citizen
7 action was not unknown in Milford. The record shows recurring groﬁps

presenting grievances of all kinds.

. .
In September, a new and major event occurred. The President of Ythe

CTA, Ron George, a young junior high school social studies éeacher.
wrote a let;er to th‘NEA Professional Rights Committee asking for an
impartial fact finding groﬁp to come to Milford. The letter succeeded.
A two person committee agreed to come. The Board, which had been by-

. passed, was angry, but finally Agreed to meet, informally, with the in-

vestigators.’

<,
#

3Thnt story and 1nterpretation appears in detail“in Volume I of our
report, Chronicling the Milford School District.

5
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The report from the group, the first of its kind 'in Milford,

made a half dozen recommepdations, after a_brief review of its investi-

gation and its analysis of ghe problems:

1) Development of a Policy Manual applicable to all adminis-
trators, supervisors,’ and. teachers. .

2) One part would be "a set of approved pegsonnel policies,
including particularly a Fair Dismissal Policy." The
latter would include written notice, an opportunity for
improvement, and a hearing before final action.

3) 1Involvement of Board members, adminietra&grs, and teachers
in the process. ' A

4) Establish an office of Senior Comsultant to the Board,

. equal in salary and coterminous with current contract.

5) "...secure the best qualified person available for the

. position of Superintendent of Schools. In view of the
deep seated emotions that have developed over the present
situation, it would be well to endeavor to find someone
who has not been in any way involved in the present diffi-
culties." .

6) The new Superintendent should<be "..\a man who will have
the personality to win eonfidence, the background to de-
velop a program of quality education, the integrity to
stand for what he and his staff deem important as well as
carry out the specific decisions of the Board, and YTt~
ability to win the cooperation and devoted efforts of all
those resgponsible for the progvmm of the public schools 1in
Milford." ‘

7) To increase the likelihood oﬁ/ﬁecuring an able successor
the report suggested setting up an ad hoc committee of
several prominent educators to study the district, screen
applicants and develop a short list of several candidates
for the Board's final consideration.

The key point, in terms of the Kensington School ag an innovation,
was the Board's giring of two prestigious Superintendénts to dévelop a
short list.gf outside applicants. On the lisé was Dr. Steven Spanman, a
young man with a Ph.D. from a prestigious university who later would be
described as an individusl ﬁwho could talk the birds out of the trees."
He convinced four of the six Board members that he was the person for

the job; he became Superintendent. His connections with prestigious

-

(0 ¢]
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people in the new elementary education, team teaching, individualized

curriculum and instruction, non gradedness, and with people interesteq
. ~ .
in open space buildings were activated before he arrived in Milford.

. . »
v

That same Spring, of 1962, the Board split 3-3 on a motion to fire

Ron George, the young social studies teacher and the‘CTA President. The

<

minutes ran this way:

Mr. Hender;;;\EBVEaézg:; Junior High School teacher, Ronald

George, not be re-employed for the school year 1962-63, be-
cause of his contemptuous attitude toward Board members, his
irrational behavior in public, and his totally unprofessional
behavior. Mr. Osborn seconded the motion. Messers. Hender-
son, Osborn, and Tompkins voting "yes" and Messers. Wilkerson, &
Baskin, and Quigley voting "no." The motion failed.

(Tie vote on re-employment automatically féila) ) (4/10/62)
]

Lt
'

. As one coiiéague commented jokiﬁgly in an interview, "If they had

phrased it as '"rehiring" he would have been out."

rl

v

In a sense, ;e have answered éur first question, "Why did the inno-
vative Kensiﬁgton School get built?" A complex set of events occurred:
. a conservative community, a Superintendent of 25 y;;rq‘at the end of his
career, severe conflict 1;Mthe communfty and the Board with the "pro-
gressive" group winning control for the moment, an active CTA president,
‘a responsive NEA gemmittee making ihoughtful and plausible compromise
recgmmendations, an outside aupé&inteﬁdept screening comnittee related

, to the national network..producing‘a preséigious and national short

list, the persuasive Steven Spanman being one of thesge.

- {
4
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By 1965-66, the KensingtOQMéchool hié'beén built. K It's a fascihat-
ing story in itself: 1962-63 the planning ygar,ﬂ1963-6k the building
year, 1964-65, the first year of the sghool, and 1965-66, the principal

and most of the tépchers depaft. But it's still the sﬁperintendency.
| board, and community story I want to relgte. .In-1965, Spanman had ;
_ "him or me" fight with Nr. Wilkerson, t hZ ard President, who stepped

down from the presidency but not f;om the Board. Later Spanman was to

describe this as "winning the battle but losing the war."

In April of 1965, the Board elections occurred. Mr. Wilkerson, the
"you or me" incumbent, who had resigned as Board President, won handily.
Another 1ncumbe;t, one of Spanman’'s supporters; ran a poor fou;th. Mr.
Reeves, the newly elected Board membér would join Wilkerson in a series
of‘a-z losing votes du;ing theﬁyeaqt Among the 1ssue§ were the renewal
_ of Spanman's cgmtract for three yearé and a leave of absence to accept a
pregtigious National Foundation fellowshié, On ghe latter, the Boi;d

minutes contained this item:
) ~

Mr. Wilkerson requested that the minutes show that his reason

for wvoting "no" was that he preferred the Superintendent's

resignation rather than granting a leave of absence. (6/6/65)
Mr. Ranson became Acting SupertQ;naJEnt. The year moved quickly until
the Spring of 1966.

7

In the Spring of 1966, the events were these. \First. Eugene
Shelby, Prigcipal of the Kensington School, resigned in February, 1966
effecti&q a month later. Mr. Réeves moved with Mr. Wilkerson second-
ing the appointment of Miéhnél Edwards as Principal. Edwards spot as

‘2r;nc1pal of the Field School was filled by none other than Ron George,

.

1u
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former CTA President, who had acquired a Ph.D. in the int%rim from City
University. The votes were unanimoua.: Second, in the two month period,
ﬁApril and May, the Board hel‘ ten meetings. On the day of the e%ch

. ) N
tions, the Superintendént telegraphed a request to be releaséd from his
¢ o

-

) ey
contract. The Board unnnimously agreed. One ofWSpanman'a'ghpporters
had decided not to run for office; another ran third. Two ﬂeQ cgnserva-

.

tives were alected. Another of Spnnman s supporters, Mr. Hendersom,
tendered his resignation ab-of the first of May. Another had decided to .
do the same bué changed her mind. The two conservatives, Wilkerson and

Reeves, vied for the presidency through six votes. Finally they both

stepped aside and Mr. Edmond became President. .

All personnel.decisions-—junior. and senior high school é;%?cipnl- : -
ships and aaaiétant’principllships were stymied on 3-3 votes. IﬁzMay.
when Board?member.ﬂenderdbn's resignation was effective, theAioard voted
down Mrs. Harcourt's «Ominee 2-3 ané elected Mr. Wilkerson's candidate
3-2. A week later on ; series of 4-2 votes, th;\Board'moved the High
School Principal to the JunioE.High School, moved the Junior High School
Principal to- the Central Office,and put a new man in the High $chool on \
.8 one year contract. A week later, the regular meeting of Tuesday, May
+ 24th was just that. Bille were paid, architectural plane moved forwardégxk
reaolutiona of appreciation for the recently deplrted Bonrd members were
made and pnssed, a contract was let for re-roofing one of the buildings, .

L 4 . +
and so on. Three Assistant Principals were offered contracts. Late in

&

the évening the President called for a special meeting three days later:
. ) ) il

...for the purpose of interviewing candidates for the s er-
intendency. 124/66)
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The tenth and laat‘meeting of thé busy two monih period occurréd

Q{fidpy evening, May 27th,’at 8:00 P.M. The Boatd had received applica-

R

tions .from five individuals from outgﬂde the Diatrict _None of these
(Lo

made the'ahorg 1ist to be interviewed. The four internal candidates

[}

were:

Mr. Eastman, long term tegchpr/ nistrator, fogmerly
high school principal, currentl§¥central office adminia-
trative director of school organization ’

Mr. Eads, long term teacher/administrator, currently
principal and director of maintenance

Dr. Ronald George, former teacher/CTA president, recently
made elementary principal. e

Mr. Ranson, currently Actfng Supeiintendent

After a series of individual interviews %Pd discussions, Mrs. Harcourt

_ moved that, Mr.%Rnnéoh &:\appointed. The motion lost 2-4. Then:

Mr. Wilkerson moved that Dr. Ronald George be appointed Super-

intendent, effective July 1, 1966, for a period of one vear at
a salary of $16,750. Mr. Tuley seconded the motion. (5/27/66)

- » ﬁ}
. . ¢

The motion carried 4-2. The new conservative coalition had started a

4

new era, an era which lasts until today.
’ '

-

It seemed a far cry from the resolution four years before, that is:.

"...Ronald George, not be re-employed for the school year 1962-
63, because of his contemptuous attitude toward Board members,
his irrational behavior in public, and his totally unprofes-

sional behavior... . (4/10/62)

The threads that hold social structures together and the siight if not ‘

-hance avents that determine large sequences of ewvents are reflegted in

Mr. Wilkerson, a supporter of Mr. Georée in 1962, was the only Board
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e ’ x
membef from the earlier time. He nominated George for Superintendent.

Just a month before, Mr. Henderson had resigned from the Board. " In 1962
: :

he had voted to fire Mr. George. ‘ _ E

J: Our story has come full circle. A highly critical Board had voted
to fire Superintendent McBride in 1961. A large and bitter fight
oocurred. Ron George, a juniof’high social studies teacher agd Presi-
dent of the CTA, backed McBride -and brought an NEA committee into the
District. Thisbearned him the “wrath of the innovative Board and 'almost
cost him his job. These activities and interactions led to“outside con-
sultants, a more cosmopolitan short list and the hiring of Steven Span-
man, Superintendent, "a man who could talk the birds out of the\trees."
The District jolted differently, that is innovatively. To the msjority
it was a forward and better movement; to others it was ill'advised. The
community patrons were increasingly in the grouo perceiuing the chanées
as "111 advised." The Board changed by votes and by resignations. The
472 majority eventually became a 2-4 minority. One might ask, is our

episode one of school chaos, vulnerabilit§, or political democracy?

B
H

3. Cdnclusion . -

One way to state conclusions inﬂfield research is to try to answer

the question, ''What have we learned from the effort?" The answers cut

across the personal and the professionsl, the methodological and the

substantive, and the domains of education and social science.

First, as one of my colleagues commented upon our excitement in an

earlier conversation--"Lou, you ve discovered history." That's an

11 13
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impbrtant personal learniné. I believe it's more 1ﬁportant tﬁan that
and that educational studies among others would profit from a similar

discovery.
\

Second, the discovery of history, in part, has led us to models of
explanation that move away from Deductive Nomothetic and Inductive

,LStatistical models to telling stories as explanation, a kind of histori-

cai and contemperaneous configurational or concatenated approach. If
.you like we've gone from Hempel (1942 and 1965) and Feigl (1945) to

Scriven (1959),AHexter (1971), and Geertz (1971).

*

Third, the telling of stories has focused us on individuals with
political interests énd sentiments, acting.and interacting with one
anoéher as the "mechgpisms" of eaucational change. To us this implies a
contextualisf world view or root metaphor as Pepper (1942) would phrase -+
it or a dramaturgical model as Sarbin (1977) and earlier Goffman (1959)
might have phrased it. Settling in here and knowing why we have settled
here is a major outcome of this research, and an extension of some of

-

our earlier work.

Fourth, I believe that 1nnovaeions, even those as large and grand
as Spamman conceived and implemented in Milford and Kensington, when

looked at over the long perspective become one more item in the history

and evolution of a‘schooi district. As ghch they lose some of their

12
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vividness and drama when viewed in the context of other items: initiath

ing of the high school in 1927 with Mrs. Briggs, the builﬁing of ten §
schools in ten years under Mr. McBride, or the restructuring’ and closing’

~

of several schools as Dr. George has done rézently.a

Fifth, as ve have watched the Board of Education, the central
office staff, the principals énd teachers, ahd the groups of parents and
pat?ons struggle wiFh these issues and hundreds of smaller ones over the
last sixty-five years we have been struck with the multiple aspects Af
educational innovatison. The items come and go, rece{ve trials of yari- -
ous so¥ts. are adapted and modified and gradually become submerged into
the community'q po;ng of view. Technological mqpels and theories seem i
to fold into organizational models and theories and these into political
models ana theories and these ultimately submerged into a cultural per-
spective..’But running through all of them we find ourselves thinking in
terms bf a symbolic interactionist approach. Putting all’thié together
in some senéiblé useful form is the last part of our agenda. In a sense
we are critiqueing and resynthesizing a perspective raised by House

(1979). ’ ' L )

s

Si*th,'l personally see MbBride; Spnnmap. and George, the Superin-
tendents fro?‘1935 until now, ;5 glants of schoolmen. Making simple -
judgments ofxéégd and bad becomes terribl; difficult. McBride was a
localist, politi;ian, autocrat for 27 years. Spanman was a cosmopoli-
tan, innovative, imaginative, educationll“entrepreneur for four years;ﬂ

George 1is a responsive localist, servant of the Board and the patrons,

aThese items appear in detail in Volumes I and II of our longer final
report to NIE. ’ ;
13
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still going strong after 15 years. Each, in his own w@y, has made major
contributions to the devglopment of the Milford Distrﬂct, and each has
generated strong support and strong opposition amongwétaff, board, and

patrons.

[

¢ . —

Finally, we hope our research has created,imageq:of schooling, of
\
roles and positions, of action§ and interactions, and of individual men
and women which other educafors and citizens can look at, think about

and try out for themselves. In so doing we hope and believe that they
) . J
will find the process educating and liberatin;fES'they make their own
. .
personal and professional choices toward the kind of life they want to

v

iead, the kind of gchools they want to have, and fhe kind of education

they want to provide for the youth of their community. .

16

14




References

@

Feigl, H. Operationism and scientific method Psych. Rev., 1954, 52,
}50-59. 284-88. .

Geertz, C. The interpretation of cultures. New York: Baéic Books,
1973.

Goffman: E. The presentation of self in everyday life. New &ork:
Anchor, 1959. } .

Hempel, C. G. The function of general laws in history. J. Philos.
1942, 39, 35-48. '

Hempel, C. G. Aspects of scientific explanation and other essays in
philosophy of science. New York: Free Press, 1965. :

Hexter, J. The history primer. New York: Basic Books, 1971.

chnology versus craft: a ten year perspective on innova-
. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 1979, 11, 1-15.

S. World hypotheses: a sfugx in evidence. Berkeley:
iversity of California Press, 1942.

Sarbin, T. Contextualism: & world view for modern psychology in
Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, 1976. Lincoln, Nebraska:
University of Nebraska Press, 1977.

Scriven, M., Truisms as the grounds for historical explanations in
Gardiner, P. (Ed.) Theories of history. New York: Free Press,
1959. ’ :

Smith, L. M. Kensington Reconsidered. Paper presented at AERA Annual
Meeting, New York, 1977.

Smith, L. M. and Keith, P. Anatomy of Educational Innovation. New
York: Wiley, 1971. -
- 3




