DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 249 605 EA 017 157

AUTHOR Mann, Dale

TITLE All That Glitters: Public School/Private Sector
Interaction in Twenty-Three U.S. Cities.

INSTITUTION Columbia Univ., New York, N.Y. Teachers College.

SPONS AGENCY E2XON Education Foundation, New York, N.Y.

PUB DATE Sep 84

NOTE 46p.; Printed on colored paper throughout.

PUB TYPE - aports - Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Accountability; Board of Education Role;
coordination; Donors; *Educational Cnoperation;
E'ucational Resources; Elementary Secondary
Education; Fund Raising; *Institutional Advancement;
Power Structure; *Private Financial Support; “rogram
Effectiveness; *School Business Relationship; School
Surveys; Teacher Participation; *Urban Schools

ABSTRACT

schocls much mor

Enduring political support from business may benefit
s than the material contributions they often seek. A

study of school-business interaction in 23 U.S. cities reveals wide
variation in the availability of corporate aid, the sophistication
and organization of schools' initiatives toward business, and the
results of the interaction. Because large corperate donors are
concentrated in the Northeast and because different industries are
differently inclined toward educational support, many school systems
have difficulty obtainiig contributions. Gaining access to untapped
corporate resources may be expensive and time-consuming. Although
schools more often than businesses initiate cooperation, their
efforts are generally disorganized and poorly monitored. Fewer than
half the districts surveyed have policies on school-business
interaction; groups such as teachers' unions, school business
administrators, and school boards, which might lend valuable support
to policymaking, are rarely involved. Though recent activites have
modestly enhanced school resources and created some prospects for
stable political alliances, most public-private ventures have been
narrow, episodic, and superficial. To meet current challenges,

schools must take coherent action toward long-term partnership with
business. (MCG)

ARARARNRARARARARARRRRRARNNARAALEARRRARARRRARARANRRRANANRAARARRAARRAARAARNARAR

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
REARRRRRARRRARNRRRANRARRRRRARNRRRRNRRARARARRRRR RN A RRRRARRARARRARARRARRARAAARRR




un
o ¥211 That Glitters: Public School/Private Sector Interaction
- e "
O in Twenty~Three U.S. Cities
o~
~
‘ \, US DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTHUTF OF EDUCATION
Q toe At wen SE o 0N INEORMA TN,
L A
u “ o : Pt e e by Cepivchoae gy
e
A "" g e Tewe oot T fe
. et -
* b N
Dale Mann PERMISSION TO REFRODUCE THIS

R MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
Professor and Chairman .
Teachers College Columbia niversity ‘

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERICY "

September, 1984

A report preparedpthe Exxon gEducation Foundatiom: Opinions are
the responsibility of the author.




Table of Contents

Executive Summary

1
I: Prospecting 2
I1: Producing 2
I11: The Pay-0ffs 3
Preface 4
I: Prospecting: What Might Be Out There 8
Il: Producing: What City Schools Are Doing 26
A. Tactiecs of Reaching Out 26
B. The Structure of School Efforcs 30
C. The Public School Players 34
1. Teacher Organizations 34
2. School Business Administrators 37
3. Board Members 37
III: The Pay-Offs: Some Consequences 38
A. Effects on Schools 38
B. Conclusion 40
List of Tables

Table 1: Business Establishments by Employment
Size Class by City, 1981 9

Table 23 The Distribution of Corporate Wealth:
“Fortune 500" Company Headquarters by City 11

Table 3: Foundations Making Local and Regional or

National Grants by Headquarters City 16
Table 4: Philanthropic Contributions by Source, 1982 17

Table 5: Philanthropic Contributions by Functioms, 1982 18
Table 6: Selected Cities by Size of Publie School

Establishment and Sources of Revenue 20
Table 7: Percent of Revenue for Vrban and All Districts

By Source: 1982-3 21
Table 8: Companies by Industry Class by Proportion of

Corporate Contributions to Educacion 22

Table 9: Municipal Sororicide? General Government
Txpenditures As a Percent of School Receipts
1979-80 (0D00) 25
Table 10: Project Types of Fregency 31

List of Figures

Figure 1: Table of Organization for Fund Raising in a
Research University 28
Figure 2: Percent of Teacher Organizations Reporticg
Positive Effects of Corporate Involvemen: om
Salaries, Staff Development, and Joo
Satisfaction 35

Appendix : Methods 42



"All That Glitters: Public School/Private Sector Interaction
In Twenty-Three U.S. Cities"

Executive Summary

There are two prospective benefits to the current wave of
public school/private sector transactions. Ure is the
possibility that mutual understanding may mature into political
collaboration and thus, more adequate financial support for the
schools. About half of cthe twenty—-three cities in this study
reported outcomes of that sort although the magnitude, stability,
and net effect of those efforts vary widely.

The second benefit is wmore direct but less significant.
What is the dollar value of the grants, goods, and services
provided public schools under this rubric? No one knows-~--not
least, the superintendents themselves. One estimate for sll
corporate giving to all elementary and secondary education is
between $30 million end $50 wmillion (Timpane). This report
suggests a total between $13 million and $22 million. Figures in
either range are 1less than half of ome percent of total
elementary and secondary expenditures. That is more than we
spend yearly for school furniture and equipment but much less
than LEA's realize from miscellaneous receipts such as ticket
sales. A high estimate for tocal corporate support would be half
of one percent. The average big city district nov receives about
that much from county or intermediaste sources (the 1least
significant of the govermmental revenue sources).

Three out of four superintendents were unable to estimate
the total wvalue of corporate contributions to their schools.
Five districts estimated this kind of support at between $100,000
and $2 willion a year with a mean of perhaps $80,000.

The text strains a metaphor sbout mining natural resources.
Precious wmetals and other natural resources are unevenly
distributed, take varying amounts of hard work to extract, and
fluctuate in value according to decisions and factors beyond the
miner's control. What you find may or msy not be what you were
looking for. Finally, pe -offs, especia’ly big ones, are much
rarer than the mythology that sustains prospectors.

The prospects for a more enduring political alliance are
greater than the dollar sums currently being invested. Public
schools need allies and continuing  partners. Working
collaboratively with the business community can nurture such
partnerships although making good things happen requires more
than the peripheral, episodic, and limited projects that are now
most common.



I1: Prospecting

Not all city school districts sre well positioned to exploit
corporate involvement. Compared to sll twenty-three cities, the
seven cities in the Boston-Washington corridor account for 56
percent of the "Fortune 500" headquarters and 65 percent of the
pational foundations Tha: makes it difficult for school
officials in some places to act efficiently in pursuit of the
general philanthropic rule that 90 percent of the gifts come from
10 percent of the donors. Ninety-four percent of the business
establishments of these cities employ fewer than 50 employees,
about two-tenths of a percent have 1000 or moze employees, yet
the business of tapping small business was not well developed.

Charitable giving from all companies is less than one
percent of pretay net giving, and corporate taxes account for
about five percent of federal expenditures. On that evidence,
corporate giving has room to grow and what is given needs to be
carefully managed if it dis to have any effect. Different
industries are differently inclined to support education:
surprisingly, manufacturing industries are more generous than the
more labor intensive service industries. In addition to
variations in the local corporate enviromment, city districts
vary dramatically in their dependence on other than property tax
revenues (from 65 percent "other" to 0.7 percent "other").

11: Producing

Schools are doing widely divergent things in the ares of
school/business transactions. Much of what is being dome
reflects the initiative of superintendents, not private sector
CEO's. The schools have not been merely reactive in this area
although the depth and breadth of the leadership varies widely.
About a fourth have special offices and a fair degree of
infra-structure, three-fourths have adopt-a-school projects, but
only one district had a system £for canvassing prospective
corperations. Although three-fourths of the superintendents
described themselves in a waiting line outside the doors of
potential donors, only about half had -rays to regularize and
strengthen their own chances. With 600,000 already established
non-profit corporation in the United States, becoming truly
competitive at this sort of fund raising will require serious
effort.



Most superintendents seem to have reserved this area for
themselves. They lament that boards sre no longer of the stature
(or inclination) to broker between corporate suvites and public
schools. Teacher union leaders and business managers are neither
very knovledgeable nor very involved in this effort. Schools and
businesses haven't had very much to do with each other in a
generation. Both gsides need to learn how to work with each other
and both sides should aim for broad participation. What is it
that school people want? What is it that Dbusiness may
realistically be expected to provide? What can be done through
the partnership mechanism that is not slready being done with tax
levy money? Answers to such questione go a long way toward
measuring the maturity of these efforts.

I11: The Pay-0ffs

No public official should spurn a half-percent budget
increase but the amount is less significant than the prospect of
a longer term political alliance for more adequate public school
support. We may be about halfway to that goal: such efforts can
be found in about half the cities. There, the challenge is to
maintain the coalition while preserving public school purposes.

Virtually everything that is now Dbeing done is
project-baesd, i.e., episodic, special purpose, tacked on and
usually at the periphery .of the school's core technology of
teaching and learning. That is & short leash for the schools and
a fragile base for long term partnership. 1f public/private
partnerships continue to be dominated by small projects supported
by small grants, rhey will have done acme good. But they will
also fall short of the sort of assistance and improvement which
the movement promises. All city systems need to think abhout how
to lever the interest so far shown from the business community
into the sort of enduring in stitvational alliance that can
support big city schools and the children they serve.



This is a report sbout transactions between urban public
schools and businesses in the communities they serve. The topic
is usually but incorrectly described as "public school responses
to private sector initiatives.” But, as often as not, the
genesis has been with the public achools. Superintendents have
arranged, stimulated, or quietly created business involvement.
These are “transactions” because both parties have something to
gsin. The schools get a few services and a little money with a
longer term hope for a political ally. Business Sets a chance to
do good, to safeguard their investments downtown, and perhaps
scme slight manpower gains.

The kind of involvement analyzed here is new in two
important ways. These activiti2s are multi-function (not only
vocational education but also management assistance, academic
upgrading, public relations services, an. so on) and they derive
from more than a single part of a city's ecomomy not just the
food trades adopting s particular high school. There is
something different here from donkey basketball or pancake
breakfasts at the shopping mall to benefit Okatuck Elementary
School. This involvement is also voluntary. N ing discussed
here has come about because a Federal gr 1uires, for
example, an advisory group.

The twenty-~three cities are:

Atlanta
Baltimore
Boston
Cipcinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
Hartford
Jackson
Los Angeles
Memphis
Miami
Milwaukee
Newark

New Orleans
New York
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Phoenix

San Diego
Seattle
Washingtou, D.C.



THE BIG
FAY~-OFF

They are at different developmental levels on these two
measures-—— i-functio and i- ce buriness
involvement-~~but all have some experience with this new
phenomenon and it is that experience and its comsequences which
is the subject of this report. "Differemt developmental levels"
is NOT a euphemism for "some sre better than others.” Throughout
this sanalysis we sak what urban districts sre doing to attract
money and personal help from thcir business communities. But
docwmenting that some cities arep’'t doing much does NOT mean that
they are deficient. The size and structure of local economies
differs widely among the big cities of the United States. Slim
pickings deserve little precapecting.

Smoke, flame, and loud noise are dramatic but less relevant
than the thrust thst lifts the rocket. While most atiention has
been directed to ccvnting, for example, the number of public
schools "adopted” in s given city, the maximum pay-off from the
current generation of business/school transaciions is in the
legislative and executive chambers that detcrmine how much money
vill go to which municipal agencies for which purposes. An urban
superincendent appearing alone before the State legislature's
education committee will be received with polite diffidence.
Wbile this saalysis maps the tactics, structure, and outcomes of
school/business transactions, those things by themselves have far
less potential than a deeper, more mature partnership that would
have an urban school chief spproaching a stste legislature in the
company o0f say, three CED 8, a bank presidenc, and the chair of
the downtown civic association.

In fact, sbout half of the urban districts have benefited
from partnerships pointed at the big ticket financing of public
schools. In most such instances, the superintendents credit thst
development to relationships forged within the confines of more
limited precjects. Some examples of outcomes at this level of
significsnce follow.

e One business round table publicly endorsed a levy that
raised more than 30 million new dollars for school
systems.

e A Northeastern city's business community has turned 180
degrees from incessant criticism of the public schools
to coordinated lobbying with the city schools at both
the city and state levels.

e Another city, unable to campaign effectively for a bond
issue, found its business community willing to pay
media costs that the city could not.
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The most helpful outcomes of echool/business transactions
are these sorts of political coalitions aimed at permanent and
sizeable increases in financial support for the public schools.*
Though more helpful, they are less commcn than single-purpose,
limited term project activities. School leaders hope that those
projects will bde the base of something larger: but even on
individual, intrinsic merits projects are welcome additions to
shared purposes. Some exsmples:

«soA Drigade of "Positive Parents" who sell 1local
resltors on the virtues of public schools.

«seA series of "high tech"” high schools, each
adopied by a companion corporation.

+eeA persomnel screening committee to recruit,
evaluate, and recommend candidates for a district's
chief financiasl officer vacancy.

«++.A matching grant to cover half the cost of
building a recreation facility for bhandicapped
children.

«»+ AnOther matching grant to cover salary costs
for high school teachers retrained through six-week
sabbaticals.

+ooAn endowed chair for a master high school
science teacher (equipment money plus summer support).

«s«A corporation that provides vocational students
access to its state of the art machinery during the
factory's regularly scheduled down-time.

While every school leader would be happ; to have those things,
they also have learned the 1esson of categerical programs—-
projects come and go.  What counts most is the level and
stability of support. About half the districts have been adle to
form such coalitions, more may be doing so. Getting to the more
mature stage will require some understanding of the fact that
corporate philanthropy is alwsys "st the margin.” No foundation
officer and no philanthropically-inclined business executive
vants to pay for things ¢ .at should be supported directly as a
responsibility of the public, which often includes all corporate
taxes. But distinguishing core, public sources from marginal

- G S S wurm

*Fizures shout increases in education spending need careful
consideration. One city studied bhere is among the tem U.S.
cities with the highest rates of unemployment. It has just
completed its first property tax resssessment since the 1960's.
One result has been more money for the schools, & second was an
88 percent incresse ip residential property tax, a third result
was an 1] percent decrease in corporate property taxes.

9



private ones does not mean that private sector resources cannot
be aggregated so they have some stability or continuity and then
targeted at those parts of the schooling enterprise that mske a
difference for children.

The mutusl participstion of public and private leaders in
such endeavors can produce benefits beyond the dollar value of
the contributed goods and services. After ome city's leading
accounting firms reviewed the school system's audit practices,
the superintendent remarked "business now believes us if we have
to say we're broke." Building trust is part of an effort to get
the private sector to stop sitting on its wallet. One rovernor
is 80 impressed with his State's largest school system he wants
them to msnage a contract commission studying the state's high
technology options. Susinesses in another city have upped the
ante, not only adopting vocationally specialized schools but
guaranteeing a specific quota of jobs to their graduates.

As this report documents, transactions bDetween the two
sectors have not reached this level of substance in other cities
and, unless public school leaders manage their interactions
differently, they may never reach that level. Yet it is
importsnt to gauge the significance-—more accurately, the
potential-—for this movement. American business pays taxes bdut
has not otherwise be2n much involved in public schooling for
decades. It has not always been that wey. Through the 1930's,
the literature about school boards decried their unwholesome
domination by business interests. The daby booms of the 1940's
and 1950's made parents a nearly sufficient ally of the »public
schools but parental influence has “iminished fer below the drop
in numbers. Desegregation and its corollary of suburbanization
have left urban schools with a constituency of the
poor~--deserving but powerless. Superintendents commented on
that in several ways: '"You can't get parents to help, they're
apathetic or overwvhelmed,” "People willing to serve om school
boards now don't have the stature or comnections to bridge us to
this town's power structure."”

To be sure, youth employment, career education, vocational
educatiou, "business~industry councils," PIC's have been 8 forum
for school/business intersction through the 197¢'s. But those
vere and still are categorical activities, paid for by the
Federal goveinment and too blua-collar to excite the collective
imagination of a city's CEO's. Teacher organizations have filled
part of the gap left by the withdrawal of the best-connected
parents, but for a variety of reasons, the assistance of teacher
unions has its limits. Thus, as a8 Southern superintendent put it
in describing his campaign to link business and pudblic school
interests, "YOU DON'T ANYMORE HAVE POWER JUST BECAUSE YOU
REPRESENT THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: WE HAVE TO BORROW POWER AND THIS
IS A WAY TO DO IT."

>



1: Prospecting: What Might Be Out There

It would be naive to ignore the current political context in
vhich schools are reaching toward the business community for new
support and new kinds of support. Virtually sll districts bhave
been caught in a declining enrollment, increasing cost, declining
revenue vise. No district enjoys the position of the Air Force
in this year's Federal sdministration budget request, a “"real”
increase of 15 percent after inflation! (NEW YORK TIMES, January
29, 1984, p Al). None of the superintendents imagined that the
direct consequence of private sector involvement would fill the
Federal gap, but few could afford to do nothing. Still, our
snalysis reveals wide variations in activity. On the one hand,
Atlsnta, Pittsburgh, Washingtom, D.C., have special offices,
separate staffs, fully developed media operations. Other
districts have the superintendent chatting with wome folks at
lunch, brokering some needs but 1little systematic effort or
infrastructure. Whether these differing levels of investment are
varranted or not depends on what is to be gained. In this
section we look city by city at the distribution of prospects.

One rule smong executives of eleemosynary imstitutions* is
that it is just as much trouble to get a $15,000 gift as a
§150,000 gift. A corollary is that 90 percent of all voluntary
contributions come from 10 percent of the prospective donors.
Both suggest the wisdom of working with the biggest companies,
those most sble to give big amounts. But not everyome can act on
that wisdom. Some places have more concentrated businesses than
others. Only about two-tenths of one percent of an sverage
city's business establishments will fall in the big busipess
category (1,000 or more employees). In the table below, Seattle
and Philadelphis both have about 600,000 employees yet
Philadelphia has almost twice as many large compasies {payrolls
greate- than 1000) as does Seattle (59 to 3l).

*While schools are ngt charitable institutions, the kinds of
endeavors we examine here take them into that realm.

11
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Table 1
Business Establishments by Employment Size Class
Celected by City, 1981+

Percent Percent Percent Total Total
Big Medium Small Estab- Employees
Business Business Business ments

(1,000« (50-999 (1-49

Employees)Employees) Employees)

Atlanta 0.2 (26) 7.4 (1,361) 92.4 (16,923) 18,310 394,565
Baltimore 0.2 (14) 5.7 1685) 94.1 (11,211) 11,910 222,573
Boston 0.3 (48) 7.8 (1,311) 91.9 (25,448) 16,807 452,189
Cincinnsati 0.1 (32) 6.8 (1,325) 93.1 (18,218) 19,575 428,438
Cleveland 0.2 (60) 6.6 2,i34) 93.2 (30,077) 232,271 670,193
Dallas 0.1 (50) 6.7 (2,925) 93.2 (40,768) 43,747 889,715
Denver 1.2 (21) 6.6 (1,150) 93.2 (16,129) 17,300 340,965
Detroit 1.2 (77) 5.7 (1,835) 94.1 (30,38) 32,298 738,866
Rarttord 0.2 (39) 6.3 (1,141) 93.4 (17,044) 18,224 419,640
Jackson 0.01 (2) 4.3 (69) 95.6 (1,542) 1,613 33,027
Los Angeoles 0.1(173) 6.4(10,656) 93.5(156,694) 167,523 3,173,460
Memphis 0.1 (13) 6.5 (1,018) 93.4 (14,544) 15,575 282,03¢
Miami 0.1 (36) 5.0 (2,208) 94.9 (42,044) 44,288 674, 945
Milwaukee 0.2 (48) 6.9 (1,344) 92.9 (18,152) 19,544 442,138
Newark 0.2 (30) 5.8 (1,046) 94.0 (16,776) 17,852 332,922
New Orleans 0.2 (18) 7.5 (83) 92.3 (10,558) 11,439 239,181
New York 0.2(179) 5.7 (5,301) 94.1 (87,699) 93,179 1,957,923
Philadelphia 0.2 (59) 6.7 (1,826) 93.1 (25,239) 27,124 621,144
Phoenix 0.1 (32) 5.3 (1,739) 94.6 (31,157) 32,928 543,605
San Diego 0.1 (30) 4.4 (1,661) 95.5 (35,735) 37,426 538,017
Seattle 0.1 (31) 5.4 (1,825) 94.5 (32,131) 133,987 595,350
Washington 0.1 (27) 6.9 (1,126) 9.0 (15,219) 16,372 349,433
A 0.16% 6.2 93,62
(errox due

to rounding)

*Source: COUNTY BUSINESS PATTERNS (U,S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census, June 1983) "Counties--~Employees, Payroll, and
Establishments"”. Data exclude govermment emplovees, railroad employees
and self-employed persons. Note that county and school district lines
are not always coterminous.
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Eighty percent of all brsiness firms make no gifts at all
(¥ichael Timpane, "Corporations and Public Education in the
Cities,™ Teachers College, Columbia University, Msy 1982. Mimeo
p 37). Businesses with fewer than 50 employees are less likely
to have significant discretionary resources and are too numercus
for anything but the most impersonal canvassing by the central
office. But the dilemma is that they also constitute 93.6
percent of all business across the surveyed cities.
Individually, they are-too small to cope with; collectively,
they may (repeat, ™"may") be too significant to ignore. Onme
strategy is to devolve these contacts to the level of
decentralized area superintendents or even to school buildings.
Doing that well would require more systematization and support
than we found. The more common wmethod is to work through
existing . .siness coalitions, for example, Chambers of Commerce.
Seventy to eighty percent of the member businesses of Chambers of
Commerce come from the small business sector, which is one strorg
point in favor of the collaboration sometimes found between
Chambers c¢f Commerce and schools around these issues.

A second measure of the difficulties presented by differing
local economies is in the drsmatically uneven distribution of the
biggest industrial firms. Superintendents regularly observed
that it was preferable to deal with the person at the top. Local
offices of national or wmulti-national firms headguartered
elsevhere generally have fewer resources snd less discretion and
authority. Table 2 uses the "Fortunme 500" listing of the largest
American industrial firms as a rough index to concentrations of
corporate wealth.

Insert Table 2
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Table 2:

The Distribution of Corporate Wealth:
"Fortune 500" Company Headquarters by City*

ATLANTA
Coca~Cola
Georgia Pacific
Gold Kist
National Service Industries
Fuqua Industries
Royal Crown Companies
Oxford Industries

BALTIMORE
Crown Central Petroleum
Easco

BOSTON
Gillette
Cabot

CINCINNATI
Proctor and Camble
Cincinnati Melacron
Eagle-Picker Industries
Palm Beach

CLEV ELAND
Standard 0il1 (Obio)
TRW
Republic Steel
Eaton
White Consolidated Industries
Sherwin-Williams
Parker-Hannifin
Midland-~Ross
American Greetings
Ferro
Nor:h American Coal

DALLAS
LIV
Texs«s Instruments
Dresser Industries
Dismond Shamrock
American Petroflina
National Gypsum
Tyler
Midland-Ross

1

(rank) (net income;

48

62
230
318
399
465
4388

195
499

172
220

23
352
436
456

21

66
145
147
184
190
267
334
401
405
461

65
79

121
171
308
324
334

000, 000)

512
153

50
19
15
16

135
88

7127
12
11

1,875
156
239
189

42
57

32
10
14

154
144
172
185
54
14
10

11



E-Systens

Trinity Industries
Holly

Dx. Pepper
Gifford-~-Hill

DENV ER
Manville

DETROIT
Genersl Motors
Burroughs
Fruehauf

LOS ANGELES
Atlantic=-Richfield
Occidental Petroleum
Getty 0il
Union 0il
Tosco
Carpation
Teledyne
Northrop
Times Mirror
Kerr Glass Manufacturing

MEMPRIS
Federal Company

MIAMI
Knight-Ridder Newspapers

MILWAUKEE
Johnson Controls
Rexnard
A.0., Smith
Pabst Brewing
Universal Foods

NEW ORLEANS
Louisiana Land and Exploration

NEW YORK
Exxon
Mobil
Interngational Telephone & Telegraph
Western Electric
Phillip Morris
Amerada Hess
W.R.Grace
Union Pacific

Sperry

15

355
370
432
441
471

187

85
189

12
15
2/,
28
112
116
141
158
176
451

266

246

255
305
371
389
452

265

16
22
32
40
50
53
67

35
39
10
12

97

962
117
30

1,676
155
69
804
132
183
260

139

17

102

53
16

18

76

4,185
1,380
702
336
781
168
319
326
221

12



Gulf and Western Industries 60 168

Colgate Palmolive 70 196
American Home Products 76 560
Borden 84 165
American Brands 90 381
Internations® Paper 91 i
Warner Communications 92 257
United Brands 93 2
Bristol-Myers 104 348
Time Inc. 106 153
Pfizer 114 332
North American Philiips 122 73
Penn Central 123 131
Norton Simon 124 107
Celanese 126 34
Avon Products 196 196
St. Regis Paper 154 45
Revlon 165 111
N.L. Industries 174 188
Ogden 175 58
American Standard 178 35
SCM 188 28
J. P, Stevens 195 22
Sterling Drug 196 131
Colt Industries 205 161
Joseph E. Seagram & Sons 225 236
National Distillers and Chemical 232 79
Westvaco 236 63
Anstar 7 40
Lever Brothers 244 1
Asarco 245 74
Witco Chemical 249 29
Cra.ie 275 3
Dover 290 89
Phelps Dodge 301 74
General Instrument 302 90
Rew York Times 307 54
Cluett Peabody 325 23
ACF Industries 344 33
Freeport-McMoran 356 65
Dow Jones 360 88
Todd Shipyards 364 31
Newmont Mining 366 48
Collins and Aikman 30 18
Sun Chemical 383 1
Capitol Cities 38 96
GAF 394 59
Harcourt Brace and Jovanovich 418 3
Revere Copper and Brass 422 157
United Merchants and Manufacturers 423 95
M. Lowenstein 434 15
American Bakeries 438 10
Handy and Barmor 450 8




.
Fes

International Flowers and Fragrances 478 63

Phillips-Van Housen 491 N
Antrak 500 27
PHILADELPHIA
Smith-Kline 131 455
Scott Paper 167 74
Rohm and Haas 192 85
Crown Cork and Seal 243 &4
Pennwalt 303 21
Westmoreland Coal 429 8
PITTSBURGH
Gulf 0il 9 900
U.S. Steel 14 361
Westinghouse Electric 3l 449
Rockwell International 41 331
Aluminum Company of America 74 10
H.J., Heim 103 192
P.P.G. Industries 118 155
National Steel 127 462
Alleghany International 142 47
Koppers 208 31
Mobay Chemical 273 8
Joy Manufacturing 282 83
Cyclops 321 11
Wheeling~Pittsburgh Steel 354 58
H.H. Robertson 393 28
B.K. Porter 468 4
PHOENIX
Southwest Forest Industries 412 27
SEATTLE
Boeing 34 292

*Source: FORTUNE, "The 500 Largest U.S. Industrial Corporatioms
Ranked by Sales" Msy 2, 198 pp 228 £f. The "Fortune 500" omits
privately held corporations (e.g., Bechtel) and non-industrial corpor-
ations (e.g., Bank of America, Metropolitan Life Insurance).

17




15

While five of the cities in this analysis had no corporate
representation within the 'Fortune 500," there were a total of
150 corporate headquarters among 18 cities. The umeven
distribuzion of business headquarters is not insuperable. Branch
offices, regional headquarters, etc., ordinarily can act
philanthropically in their own market places. Contrarily, the
public schools of the City of New York are nowhere near
exhausting the enormous corporate wealth of the City. New York's
more than $14 billion dollars of net income accounts for almost
half (48.5 percent) the total of the U.S8. Even that understates
the New York City concenftration. If we were to add just four
companies whose headquarters are within a 20 mile radius, the
City total would increase 44 percent ($6.1 billions: Texaco,
number four; IBM, number six; General Foods, number 39; and,
PepsiCo, number 41).

We wmight also look at the geographic distribution of
foundations. Table 3 reveals the same sort of concentration with
New York accounting for 43 percent of all foundations and 65
percent of those making wore than local grants. On the other
hand, the number of local foundations is encouraging, a couple of
dozen for the average city, and it should also be noted that the
table does not include company foundations ihich have become more
common in recent years. Forty—-two percent of all 1981 corporate
contributions were made by company foundationms. (ANNUAL SURVEY
OF CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS 1981, The Conference Board, Council
for Financial Aid to Education table "Structure of Corporate
Contributions.”)

Insert Table 3
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Table 3
Foundations Making Local and Regional or National Grants
by Headquarters City¥

Rumber Making...

Local Regional
Grants or National
City Only Grants Total
Atlanta 38 7 45
Baltimore 26 6 32
Boston 56 13 69
Cincinnati 21 8 29
Cleveland 55 21 76
Dallas 35 7 42
Denver 19 6 25
Detroit 28 10 38
Hartford 9 3 12
Jackson 5 1 5
Los Angeles 63 20 83
Memphis 5 4 9
Miami (Dade) 10 4 14
Milwaukee 30 10 40
Newark 4 3 7
New Orleans 10 2 12
New York 186 322 508
Philadelphia 41 21 62
Phoenix 5 2 7
Pittsburgh 44 19 63
San Diego 8 1 9
Seattle 16 5 21
Washington, D.C. 19 23 42
Totals 733 517 1250
Averages 25 9 38

(excluding New York)

*Source: The Foundation Center, THE FOUNDATION DIRECTORY,
8th edition, (N.Y., 1981).
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One thing of interest is the relative advaantage of the older
cities. The seven cities of the "Bos-Wash" corridor house the
"Eastern Establishment," and have 62 pexcent of all the
foundations. Only 19 percent of the foundations are in eight
"Sun Belt” cities whose recent growth otherwise gives them a
competitive edge (Miami, Atlanta, Jackson, New Orleans, Dallas,
Phoenix, San Diego, and Los Angeles). Superintendents from the
Sun Belt nust wait a8 while longer whilé their communities
establish philanthropic traditiond.

Six cities have "community foundations," groups that play a
coordinating or omnibus role that often steers the efforts of
other foundstions and other givers. The cities are New York,
Cleveland, Boston, Hartford, Philadelphia, and Atlanta. (GIVING
USA, 1983 ANNUAL REPORT, American Association of Fund Raising
Counsel, Inc., 1983, p 27, "20 Largest Community
Fcundations-—1982.")

School officials need to keep in mind that, as sources of
potential support, busipess people are far more important than
businesses. In 1982 total giving from all sources was $60.39
billion but individuals accounted for 81 percent of that,
businesses for five percent.

Table &
Philanthropic Contributions by Source, 1982*

(Source) (Percent of Total) (Amount in Billions)
Individuals 80.7 48,69
Bequests 9.0 5.45
Foundations 5.2 3.15
Corporations 5.1 3.10
Totals 100,0 $60, 39

*Source: GIVING USA, 1983 Annual Report.

It is encouraging to note that corporation giving alwost
equals foundation support. Thirty years ago, corporate giving
exceeded foundation giving; it then fell off and, since 1978,
has been increasingly close to parity. (GIVING USA, 1983 Annusl
Report, p 36 "Donors™). But as we will discuss below, the $3.1
billion is less than one percent of pretax net corporate income.
Corporat.ons pay taxes to many jurisdictions including sales
taxes and local property taxes. At the Federal level, in fiscal
year 1983, corporate income taxes totaled only $35 billion, a
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mere 3.9 percent of Federal receipts and just 4.4 percent of
spending. Fiscal 1983 saw real corporate taxes hit their
post-Pearl BHarbor 1low.” (dobert §. McIntyre, THE NEW YORK
TIMES, January 2, sec 3, p 2.)

Education as a whoie and elementary and secondary education
in perticular receive only a fraction of corporate giving. The
"Education" line in Table 5 includes colleges and universities.

Table 5
Philanthropic Contributions by Functions, 1982*
(Punction) (Percent) (Amount in Billions)
Religion 46.5 $28.06
Education 14.2 8.59
Health and Hospitals 13.9 8.41
Social Welfare 10.5 6.33
Arts and Humanities 8.2 4.96
Civic and Pudblic 2.8 1.67
Other 3.9 2.37
Totals 100.0 $60.39

*Souzrce: GIVING USA, 1983 Annual Report.

Bow much are businesses giving to public elementary an.
secondary education? Strictly speaking, mno one knows. In ap
analysis conducted for the Carnegie Corporation, Timpane
estimates the total at between $30 million and $50 millionm.

... {T)he minute proportion of corporate contributions
to elementary and secondary education, publie or private, »
startling. No more than 3-5 percent of the §1 bdiilion nu.w#
given to education annually goes to precollegiate
institutions; only & handful of giving programs have any
explicit focus in this ares. Seventy percent will go to
colleges and universities in unrestricted or special purpose
grants; 10 percent will guv directly to students on
scholarship...; and the remainder to miscellaneous purposes
including the support of developments in economic and
free-enterprise education.” (Timpane, “Corporatinns and
Public Education in the Cities,” p 38.)

An estimate based on Tables 6 and 7 is even less
encouraging. Corporations account for 5.1 percent of all giving:
that fraction of the $8.59 billion for all levels of education is
$438 million. Three to five percent of that for elementary and
secondary education (Timpane's estimate) yields an snnual totsal
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between $13 million and $22 million. The Council om Financial
Aid to Educstion recently surveyed 593 Dbusinesses, 307 (52
percent) of which reported contributions to pre-collegiate
education in 1982, The total reported for cash, equipment and
matching gifts was $13,488,366. (Sheppard Ranbom, "Survey Finds
Significant Corporate Interest in Donations to Schools,”
EDUCATION WEEK, February 1, 1984, p 5.) Even the most generous
estimates are less than a half of one pervcent of the total cost
of elementary and secondary public educatlon (about $85 bdillion).
And while the total amount from corporations is a little wmore
than we spend every year on school furniture and equipment ($39
million) it is much less than we spend to purchase school busses
($130 wmillion). (Lena M. McDowell and Elaine J. Price,
STATISTICS OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SYSTEMS,
FALL 1979, National Center for Educational Statistics, Table 15:
"Estimated expenditures of capital outlay and debt service for
public education, by type and by State or outlying area: United
States, 1979-80" p 31.)

And, to the extent that the estimates of corporate amounts
are accurate, it seems also the case that schools are raising ten
times as wmuch through ticket sales and cake sales as they are
through involvement with the private sector. For all U.S.
public school systems, total "non-revenue receipts" account for
about five percent of expenditures (even though six of the twenty
largest U.S. cities reported no such income in the most recent
data. Cf., McDowell and Price, STATISTICS OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SYSTEMS, FALL 1979, Table 21, "Estimated
revenue and nonrevenue receipts for public elementary and
secondary education in large cit.es, by source, 1979-80".)

Moreover, the vagaries of school finance create differing
degrees of dependence on the property tax and other revenue
sources (See Table 6). Among other things, the proportion of the
population enrolled in the public schools varies by almost 300
percent. The variations in dependence on revenue sources other
than the property tax is equally great (Coluvmn 6) which is one
signal of how hard some districts wmight have to work to
supplement their traditional sources.

Insert Table 6
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Table 6

selected Cities by Size of Public School Establishment and

sources of Revenue*

1 2 3 4 5 6
City ( ) indicates 1970 city Fall 1980 Public Total Total Local Receipts
1980 census rank popula- total school staff receipts a. b. c.
tion enroll~ enroll- 1980 1979-80 X of %2 from X from
ment ment (%) (thousands) total property  other
tax
Baltimore (10) 905,789 129,984 14.4 14,104 532,606 62.4 35.0 65.0
Boston (10) 641,071 67,007 10.5 9,055 278,430 4.4 99.3 0.7
Cleveland (19) 750,879 82,401 11.0 9,832 232,440 52.0 93.0 3.0
Dallas (7) 844,401 103,344 12,2 15,122 242,752 54.5 97.5 2,5
Detroit (6) 1,514,063 202,859 13.4 21,602 572,911 25.5 93.8 6.2
Hartford (ns) 136,392 25,974 19.0 3,337 64,968 67.2 51.9 48,9
Los Angeles (3) 2,811,801 526,760 18.7 47,122 1,476,920 18.1 65.3 34.6
Memphis (15) 623,988 111,644 17.9 11,077 188,087 32,1 54.6 &5.%
Milwaukee (18) 717,372 87,873 12.3 9,084 298,700 58.4 95.8 4.2
Nev Orleans (22) 598,471 83,105 13.9 9,083 154,400 30.4 34.0 65.9
New York (1) 7,895,568 943,701 12,0 76,131 3,040,000 58,5 97.0 2,9
Philadelphia (4) 1,949,990 223,609 11.5 25,523 670,873 36.2 66.0 354.0
Phoenix (9) 584,303 169,159 28.9 15,107 320,044 50.7 96. 4 3.6
San Diego (8) 697,471 111,087 15.9 11,044 269,482 5.8 76.4 23,6
Washingten,DC (16) 756,668 100,049 13 2 11,072 288,956 83,2 0 100.0
aSource 1: Elaine J. Price, STATISTICS OF PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN THE TWENTY LARGEST iU.S. ~ITIES
(NCES, Washington, D.C., November 1982)
Column 13 Price, Ibid Table 2. "Pupil Membership by Level of Instruction gnd Related
Attentance Data for Public School Systems in The Twenty Largest U.S. Cities.” Fall 1979 and 1980,
Column 4, Price, Ibid, "'Staff Employed by Assignment Category for Publir Systems in 20 Largest
U.S. Cities" Fall 1980. _
Columns 5 and 63 Price, Ibid “Total Rece!pts” inlcudes Fed or 8fate and Local Taxes Plus
"oon-revenue receipts.” As reported in McDowell snd Price, 1bid. Table 20, “Estimated
Q :3:3 Receipts for Public Elementary and Secondary Education of Large Cities, by Type of Receipts
EMC and Sources 1979-80," p 49 24
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Table 7 shows the most recent figures availsble for urban
school district revenue by wvarious sources. Since the
niddle~sixties, Federal sources have always accounted for six to
eight percent; the current Federal administration is providing
less than half that smount.

Table 7
Percent of Revenue for Urban and All Districts
by Source: 1982-3

Revenue Source: Percent Urban Districts Percent All Districts
Local 46.36 53.18
Intemdi‘te » 57 1- 06
State 48.93 42.58
Federsl 4.10 3.21

Source: ER8 "Local S8chool District Budget Items by Type of
Coppunity,” SPECTRUM, Journal of School Research and Informatiom,
Arlington, Educational Research Service, Vol. 1, No. 3, Fall 198.
Table 1, "ERS Local School Budget Profiles, 1982-3: Expenditure and
Income Distribution Among Peporting Districts, by Type of Community."

In contrast to the difficulties of estimating the smount of
corporate support to schools, we have good data on the proportion
of corporate income that goes to 4ll charitable purposes.
Charituble giving by all companies averages less than one percent
of pretax net income (0,8] percent, Council for Financial Aid to
Education, The Conference Board, ANNUAL SUWEY OF CORPORATE
CONTRIBUTIONS 1981, Table: "Contributions as a Percent of U.S.
Pretax Net Income, 1981" Exxon's contribution rate is twice this
average). The <w©ost generous industrial groups are
phamaceuticals (1.76 percemt) followed by merchandising (1.44
percent) and banking (1.32 percent). The lowest proportions of
pretax net income to any charitable activity are from utilities
(0.26 percent) and telecommunications (0.35), both of which are
traditionally regulated activities.

Different industries are differently inclined toward the
support of education. Although the United States has often been
described as post-industrial---more of the GNP now comes from
sexrvices than from manufacturing—smokestack industries
nonetheless put a greater emphasis on education than do the
non-manufacturing industries. This is a curious anomaly since
gservice industries, erpecially the information sector, are
particularly dependent on educated workers and educated
consumers.
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Table 8
Companies by Industry Class by Preoportion of Corporate
Contributions to Education®*

(Industry Classification: Manufacturing) (Percent)
1, Machinery non-electrical 48,7
2. Electrical machinery &47.5
3. Mining 46.1
&, Chemicals 44,3
5. Petroleum and gas 42.6
6. Primary metal 39,2
7. Transportation equipment 38.4
8. Printing and publishing 37.1
9. Rubber 35.7

10. Paper 34.9

11. Pharmaceuticals 33.7

12, Food, beverage and tobacco 33.5

13. Stone, clay, glass 32.8

14, Textiles 30.5

15. Fabricated mv<al 24.3

Total manufacturing 40.7

(Industry Classification: non-manufacturing)

1. Business services 34.0
2., Transportation 33.3
3. Telecommunications 32.1
4, Engineering and construction 30.8
5. Insurance 29.5
6. Finance 27.3
7. Dtilities 25.2
8. Banking 25.1
9. Retail and wholesale trade 18,4

Totsl non-manufacturing 27.2

TOTAL: ALL COMPANIES 36.7

Source: ANNUAL SURVEY OF CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS, 1983
Edition, Table 15A: ‘"Beneficisries of Company Support,” 1981, p
30.
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In the course of this research, the city superintendents
wvere _aterviewed about their own perspectives and experience with
their business communities. Despite the wide wvariation in
corporate or industrial eoviromments, few superintendents geared
their efforts accordingly. Perceptions are dominated by
reputation: thus the biggest corporations are mentioned most
often-—the o0il companies, insurance companies, big banks, and
especially those wmulti-nstionals whose home offices are local.*
The 93.6 percent of total establishments that arxe small gc
largely untapped although few superintondents would allow their
Federal proiects offices to ignore that many source. in the
"Federal Register."

Only one of the twenty superintendents could explain
business interest by saying, "They live here and send their kids
to nour schools.” Nothing else is quite so reliable as parental
overfondness and the loss of that nexus has meant 2 massive shift
in the politics of urben education. The wmotive most often
identified by superintendents in explaining why business was at
all interested in helping urbam schools was a rather unspecific
corporate self interest. (Tax write-offs were mentioned only
once by school people.) The curious thing is the generality of
business interest reported by the superintendents—a "better
trained labor pool" was cited only half as often as the
"corporate self-interest"” theme. "Stop downtown decay," "long
term development,” "ability to compete” were mentioned here but
vhat do they mean? And how reliable are they? There are, after
all, many other paths to that end. Compare for example the
business investment in getting convention centers or sports
arenas built downtown with the investment now being mede in
schools. The Superdome in New Orleans cost $138 million, Angels
Stadium outside of Los Angeles, $33 wmillion; the Minneapolis
Metrodome, $55 million. (THE NEW YORK TIMES, Jsnuary 29, 1984 p
6E.) Either tactic may reverse decay, one has attracted
billions, the other at best a few million.

Altruistic motives are also frequently cited (about a third
of the group). Examples include a persistent "booster" ideology,
pricde, social conscience, guilt, and nostalgic affection for the
schools that many of today's business leaders had attended as
children.

*Superintendents whose private sector initiatives were the
most active and established all remarked onu the desirability of
focusing efforts at the top of the corporate organization chart.
One superintender. had refused the assistance of subordinates
delegated to the schools and insisted on the top person or no
one. But this cuts both ways. Superintendents who send someone
else to cover a meeting discover that they hsve also sent a
message to their business counterparts sbout the ’'gnificance of
the endeavor. A school syetem's '"Deputy for..." and a
corporation’'s ‘'Vice-President for..." are similarly limited in
their ability to commit snd deliver their orgamizations.
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The things which are most directly on the schools' agenda
wvere mentioned least often---train kids for jobs. And similarly
infrequent sre mentions of the quality of schooling as an issue
in recruiting and retaining employees. The infrequency of these
motives may reveal something of what the private sector no longer
expects of urban schools and that, coupled with the amorphous and
tangential nature of what can he gained by better city schools
may explain why the current commitments sre more symbolic than
substantial,

Seventy~-five perceut of the cities report a waiting line
outside the door of corporate donors; sclools are actively
competing with other municipal agencies. In one city, the school
district is just ome of 150 human service agencies but
fortunately it was also the best organized and most assertive,
such that the other agencies have now sought affiliation with the
school -based and school-originated orgsnization. One might
imagine that higher education's frenetic fund-raising would
pre-empt attention to the public schools bt only three places
mentioned that, and there the chief competition was from
compunity colleges. Host school systems also reported overt
competition for public funds: the fiscal crisis of big cities
has eroded long-established norms of "fair share” and mutusl
non—-aggression.

Insert Table 9
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Table 9
Municipal Sororicide? General Government Expenditures From
Selected Cities As a Percent of School Receipts 1979-80 {000)

Public Health

Schools and
City Receipts Roads Police Hospitals

($) 2 ($) 2 ($) 4 €))
Baltimore 532,606 15.1 71,80 15.5 80,400 82, 800
Boston 278,430 9.6 76,700 27.3 75,900 20,500
Cleveland 232,400 6.6 15,300 27.6 64,300 3.7 8,600
Dallas 242,752 12.6 30,700 22.5 54,500 2.3 5,700
Los Angeles 1,476,920 4.9 71,000 17.4 257,400 0.5 7,600
Memphis 188,087 10.7 20,200 22.0 41,400 4.8 9,100
Milvaukee 298,700 14,0 41,700 17.9 53,500 3.4 10,000
New Orleans 154,400 13.2 20,300 22.4 34,500 5.0 7,800
New York 3,040,000 €.7 265,400 24.8 755,000 40.8 1,239,300
Philadelphia 670,873 8.6 57,700 31.3 210,000 13.8 92,300
Phoenix 320,044 14.9 47,700 19.9 63,800 0.2 600
San Diego © 269,482 7.8 21,000 16.7 45,100 1.2 3,200
Washington DC 288,956 26.0 75,200 55.7 161,000 61.6 17 8,000

*Source: STATISTICAL ABSTRACT OF THE UNITED STATES, 103D EDITION,
1982-3, U,S. Department of Commerce, Buresu of the Census, p 301.
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Finally, it is nice to note that this is an area in which
urban schools feel an advantage over suburban schools. In only
one place did the superintendent report that exurban districts
had moved to tap private resources. Most felt, as ome put it,
"It helps that the companies' real estate is where the city's
school are."”

From this brief survey of the terrain of prospecti-e
business givers, some conclusions seem clear. There js a
relatively untapped resource out there (recall that corporate
taxes account for only 5.9 percent of total Federal receipts).
While the suount might be increased, no ome believes that the
dollar asmount of voluntary comtributions is very big. Still, a
half a percent increase on, say, Los Angeles' billion and a hal
budget is not & sneezing matter. On the other hand, the
sggregate amounts seem surprisingly small in 1light of the
attention the area has had. For most cities, most businesses
fall in the hardest to tap, small business category. Cities vary
dramatically in access tg corporate and foundation wealth and
those differences are compounded by the varying propensities of
industry groups to support education. Thus, while there are
prospects, they may be harder and less rewarding to mine than has
been previously understood. In the next section, we turn to the
production processes used in thc cities.

1I. Producing: What City Schools Are Doing

A, The Tactjcs Of Reaching Out

"Business Methods To Save the Public Schools” ran one
particularly graceless headline. Media accounts of
public/private ventures have usually credited the business
community's initiative, placing schools in a position, again, of
reacting. But the more remarkable thing is the impetus which 1is
coming from the superintendents themselves. The average tenure,
in place, of our urban superintendents was almost five years.
Three of the relative newcomers had made a re-connection to
business the centerpiece of their early regiwes. Only three
cities had long-established, multi-purpose organizations to
foster exchanges., Three-fourths of the urban districts have had
loose, unsystemstic activities, typically a business~industry
council (related to Federal youth employment training programs)
and some circumstantial, often symbolic relations between a few
specialized high schools asnd some trade associations. More
recently, five cities had had nothing at sll.
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The Sun Belt and the Snow Belt are different places. Their
industrial bases are new and old, growing and shrinking. Their
corporate cultures are very unlike. While most wurban schools
have moved to facilitate bhelp from the private sector, those
moves reflect local circumstances and local events.

Take the simple matter of nomenclature. Most districts
report "adopt-a-school™ oprograms but New York's former
chancellor, Frank Macchiarola, needing to bolster confidence in
the schools., took the position that schools are not orphans and
are not available for adoption. Thus, he challenmged the City's
business community to joimn him in partnerships. Mr.
Macchiarola's successor Anthony Alvarado, invited CEO's to a
personal commitment, one-on-one as mentors of particular youth.
Six of the superintendents share a similar stance and eschew
asking for wmoney hoping instead that personal experience will
mature into financial commitment.

A slightly larger group (eight) take exactly the opposite
tack, asking up front for help with clearly identified needs.
This perspective avoids "the tin cup” but stresses, "if you don't
ask, you don't get." Who is right? Success would establish a
definitive answer but in this cursory look we will not be able to
sort out factors which probably intervene such as differing
financial bases, differences in tax effort, and comparsfrive rates
of exploitation, Two fund raising sins are asking for too much
and for too little. Ome is "unrealistic,” the other forecloses &
more significamt involvement.

There is less ambiguity about some other features of this
effort. School administrators treat serious events seriously,
generally by trying to plan for them. They form mentsl maps of
what 1s involved, guess asabout what is related to what else,
disaggregate components, and try to lay the whole scheme out in
some sort of causal order. We found that only a handful of
cities had even the rudiments of such a plan to tap the private
sector.

Two signals of planning effort would be a "wish list" and a
"hit 1list.” A slight majority of the superintendents could (and
did) rattle off specific projects, curriculum domains, or tasks
that needed help. Those "wish 1lists" added up to more than
simply a set of pet projects——-they were part of a8 campaign.
Those ‘“"wish 1lists™ organized not only the school leader’s work,
they also pre-empted inappropriate involvement (it does happen,
see below) and cemented an impression of the superintendent as a
wvell-organized leader on top of 2 viable situation. Ome of the
best established efforts had used a pnblic needs assessment
process, ratified as board priorities, as much to elicit
involvement as to discover needs. The contrary opinion is that
such pre-determination "kills ownership” but most of the group
vithout wish lists seemed never to have considered the idea.
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Ouly ONE of the districts had identified likely prospects to
cultivate in the corporate community. There, the superintendent
regularly polls the top staff about, e.g., "'Galacta-Fact
Systems, Ltd.' Can they help us? Who do we know there? What
sort of relationships can or should be built?"

How much does it cost to raise wmoney? While few school
districts calculate the overhead costs of maintaining a "Federsl
Projects Office” or a "Division for External Funding,"” the fact
remains that it costs money to get money, especially when the
source has to be identified, cultivated, and accounted to. For
institutions of higher education, the rule of thumb is that each
dollar costs between five cents and 15 cents to raise. That
proportion mey or may not be accurate for public schools.
Presumptively, they have weaker alumni affections, less
affiliational prestige, and less ability to claim, as private
colleges and universities do, that they depend critically on
contributions. But even with their advantages, universities
seldom lesve this area to chance. The "development office” of a
typical research university will 1look something like the

following:
Figure 1
Table of Orgsnization for Fund Raising
- in a Research University
Vice President for University Development
i
I I 1
Alumni Foundation orporate lanned Capital
Relations|| Relations Relations Giving Campaign
1 T ' 1 ]
Public National| | Local Leader-| [ Estates| [ Profes—| [Arts
Affairs Alumni Alumni ship Office || sional | |and

Gifts Schools| | Sciences|

Government relations, contracts and grarts will be separate and

additional as will the contributed time of the academic officers and
professors engaged in fund raising.

Moreover, different techniques have different yields.*

*Source: Telephone interview, Information Bureau, Natiomal
Society of Pundrasising Executives. Excluding educational
institutions, the average for =sall types of charitable
orgapizations in New York State for 1981, fundraising costs to
direct contributions (excluding government grants) was 13

Q ‘ P!fccnt.
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Direct mail seldom triggers a return from even one percent of the
addressees. Special events (charity balls, etec.) consume
between 10 and 50 percent of the total proceeds. Capital
canpaigns, deferred giving campaigns, and fund raising from
corporaticns and foundations all range in cost between five and
15 percent of the total raised. The larger the average gift, the
smaller fraction is necessary to support activities to stimulate
that gift.

Superintendents consistently described the CEO's of their
communities as "close knit," a "tight group,” a "small club.”
Objectively, that msy not be a very good description. Certainly
small business leaders aren't in that "club.” Moreover, CEO's
vary widely in their sttachment to central cities. Service
industries and those relying on face-to~face transactions are
3enerally more dependent than others (although they give less).
All the superintendents get invited to ceremonies, receptions,
and public occasions and all use those but with varying degrees
of enthusiasm. Only a& few work the civic or personal functions
of the political parties. Righty-five percent belong to civic
clubs and almost half are members of the same one, Rotary.* Ome
city systematically divides its club memberships among top staff
"so thi* we cover all the bases.” Superintendents in the Sun
Belt were more likely to extend their contacts to lunch, and few
superintendents anywvhere have social/professional dinners with
CEO's.

A preliminary conclusion from this discussion of the tactics
of outreach stresses the extent to whick, if anything is to
happen, it must be made to happen. The point can be emphasized
by considering how little boards of education contribute to the
public/private effort. What are reasonable expectations for a
school board? Governance 1is one, the idea that boards should
determine the overall or general direction of the system. But in
many organizations, boards also have fund raising
responsibilities. Trustees, directors, board members for
charitable organizations generally understand that their role
goes beyond advice to cssh. As the seldom spoken rule has it,
they should "give, get, or get off." The circumstances of the
public school are somewhat-~~but not totally---different. Public
schools are a trust and a responsibility of the community as a
wvhole. Diluting that obligation is risky as the recent history

*A handful of Awmerican school superintendents are invited to
sit on the boards of corporstions in private enterprise. None of
the interviewed group did although about a fourth said they would
be able, 1legally, to do so and one had been asked but declined.
Given the size and complexity of the organizations led by these
superintendents-—nany approach or exreed Dbillion dollar
budgets-~—and given the putatively central role of education,
such invitations should mark the next stage in the maturation of
school/business interaction.
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of urban schools demounstrates.** Perhaps it is inappropriate to
expect school board members to help make the connection to
business. Certainly, no public school board member wmakes
challenge grants to be met by other sources, personally
guarantees a line of credit, or financially endows public school
activities, yet all those are common expectations of board
menmbers in other organizations.

Two-thirds of the cities reported no help st all én any
public/private regard from their boards. And for the grou~ with
helpful boards, the assistance sometimes came only from a single
board member. One in four of the boards were suspicious about
siznificant private sector involvement (e.g., 8 local education
foundation, a mmlti-purpose partnership) as competition for turf
they regarded as theirs., Superintendents reported having forged
links to the business community "in spite of the board,” "despite
their politicking.” Several noted the prevalence of "single
issue® board members and described a culture where those members'
obligations seemed to begin and end in ecriticism. The most
common lament was simply that board service no longer attracted
people of "CRO stature” and thus current board members were not
very credible asmbassadors or brokers between the schools and
corporate suites.

Superintendents are as thoughtful as they are wistful about
their current boards. Race and social class are linked phenomena
in the United States. Observing that the percent White of New
York City public school enrollment has dropped from 67 percemt in
1958 to 31 percent in 1980 also means that community school board
members are far less likely to be White and well-to-do with the
political clout that attends that status, On the one hand, such
shifts in the schools’' governors mirror the constituency, help
insure responsiveness to previously underserved children, and
have fundamental democratic equity to recommend them. But they
have also disconnected urban systems from much of the power and
resources they need and which the children deserve in order to
succeed. In the lomg run, the way forward rests on
reconstructing American politics. In the short run, a better
utilization of business belp is just one of the things that
boards are not doing.

B, The Structure Of School Efforts

**A few superintendents worried that their boards had
unrealistic expectations that the new privare sector involvement
might make up for losses suffered, especially from Federal aid.
It cannot.
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private sector involvements in the schools. They range fxom
adopt-a~school projects to loaned executives, uspecial task
forces, local education foundations, and so on, along with the
usual complement of voc ed/career ed mechanisms.

Table 10
Project Types by Frequency

Project Type

Adopt-a-school

Special purpose project, single corporate sponsor
Lobbying for increased support

Foundations

Multi-member, multi-function City-wide comsortium
Executive loan program

Information clearing house

School improvement

Teacher recognition program

Buployee health

Vocaticnal education

Ef
]
-
»

Pt ot s Pt Bt b Bt B LD UM ON

W
w

Total

*nultiple response data.

Many cities have passed the point where they might profit from a
coordinating, mmlti-purpose group to handle the variety of such
initiatives. But three cities had no such ovganization within or
outside tt- public schools. (Recall that the 1lack of an
organization may reflect a correct judgment sbout how 1little is
to be gained.)

For those with such umbrella organizations, there are two
key questions---the categories of wmembership asnd the
organization's location. Most cities headquartered their private
sector initiatives group purposely at s distance from the schools
and typically at the local chamber of commerce. Staffs ranged
from one to several and boards of education paid the salaries of
as many as four staff workers. The external location was thought
to increase the independence and legitimacy of the group.

Two~thirds of these organizations were composed omnly of
business and industry members. The other third acted as umbrella
groups with participants from local foundations, colleges and
universities, and neighborhood voluntary associations. The best
knovn and longest established groups asre coalitions of this
broad-based type. Events and local preference probably dictate
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the approach even though Table 4 indicates that foundations
account for slightly more support than do corporatiomns. While in
general a broadly-based group seems desirable, local captains of
industry may have strong preferences othervise.

Six of the twenty-plus cities were prepared to respond to
inquiries with brochures, pamphlets, printed reports, even
paperback books describing their efforts. But ansvers to one
question were particularly revealing. All superintendents were
asked to estimate the "total dollar value of all private sector
help to your district last year (excluding taxes).” JThree out of
four superintendents could not coven guess 4ot 4 figure,
Superintendents are generally prudernt about money and some of
their reluctance stems from understandable doubts sbout how, for
exzmple, to add the contributed time of a senior VP on & five
sonth loan to the value (wvholesale? retail? bdulk discount?) of
s carload of last year's micro-computers given to the area's
junior high schools.

But the more telling interpretation of the superintendents’
unvillingness, inability, or unpreparedness to produce an
estimate has to do vith what is actually going on—-or mpot——-in
the big city districts. Every superintendent can recite current
State aid figures, Dbi-lingual assistance from various
jurisdictions, Federal Chapter I allocations, and so on. Those
things are significant, they are counted, and they are tracked,
SUPERINTENDENTS CANNOT NOW ESTIMATE THE SIZE OF THE VOLUNTARY
FISCAL COMMITMENT FROM PRIVATE SOURCES BECAUSE, IN MDST
INSTANCES, DOLLARS ARE SIMPLY NOT WORTH TRACKING.

Superintendents in five districts did have such estimates at
hand, they varied from $100,000 teo $2 wmillion (mean, sbout
$800,000). 1In those places, a more developed relationship had
paid dividends worth counting, worth remembering, and worth
reporting.

¥Fith responsibility goes buresucracy, at least some of the
time. Fewer than half the districts had guidel ines or policy
statements to inform their work with buiiness and industry. Can,
for example, the Megaburg Central School District accept used
equipnent? Who pays for the maintenance required by a capital
gift? If it gets stolen, are we obligated to replacc it? Can
individual schools, especially high schools, start their own
foundations? About half the cities have comprehencive
guidelines, half do not and risk misunderstandings, especially

restricted, specisl purpose activities placed in the schools.
Only two districts reported unrestricted grants, the application
of which they could determine. The business managers reported
that about & third of the projects were one-time, half involved
continuation support. Ome superintendent said there were no
strings on private involvement because "we tell them what our
priorities and purprcses are.” But the most common experience was
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akin to Federal grants for limited term, precisely bounded,
project encapsulated activities. A short leash, indeed.

A related matter has to do with accountability. Ve were
curious to know what kinds of outcomes or deliverables the
private sector expected in return for its assistance. Cranted
that the money is almost always restricted for use in s
particular project, what is it that those projects are expected
to produce? Only three cities escaped specific expectations for
"countables™—higher reading scores, fewer drop-outs, more
job-ready graduates. Boston's well-known “Compact” is in fact a
collaborative in which both parties agree to specific
deliverables, e.8., 850 many "new hires" in return for so many
high school graduates with specified competencies. Most cities
have tangible production goals although in only one place did it
reach the pitech of skepticism explicit in, "If this
superintcadent doesn't do it, we'll dsmned well find one who can”
(from a civic leader). The more heslthy situation was also more
COmmOND: superintendents welcoming the discipline of clear
objectives, pre—specifying what others should expect, suggesting
vhat was reasonable. In this area, as with motives, there is &
real premivm on remembering that an investment banker does not
spend all day thinking about schools, and often, literally, does
not know how to think about them (Are they "like factories?" Are
kids "lazy?® Are teachers "incompetent?” and so on). Thus,
superintendents should be ever ready to complete the sentence,
"Schools are good business for you becsuse...."” The wmost
successful relstionships are those that are prepared < but not
pre~empted) by school leaders. :

There are not many tangibles that public schools can offer
business and one that they can of fer-—visibility-—isn't always
velcome. In one city, a small group meets annually to parrel out
leadership assigmments for the various eleemosynary institutions:
there, corporate publicity is considered bad form. Half the
superintendents thought such credit was important to their
corporate communities, half said not. 1In one city where it was
important, the superintendent was &also able to stir up some
friendly rivalry to be the first to sponsor a million dollar
project, In another Pplace, sccepting a check (for an amount
equal to one hundredth of one percent of the district's budget),
required a one-hour ceremony staged at a public board m~eting.

The question of & local education foundation maintained by
and for & single school building split the districts. Eight
would allow it, twelve would not. There were good arguments on
both sides. Those in favor saw it as a logical extension of
school site autonomy and responsibility. Those agsinst, cited
confusion among potential donors and especially the equity
consequences that would likely flow from the best endowed schools
being best able to bDetter their endowments. Ope approach---a
matter of Los Angales public policy-—is to allow gifts to
irdividual schools up to, say, $3,000 with larger smounts
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required to g0 to & district-wide fund.®

€. Ihe Public School Plavexs

Unless the superintendent takes the initiative and persists
not much is 1likely to happen on a city-wide basis. But while
they are pivotsal, superintendents are mot tha only public school
players. - Other roles in the school enterprise cac help.
Business people frequently determine what they think of schools
by what they think, for example, of teachers. In this section,
ve review the evidence developed by having talked with board
menbers, business managers, teacher organization leaders, and
others about dusiness involvement in the schools. The wost
remarkable tuing from those conversations is how little they know
about the area snd hov little they were involved. All the
superintendents seem to have reached the same conclusion: These
cards are hest played close to one’s own vest.

1, Teacher Oxganizations*+

What teachers might gain from private sector involvement
ranges from another adult, part—time helping in the classroom, to
sympatby for the demanding job of teaching, to allies in the
struggle for better salaries. Our conversations with “nion
people indicate that half feel that the business community is
positive and supportive toward teachers. The sentiments of the
other half ranged from indifference to hostility. Dnion
apprehension about business involvement was scattered, with only
a few places vorried that volunteer tutors would displace unicn
mewmbers or that schools would become mere job training appendages
of corporations. The group most concerned about the prospect of
public schools becoming (only) trade schools was that composed of
education reporters from the city papers, one-third of whem
expressed that apprehension.

*Los Angeles Unified School District, "Gifts to Schools,”
memorandum No. 9, October 13, 1975, 0ffice of the Associate
Superintendent.

«*The evidence for this section was collected by Jim Cantwell
of Teachars College, Columbia University and is based on his owmn
extensive analysis.
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The prospect of experience breeding sympathy and eventually
mpport is an important gain for teachers wvhose day~to-day work is
cut off from other adults, poorly uuderstocd and thus poorly
supported by the general publiec. In one city, a local utility
bad successfully trained wminority high scheol drop-outs for
clerical jobs. The company prided itself on having done "what
the public schools couldn’t® although they omitted to mention
their training program's cash stipends for participation,
residential setting, trainer-trainee ratio of one~to-three, and
ability to discharge those who faltered. More recently, the same
company sought to meet ite affirmative action goals by promoting
some of thoss previously trained clerks to management positioms.
When they discovered that the ctherwvise competent people couldn't
pass objective exsminsztions for management positions, they also
discovered, as their CEQO admitted to the school superintendent,
M. eothe difference between training and education.”

In general, union leaders were no more or less able than
others to put a dollar value on private sector contributions.
Half could think of no tangible outcomes to date, from private’
sector involvement but those who could identified the following
positive outcomes,

Figure 2

Percent of Teacher Organizations Reporting Positive
Effects of Corporate Involvement on Sslaries,
Staff Development, and Job Satisfaction
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It is encouraging to note the several places that credit
business help with salary increases. A similar point can be made
about the staff development and job satisfaction areas. American
business invests something like $30 billion annually in employee
training (Bob Brown, “"ITwelve Reasons for Business Partnerships
vith Schools,” SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR, October 1983). For sll
improvement or development activities (including staff
development) urban districts sepend $4l.84 per pupil per year.
(The figure is 1.62 percent of total current expenditures. Rural
districts devote less than half as much per pupil to improvement,
0.75 percent. Cf, ERS, "Local School District Budget Items by
Type of Community,™ BSPECTRUM, Journal of School Research and
Information, Arlington, Educational Resesrch Service, Vol 1, o 3,
Fall 1983, Table 1, "ERS Local School Budget Profiles, 1982-3:
Expenditures and Income Distribution Among Reporting Districts,
by Type of Community.”) The activities most often cited in this
srea are limited in duration and scope and are functionally a
long way from the core technology of teaching. Tours of
industrial plants for teachers, summer jobs, and workshops on
office procedures are far less significant than six-week paid
sabbaticals to retrain and upgrade high school teschers, as in
one exemplary project supported, jinter slia, by business in one
city.

Superintendents put a bhigh priority on increases in
teachers' salaries, those salaries account for the bulk of school
budgets, and education succeeds or fails on the teachers’' effort.
Despite that, two-thirds of the teschers' organizations we talked
vith vere uvninvolved with business. Only two cities hsd a
collaborative approach to business——both were among the most
successful in attracting financial and personal support. (Two
local tescher organizations bhave begun a foundation, four more
vere thinking about that, most weve upavare that the NEA slready
bas s national foundation.) Teacher attitudes toward business
(stereotypically, labor attitudes toward management) do got
explain their lack of participation. Teacher leaders were not
bostile toward business involvement. Some seemed reserved but
most generally welcomed this kind of prospective assistance. The
explanation for their peripheral role may lie between their own
passivity and someone else, probably the superintendent, making
tactical decisions about how welcome teacher union leaders are at
junch in an executive dining room. The f£fact remains that
teachers are nov the most unanimously unionized part of the
American labor force. But without union participatiom it is
difficult to see how this movement can be s truly potent
politicsl coalition. In oply one city were the union leaders
confident that they knew and understood the people on the other
side of the table. As the maturity of teacher groups catches up
with their success, they will probably be more assertive in
making the case for the schools in which their interests are both
deep sod unique. Doing that need pot cospromise the independence
of 1labor. 1f superintendents are unwilling to give away the
schools for "T-shirts and pencils with a corporate logo," neither
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vill teacher leaders compromise their ability to get the next

salary increase by having worked collaboratively aow with
business folks.

2, School Business Adpipistrators*

One superintendent liked to make the point that he ran the
biggest food service operation and the biggest transportation
network in the city. Where public school budgets run into scores
of millions of dollars the system's business administrator has a
big responsibility. In talking with the top person for business
administration, we found that only one in five had any idea of
bhow much money was involved in private sector contributions.
Many said, "Ask the superintendent” and frequently that happened
in cities where the superintendent had named the business manager
in response to tha same question. This general unswareness is in
sharp contrast to their mastery of the otber, big ticket revenue
sources wvhich simply makes the point about how little seems to be
directly involved. About half the business managers believed
that private sector involvement had not so far affected - ovenue
generation in their cities.

Half the districts had guidelines about private sector
involvement. The ne=d for those guidelines is signalled by the
fact that one-third of the districts had turned down gifts or
declined to enter into various kinds of relationships offered by
busicess.

Cultivating the business community might be assisted by the
presence of someone who "speaks the language” of business yet few
school business managers are involved in that (two-thirds have
been in their present posts for five years or less). Half belong
to civic groups but 80 percent say they do not participate in
fund raising for the schools. As a group, they know school
vendors (people who sell paint and bleachers and paper) but not
the more general corporste community. Thus, these interactionms
tended to be episodic and narrow-——transportation studies, task
forces on non~certified employee compensation, and so on.

3, School Board Members™

*This section is based on interviews and analysis conducted
by Ed Devine of Teachers College, Columbia University.

*%This section is bssed on interviews and analysis conducted
by Charlotte Rea, & Klingenstein Fellow at Teachers College,
Columbia University. 4 1



38

In each city, we asked the superintendent to identify that
board member who was the most helpful and/or knowledgeable about
the business community and its relations to the schools. Given
the wsy that they were selected, it is not surprising that
three-fourths of the interviewed board wembers describe
themselves as sctively involved with school-business
facilitation. That this group should be so concerned does not
invalidate the superintendents' earlier generslication about
their boards as wholes. VWe have already commented on the
multiple factors which diminish the 1likelihood that board
members—even the most inclined and bdest positiored Dboard
menbers—-—could L:idge school interests to business interests and

_yice verss. Not much of that happens. But board members do play

a role in articulating or representing the concerns of business.
Ninety percent of the board members interviewed tagged student
failures (illiterate graduates, ill-trained job applicanmts) as
the number one corporate concern. Board members believed that
was a symptom of business concern sbout the supply of school
graduates able and willing to take both low—level and more
technically demanding jobs.

Half the board members said that the decay of inmer cities

wvas the wellspring of corporate motivation. In that there is
also an element of pragmatic self-interest.

The approaches used, or not, in the cities vary so widely
that they cannot accurately be sumarized, The most comsistent
findings have tn do with the dominance of superintendents in this
process and the lack of systematic accounting for what appears to
be the small amounts of money that are involved.

II1I. Some Consequences

A. Effects on Schools

The two most important comsequences of the current flurry of
involvement are first, the prospect for an improved :.litical
alliance, and second, how little money is involved.

One indication of how different this is from earlier efforts
has to do with the topical area most affected by private sector
involvement. Five years 280, schools would umanimously have said
"vocational education.”™ Seven cities still described that as the
chief target. Nire said that the general academic program,
especially up-grading standsrds---was the concentration.
(Computers were mentioned so frequently that one wonders if
schools could ever get into this area without business help.
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They could. One also wonders how long it will be before schools
sre criticized for having the wrong computers just as they have
alvays been criticized for having the "wrong” machinery for
vocational training. But without public willingness to support
capital budgets adequats to keep psce, schools will always be
unfairly criticized and left dependent on others' charity.)
While school officials described corporate assistance as Dbeing
evenly distributed, the Council on Financial Aid to Education
reports that "...28 of the corporate officials said their firms
provided assistance to secondary schools, while 157 said that
their companies spousored programs aiding elementary schools.”
(Ranbom, “"Survey Finds Significant Corporate Interest...,”
EDUCATION WEEX, February 1, 1984, p 5). The emphasis reverses
the resources currently allocated between the two levels.

This snalysis began with an intention to test the relative
importance of "equity” versus "excellence" as objects of private
assistance. A work—experience program for adolescent Vietnamese
bost children is not the same thing as buying lab apparatus for
an honors-level chemistry class. But only an inconclusive
handful of osuperintendents responded to our request that they
categorize the "“equity/excellence" thrust of private sector
involvement in their districts.

In assessing the outcomes, to date, of private sector
involvement, it is nice to be able to recognize both the prospect
for a long term, significant coalition and the amount of wmoney,
services, and goods the schools would not otherwise have.
Together, they are significant and welcome. But, we wondered, at
vhat price were they extended? Ko, they seem not to have tilted
urban public schools from their equity purposes but were there
other things that needed safeguarding?

First, we were concerned s&bout poaching on instructional
decisions. The quality or outcomes of schooling are an
appropriate concern of all members of the public: it is less
clear that eviryome should be able to dictate hoy those outcomes
should be achieved. A third of the cities rteported business
poaching on the instructionmal prerogatives of the school (almest
alvays around the teaching of capitalism). Some of it was
amusing (an executive who reads about hemisphericity in an
airline magarine and returns to town intent on redressing left
brain dominance among children by May 1f:h.) Some of the
posching provided s good platform for businer: people to learn
about the complexity of schooling and t:: plain good work of
school people. In genmeral though, this i3 pot & matter of
business capturing the schools and, as one board member put it
"gducating for the mcment, not for the future.”

Several superintendents were concerned not to create
governance channels parallel to all those they already have---for
sure, school bosrds, but slso multiple agencies within state and
federal govermments. Only two places described any sort of
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implicit deal or expectation of a contract in retura for a grant.
Considering that more than 80 percent of current urbanm district
expenditures are tied up in salsries, retirement, and fringes and
that the balance is already committed among traditional school
vendors, there is not much in any case to attract business.
(ERS, "™Local School District Budget Items by Type of Community,"
Idbid.) Capturing even a big public school system isn't going to
sdd market share to a multi-national's balance sheet. Two other
superintendents were concerned about "back door" marketing to

kids. In general the advice was to be ready to walk away from
money.

B, Conclusjon

One way to0 summarize the currest state of public
school/private sector interaction in the big cities is with
regard to services, syupathy, and no scandals. The schools have
gotten many discrete projects, materials, and in-kind
contyibutions that they would not otherwise have bad. 1In
sddition to services, in some places there is & useful and new
amount of sympathy for the exceptional things schools are
expected to do with painfully limited resources.

Will the current array of transactions yield something more
stable aund more significant? Will it mature from services and
sympatby to sanctioning and even supporting more momey for public
schools? Whether the current generation of transactions can
yield that may seem unfair; most projects probably owe their
existence to the chance conjuction of a resource from the private
side and a problem from the public side. Despite that, this is a
fragile historical wmoment £c(c public schools in general and
especially for urbam schools. In economic terms, there is no
necessary reason for the business community to support public
schools. When a manufacturer is dissatisfied with an existing
queue of job aspplicants, the least certain and most cumberscme
response is to upgrade the skills of the entire pool from which
only a few will be selected. Recent history demonstrates some
other solutions: (1) move the operation to a better pool; (2)
redesign the job including by robotics; (3) get out of hard to
maintain, labor intensive businesses; and/or (4) buy education
from an alternate, more "efficient” vendor. In s more general
sense, the business community may well decide that the best
policy involves 'breaking the monopoly {sic) of the public
schools,” using the competition of a publicly funded, privately
run set of alternate schools to improve education. The pressures
for tuition tax credits and vouchers reinforce that. The
attractiveness of all of those solutions is determined by the
attractiveness of the existing system. Unless it does & good job
at the current gemeration of transactions, there may not be
apother.
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Because the private sector bas other paths to similar goals,
this crop of transactions is very important. That concern is
heightened by recalling the small amounts that are involved. In
the aggregate, the total is not great, and that sum is coming
from large numbers of firms and individuals, each with limited
stakes but bigh expectations.

The - sjor danger signal is in the project mode of these
transactions. Superintendents and school people have become wary
of Federal and state improvement projects. With less stability
and commitment and far fewer rescurces, the same cautions should
apply here. On this analysis many of the activities now being
supported have many of the following features.

t1) They seldom deal with classroom teaching or with the
instructional core that determines the success of schooling.
Like most mini-grants and teacher-of-the-year awards, they are
slated for not much more than some notoriety and scme temporary
effect.

(2) They are short-term episodes, seldom sustained 1long
enough to make a difference in the 1lives of individusls or
(especially not) in the career of organizations.

(3) They are often targeted om particular schools and while
that makes sense in terms of a critical mass, it isolates and
diffuses any more systemic possibilities.

(4) Similarly, the project purposes are often mnarrovly
drawvn. While that fosters accountability, it also risks
trivializing the outcomes.

(5) Finally, we consistently remarked at the modest to very
modest size of these projects. Few organizations on the private
side would expect to re-tool with & hslf percent of annual
expenditures. We are risking serious disappointment in the
outcomes that can be realized, givem current levels of
investment. For experience to mature in to political support,
the experience had better be successfaul.

Obviously, cities vary in the extent to which their efforts
are peripheral, temporary, narrow, or insubstantisl. But the
accuracy of the adjectives measures the gravity of the risk. The
difference can be understood in comparison to the endowment for
school impruvement recently announced in Boston. There, the Bank
of Boston has given & $1.5 million endowment, the largest gift of
its kind ever for a public school system, the income from which
will permanently support school improvement in Boston.
(Geraldine McCarty, "Boston Bank Sets $1.5 Million Endowment for
City's Schools,” EDUCATION WEEK, February 15, 1984, p 6.) For
school people, the challenge is to find ways te direct,
aggregate, augment, and stabilize the many small efforts that are
now or may prospectively be available. On that transformed base,
1 new coalition can be built.
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Appendix: Methods

This snalysis was conducted during the 1983-4 academic year
and relied on telephone interviews, document review, and comments
from respondents based on a draft of the report circulated for
that purpose. The cities were selected to represent the large
urban systems of the United Stated. Telephone interviews of as
psuch as sn bhour were conducted with superintendents, teacher
union officisls, board members, school business administrators,
specisl project officers for private sector involvement, and
newspaper writers dealing with education. As noted in the text,
I had the sble assistance of three doctoral students at Teachers
College, Jim Cantwell, Ed Devine and Charlotte Res.

1 am grateful to all those who helped with this research,
especially the school officials who took time to further our
understanding of the problems and potentials of an important
development in American public schooling., Scott Miller and
Richard Johnson at the Exxon Educstion Foundation provided the
encouragement, support, and criticisms that made this work
possible and I am as grateful to them for their belp as I am
solely responsible of these results.



