POLICY STATEMENT OF THE URBAN LEAGUE BOARD ON THE CURRENT - . ... .
PROPOSAL TO CORRECT RACIAL IMBALANCE AT JEFFERSON HIGH SCHooL |~ =Afkh

The Urban League Board supports sound, quality, integrated education for

all children. We also remain supportive of the overall goals of desegregation
to achieve this end, however, after careful deliberation our Board is unable
to support the entire proposal currently being considered by the School

Board to create an acceptable racial balance at Jefferson High School.

The Urban League Board recommends that the School Board consider adopting a

two phase plan for the present problem of racial imbalance in the Portland School
District. We feel the School Board should consider our recommendation in

order to relieve the present racial imbalance at Jefferson. We feel our

proposal would be Tess drastic and more acceptable to those who would be most

affected by the current proposal.

The first phase of this plan is to resolve the immediate crisis the School
District presently faces through a short-term relief measure. The second would
be designed to create racial balance in the School District over the long-term.
This type of approach would eliminate the necessity of continually responding

to crisis situations to achieve an integrated educational system.

There are two alternatives which can be considered in order to accomplish

the first phase. Both alternatives would have the effect of taking the pressure
off the School Board and would demonstrate to State and Federal officials the
intent to achieve racial balance. The first alternative of Phase 1 would be

to increase the majority population at Jefferson through an active recruitment



campaign. In order to implement this plan District Staff and skilled community
volunteers would be used to advertise and promote the benefits of Jefferson's
educational curriculum. The increase in majority student enrollment is just
as reasonable a solution to the current imbalance as the proposed plan, given
the fact that Jefferson is not currently at maximum enroliment capacity. It
also should be noted, that at this point in time, even a minimal increase in

the majority enrollment would offset the current imbalance.

If the above voluntary plan is not accepted, the only other plan is an invol-
untary administrative transfer program. Such a program should entail placing
responsibility for achieving compliance with racial balance guidelines on both
the majority and minority communities. We would recommend that the burden of
desegregating be placed on both majority and minority students according to their
proportionate representation in the Portland School District. This would mean
that 18% - 25% of the students impacted would be minority students transferred
out of the area and the balance would be majority students transferred into

the area.

The second phase of this plan proposes a long-range planning effort that
would establish a vehicle for achieving racial balance for Portland Public
Schools in an equitable and logical manner. This would be accomplished under
the auspices of a special ad hoc advisory group. The group would consist of
school administrators and teachers, community and special interest group
representatives, parents and possibly students. This advisory body should

be formed within thirty days of the adoption of the concept by the School



Board and have as its objective the development of a comprehensive desegregation
racial balance plan which would be put into effect in the 78-79 school

year if adopted by the School Board. A1l the issues that impact on the

question of racial balance should be studied and discussed before any plan

is developed. A1l interested groups would have to sign off on the

proposed plan before its adoption.

In conclusion we strongly recommend that the current thinking on this
problem be substantially re-directed to establish an effective and
equitable long-term approach to the continuing problem of racial
isolation in the Portland School District. We will endorse this type of

effort.



APPENDIX



The recommendations made by the Urban League Board were made after careful

consideration and evaluation of the following information:

The proposal was developed because Jefferson exceeded the allowable standard

of 50% minority enroliment last year. Jefferson's minority enrollment was
51.1% during the 76-77 school year. This violates the State Board of
Education's Policy Number 4171 and Federal guidelines established to eliminate
"racially isolated schools." King and Boise, which are the elementary feeder
schools affected by the proposal, had the highest percentage of minority
enrollments (67.7% and 83.8% respectively) in the Portland public school system
last year, and therefore, would have a greater impact than any of the other

feeder schools on racial imbalance at Jefferson.

The enrollment statistics of the Portland School District for the last ten
years, as presented in the PPS report "Ten Year Trend in Racial Balance of

the Portland Public Schools", show that the percent of Black enroliment has grown
from 8.04% in the 67-68 school year to 13.10% in the 76-77 school year. There
has not been a decrease in the percent of Black enrollment in any one of the
past ten years. Keeping in mind that Black enrollment represents the bulk

of minority enrollment (almost three-fourths), it follows that the total
minority enrollment in Portland public schools is trending upwards, and we
should therefore be examining alternatives that not only address the "racially
isolated schools" of today but also the "racially isolated schools" of next
year and the years to come. The point is that, to date, the Portland School
Board has not identified a reasonable and workable long term solution to the
problem of "racially isolated schools." Since we are in fact facing an ongoing

and escalating problem whose resolution will have a lasting effect both on the



individuals and communities involved, it seems logical to suggest that there
be a long-range action plan for addressing the problem. In our opinion, this
proposal does not offer even a considerable guarantee of a short-term solution
to the problem, nor does it have the flexibility to be projected into a Tong-
range plan designed to address anticipated future racial imbalance in Portland

schools.

Desegregation is an unpopular and sensitive issue universally. The implied
message in the current proposal is that the minority community should bear

the costs of solving the problem of racial imbalance at hand simply because

it has less power and influence to create political flack than does the
majority community - in other words this is the most politically expedient way
of dealing with the problem. If we wholly accept a short-term solution of
shunting minority students from one school to another school to achieve racial
balance merely because it is politically safe for the School Board, then we

are doing ourselves and our community a total disservice.

There are several arguments that have been made in support of the current
proposal. It is the feeling of the Urban League that some of these justifications
are short signted, misleading and/or illogical in their conclusions and
inferences. We would Tike to respond to each of the arguments we have

heard.

Both board member, Jonathan Newman, and Robert Blanchard, Superintendent of the
Portland Public Schools, have indicated that the proposed desegregation of
Jefferson would bring the School District into compliance with State and Federal

regulations on racial balance and, therefore, prevent us from possibly facing



a court-ordered busing policy in the Portland School District. The fact of

the matter is that we already have forced busing for several youngsters in the
district, although we haven'f been subjugated to a court-ordered desegregation
plan to date. Anytime you eliminate the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth grades
in a number of elementary schools, and force the students who would otherwise

have attended these schools to go elsewhere to get an education, you theoretically
have a forced busing program. What we don't have is a district wide mandatory
busing program. We have limited the scope of forced busing, and therefore,

the costs of achieving racial balance primarily to certain schools in the dis-

trict, namely those that service the minority community.

Another point that school officials have emphasized is that the current
proposal is merely the next logical step in a Tong-term effort to voluntarily
desegregate the Portland School District. What is implied but not stated is
that the School Board has taken some good intentioned voluntary action to deal
with the desegregation issue in this community; therefore, it should be

relied upon to resolve the immediate crisis we have. What is important to
recognize is that inspite of its efforts, the School Board has not been able
to accomplish an acceptable Tevel of integrated education in this community.
While we applaud the School District's commitment to voluntarily desegregate
over the past few years, we feel we must look at what has transpired realisti-
cally. The facts suggest that the School Board has primarily responded to
crises as the desegregation issue gained national attention and support, and
these crisis responses have formed the basis of a desegregation strategy for
the Portland School District. What this means is that we haven't really
developed a long-term (five to ten year) desegregation plan for this com-

munity that would at some point in time allow us to gain control over the



situation, in a manner that is basically acceptable to all the interests groups
concerned about quality education in the Portland community. The School
District has rather changed>po1icy and procedures in this area as the need
arose and as they deemed appropriate given the particulars of this community.
Although Portland's efforts to date are commendable when compared to other
cities nationally, they have the built-in, and highly predictable, probability
of failure given that the solutions were developed in response to crises and
symptoms that evidenced the problem, and were not directed at eliminating the
causes of the problem. This problem solving strategy is short-term and we are
afraid that the current proposal is in fact only another short-term solution
to an immediate crisis which will not resolve the desegregation issue for any
length of time. In effect, this proposal merely buys the School District some
more time to try to figure out what to do.about the problem. We feel there
are other ways to demonstrate the District's intent to achieve racial balance
and still provide the district with time to develop a more comprehensive

approach to the issue.

Another srgument which we ﬁave heard which attempts to justify the current
proposal, is that more white families have been directly affected by the

School District's efforts to desegregate than have Black families, e.g. the

Mt. Tabor redistricting and the Adams redistricting affected more White families
than they did Black families. While we don't dispute this statement, we

would Tike to point out the flaws in this logic as an argument

to justify putting the burden of desegregation on the minority community

in this crisis. First the redistricting efforts the School District

has imposed on the White community, in our estimation, have not had



‘the same effect on that community as forced busing has had on the Black
community. White students have basically been required to go to another
predominantly white school wﬁich had a higher percentage of minority
enrollment but was in relatively close proximity to their neighborhoods;

in other words instead of going a mile to school in one direction they were
required to go a mile to school in the other direction. We don't feel that
this can be compared or equated with the burden which has been forced on
Black students who not only have been forced out of predominantly Black
schools to attend predominantly White schools, which obviously do not reflect
their environment or values, but have also been bused to schools located
miles from their neighborhoods. While White students have been transferred
from one school to another school involuntarily, Black students have been
scattered all over the city. The second clarification that needs to be made
here is that while more White families have been directly affected by
redistricting in terms of their sheer numbers, this does not mean that the
number of Black families directly affected has not been disproportionately

high relative to their total numbers in the Portland School District population.

School Board officials have indicated that this proposal, if implemented,

would very possibly be temporary in nature. The assumption is that the
demographics of the Jefferson district are in a process of changing (more White
families are buying homes in the area) and that the magnet program

will continue to attract more White students as its success and reputation
grow. We tend to disagree with this forecast, and fear that given the

current population trends, and taking into consideration the current enroll-

ment figures of some of the Jefferson feeder schools, that this proposal



is just the first of more drastic measures to keep the School District in
complijance with State and Federal racial balance guidelines in the future.
What is interesting about thfs proposal is that it inherently discourages
White families from moving into the King and Boise sections of the Jefferson
district by mandating that all students of families 1living in these areas be
bused out of their neighborhood to get an education. Given the wide-spread
sentiment towards mandatory busing, this proposal creates an obstacle rather
than an incentive for majority families who might consider moving into the
area. We predict that the current proposal will not only discourage voluntary
integration but will also have to be expanded to include other feeder schools
at some point in the future if it is implemented. We feel minority

students should not be subjected to such drastic desegregation measures,
particularly if these measures don't insure that desegregation and/or racial

balance will be accomplished.

The School District has already taken the position that schools should not
have a minority enrollment that exceeds 18% in any given school. This
figure was agreed on because this is the percentage at which minorities are
represented in the overall population within the Portland School District.
We feel that this percentage is somewhat unrealistic as a desegregation goal
given the fact that the minority population is not distributed evenly at
18% across the city. The concentration of the low income population,

which is often equated with the minority population, is an urban phenomenon.
Portland is no different than other cities in this respect; certain

sections of the city have a much higher percentage of minority families

than others. In these neighborhoods the 18% ceiling puts an unusual hardship
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‘on neighborhood schools to achieve racial balance at the established 18%
ceiling without being tempted to put the burden on minority students
because it is the most expedfent way to get immediate results. We feel
that a 25% ceiling would be more reasonable given the demographics of

minority population settlement.

Finally, some School Board members have publicly supported the current
proposal because they argue that minority students receive a better

education in a middle class or upper middle class educational environment,
which is another way of saying the Black children can get a better education
in White schools because they are White schools. We have a couple of points
to raise relative to this position. First, the Coleman Report came out in
1966 during the "war on poverty" era and reflects the thinking of that
decade. There have been several other studies done since this time which
conclude that although the environment of middle or upper middle class schools
proved advantageous to some minority students, this was certainly not true

in all cases. The solution to quality education for minority students is

not resolved by merely transferring them to White schools. Another point
which also seems to have been overlooked is that it is not so much the
geographic location of a school or the composition of its enrollment that
determines the quality of education a student receives but rather the
resources available to the school, the curriculum and the quality of teachers
that constitutes the delivery of quality education. The change we have

witnessed at Jefferson in the past couple of years is proof of this.

In summary, we feel that the current proposal, although well meaning, is

basically a potential solution to the immediate problem on hand. Based
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on our research, it appears that it has not been critically thought out or
meaningfully discussed with the groups who would be most impacted by its
implementation, nor is it truly a realistic desegregation plan given the
evidence on hand. The arguments which we have heard in support of the
proposal are simplistic and misleading, and generate reactions based on
emotions rather than logic. We feel that the School Board needs to develop
a much more comprehensive plan after all the issues have been more closely
examined and discussed. We feel that any action taken before this is done
would be a violation of the responsibility delegated to the School Board

by the people in this community.
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— CHARLES JORDAN
Philosophy, Goals & Objectives, 1976

The intent of the Newman Plan is to continue the struggle to
reverse a long-standing pattern of racial discrimination and
inequality, and with this intent I have no quarrel. Desegregation

is both the law of the land, and a mandate of social justice.

However, I have reservations about the way in which the plan was
developed, and the'manner in which it may be implemented. Mandatory
busing can have a major impact on families and communities. It

is imperative that the affected families and communities be
consulted and closely involved in developing plans intended to
achieve racial balance in our schools. It appears as if the

Newman Plan has not adequately provided for this consultation and

involvement.

Moreover, I do not believe that the clear need to act justifies
acting hastily. Given the commendable progress made thus far,
how severe is the situation at Jefferson? Need we implement

overnight this particular policy to further achieve racial balance?



—
CHARLES JORDAN'S STATEMENT ON THE NEWMAN PLAN

My discussions with governmental officials lead me to believe
that implementation of the Newman Plan is not crucial at this
time. There is time to explore and develop alternative

desegregation plans with the community.

Portland has been moving positively, if slowly, in desegregating
the schools. Our citizens and the school district should be
commended for their efforts to obtain quality education for all
students. This is a golden opportunity for the district to take
stock, to consult with the community, and to look carefully at

what has been done to achieve equality of education in Portland.

Although this issue will ultimately be dealt with by those with
greater experience in the field of education than I, I feel
compelled to speak out. The large number of calls from
individuals and groups which have reached me in the past few days
make it apparent that the Newman Plan raises concerns which must

be carefully considered by the community at large.

I am fully aware that one's point of view depends on one's point
of viewing. My point of view is that the Newman Plan not be
adopted at this time. Instead, we should seize on the opportunity
afforded by a modest delay to assess what has been accomplished to
date, and to devise a sound, participatory process for developing
and implementing a desegregation plan.

CJ:mb



Current Desegregation Program

The current policy of the School Board is to allow any white or black
student in the district to transfer to other schools if racial balance

can be achieved. Because of this policy many Black students now attend
Lincoln, Jackson and Wilson High Schools who are from the Jefferson and
Adams area. The enrollment population of Jefferson is 1106 with a minority
population of 51%. Over the last 5 years there has been a steady decrease
in the Black population. Eighty % of school enrollment at Jefferson were
Black 5 years ago.

The school desegration efforts of the school district has been
limited to a voluntary program of voluntary transfer program and implemen-
tation of the Magnet Program at Jefferson i.e., dance, legal secretary
training, and television. The objective was to beef up Jefferson by
providing special programs not offered in the district to encourage white
students to enroll in Jefferson for its Magnet Program. Currently 34% of
students enrolled in these programs are white students. This past spring
the school district attempted to further increase the number of white
enrollment at Jefferson by attempting to require white students from
the Jefferson district to attend Jefferson rather than Benson. White
parents objected on racial grounds. The school district's intent was
to try to increase the Black population at Benson by denying majority
students acceptance in an effort to relieve the minority enrollment at
Jefferson.

Neuman's proposal was stimulated when the Board realized that
Jefferson was imbalance according to standards set by the State Board of
Education. Newman's proposal for boundary change reducing the Black
enrollment was recommended given that the voluntary program was not working
fast enough .

The feeling of the education committee of the Boise Improvement



Association is that busing should be two-way-true integration system.
The school district may have to implement a plan soon given the steady
increase of Blacks attending Adams--now 31% Black.

It's very important to know that not all students within King
and Boise will be affected only 75-80. ATl from area 1 of the School

Boundaries.

RECOMMENDATION

It is my recommendation that you not support or oppose the Neuman
Plan given that there really is no urgency. However, you should support
the current program of voluntary integration with continued upgrading of the
educational program at Jefferson along with exploring other efforts to

encourage greater white enrollment at Jefferson.

POINTS TO BE MADE IN A POSITION PAPER

1) Racial balance is the Taw of the land and should be supported.

2) Blacks traditionally bear the burden of school desegration.

3) It is not apparent that the school district must with urgency implement
a plan this year to change boundaries to achieve racial balance.

4) There has not been full citizen participation and input into development
of the Neuman Plan.

5) It is not apparent that Jefferson is racially imbalanced at 51% Black
given anticipated white enrollment to the special programs.

6) The School Board currently has a policy of voluntary transfer to achieve
racial balance in the schools.

7) The school district has been intensifying its efforts over the past
5 years to beef up Jefferson through implementing the Magnet Program

to attract white students.
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8) There are other strategies (such as that attempted at Benson) that

can be explored and implemented which may be voluntary and effective.

IN ACCOMPLISHING RACIAL BALANCE AND OTHER POINTS YOU SHOULD KNOW:

1) The National NAACP will be meeting in Portland this Fall. We really
should not let the city polarize along racial lines at this time.

2) According to Ernie Hertzog the school district has received a lot of
complaints from whites from Wilson, Lincoln and Jackson about Black

student enrollment in those schools.

Following is a summary of the Neuman proposal.



SUMMARY OF THE NEUMAN PROPOSAL TO PREVENT RACIAL IMBALANCE OF JEFFERSON

HIGH SCHOOL
Proposed Policy: Any student who by Oct. 1, 1977 is not enrolled in
Jefferson and Tive in area (1) of King or Boise Schools shall not attend
Jefferson. Exemption is given to those students who have brothers or
sisters enrolled at Jefferson or who wish to enroll in the special Magnet
Programs. Transportation for those stqdents affected will be provided by
the school district. This proposal was stimulated because it was brought
to the School Board's attention that Jefferson is in violation of the
State Board of Education policy of a maximum of 50% minority (native
American, Blacks, Spanish American and Asian American) population of
Oregon schools.

The School Board is subject to court suit if it does not maintain racial

balance.

ISSUES RAISED BY THE COMMUNITY

1) Why must desegregation be achieved at the expense of Black students?
2) Why weren't other options explored such as two-way busing?

GROUPS LOOKING AT THE NEUMAN PROPOSAL

1) NAACP - Has not taken a position.

2) Urban League - Has not yet taken a position and will discuss it at
its meeting tonight - July 18.

3) MHRC - Has not taken a position but questions the adequacy of citizen
input.

SUPPORTERS

Hertzog and Gladys McCoy support the plan because they feel that quality

education for Black students is greater at Lincoln and Wilson as opposed

to Jefferson.
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ONE GF THE difficulties with de-
segregation in Portland revolves around
what is known as racial isolation, a
term replete with cultural prejudices
even when it is clearly defined. When
peorly defined, its implications are de-
structive.

In 1964, the Portland f’oard of Edu-
cation embarked on
a program of deseg-
regation as a means
to eliminate racial
isolation in the
Portland Public
Schools. Unavoida-
bly, the plan stands
on the foundation
of Staie Board Poli-
cy 4171, a law pre-
dicated on the be- -
lief that blacks are
racially isclated and
that they and other
minorities are in need of integration.

A school with more than 50 per cent
black enrollment is “isolated” racially.
But, oddly, another school with 160 per
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| ;cent white enrollment is not. In this
| -state and nationwide, the concept of

racial isolation is poorly defined and
thus confusing. A program of desegre-
gation based on such an elusive idea is
destined for difficulties.

The commitment to eliminate so-
called racial isolation in the Portland

.Publi,c Schools began on questionable
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footing and is yet wobbly today. In
1964, blacks going to schoo! primarily
with blacks were characterized as iso-
lated, destined to be underachievers,
and deficient. Whites going to school
with whites were spared the collective
labels. Thirteen years later the deficit
model as impetus for integration is still
firmly in place. This may, in part, ex-
plain why the burdens for desegrega-
tion in this city have been boern dispro-
portionately by the black residents of
Northeast Portland.

My recent ebservation encourages
me to hazard a bold conciusion: Deseg-
regation in our cily of roses has been
sought without sufficient regard for the
needs and concerns cf the black com-
munity. To those who {ind this state-
ment harsh, I ask: What other single
community has been subjected to so
massive a process or reorganization of
its public schools?

What other community has been
called upon to send so many of its
youngsters across town each day? What
other comnmunity has as many children
moving from scheol to school — so
much so that by eighth grade some have
attended scveral different schools?
What other community has seen soms
essential elements of its community
fabric altered by the changing nature of
the local schools? Indeed, those who
feel ill at ease with my observation

“ought to observe for themselves.

And despite the activity, black stu-
dents still are isolated, no matter the
definition one uses.

At Marshall High Scheol, for exam-
ple, there are approximately 40 black
students. They don’t live in the Marshall
district. Each day, they catch the bus
early to travel from various sections of
the city. Racial {rictions .at Marshall
eariier this year proved revealing.

The black students at Marshall are
the first to tell you that they are segre-
gated. Predictably, they often feel like
foreigners, like strangers alienated in a
new land. The intimidation is subtle,
and weaving oneself into the fabric of
the school may be as hard as balancing
a marble on the head of a pen. In such a
situation, one wonders whether black
students who are weak in numbers and
a long way from home can receive serv-
ices unique to the demands of their heri-
tage and future.

Not long ago, a parent told me of a
distressing concern. “I am woerried that
Adams High School is really two
schools — cne black and one white.”
Noting that apparently few programs
are designed to bridge the racial dis-
cord, this parent, an educator at a local
community college, said, “It seems as
though there’s a double standard.
There’s a double system of discipline
and a double sysiem of expectations.
Eventually, the community is going to
have to face up to these problems.”

Is the object of desegregation simply
the shuffling of bodies across the city
hoping that we can eliminate some ob-
scure mernace called racial isolation?

Can we proudly say in our cnty that
we have taught our children t§ live in
harmony in a world blessed with so
many differences when all we have
done is transport them around the city,
while doing very little to help them face
up to the chilling realities of racism and
discrimination? I wonder.

Descgregation, to be effective, takes
leadership. An integrated school system
cannot be attained except by conscious
efforts to talk together, to share the
burdens together, to soften the difficul-
ties with positive concern for all in-
volved. Indeed, this is hardly possible in
our city unless blacks and whites open-:
ly and persistently demand that no sin-
gle community be made to carry a dis-
proportionate burden in the desegrega-
tion process.

I am optimistic. When more people
appreciate the importance of the issues
involved, I think the leadership, con-
spicuously absent in the past, will be.
fartheoming .
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Board of Education
Portland Public Schools
P.O. Box 751

Portland, Oregon 97207

Telephone (503) 229-4010

November 8, 1979

cEICE OF COMMISSIONER
O'H%f PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Harvey Lockett
1220 S. W. Fifth Avenue

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Tentative Guidelines for Desegregation/Integration
Dear Harvey:

The Board's Desegregation/Integration Committee has been deliberating
for several weeks, and the coming weeks will see a greatly intensified
process. I have enclosed for your consideration a copy of the
community involvement plan which includes a timeline for the
deliberations and a tentative set of gquidelines under which my
thoughts will be directed. o

I would appreciate any comments or suggestions you might have
regarding the tentative guidelines I have prepared. They will be
modified as circumstances and other information require. However, I
wanted you to have some notion of my thinking at this stage.

The basis of my thinking regarding these guidelines derives from a
fundamental commitment to the fact that integration should be
voluntary. My primary objection, over the years, has been that, in a
program purported to be totally voluntary, there were many instances
of administrative action which "forced" black students to transfer far
from their homes. The administrative action was lopsided and unfair.
It scattered the black children not because of their own choice but
because grade levels were eliminated in their neighborhood schools.
For example, a child who would have been a sixth grader at King at the
time the sixth grade was eliminated would have no choice except to
transfer, and the district did not make standard assignments of all
children at that given grade level. Instead, it allowed parents to
select from among limited options and, thus, created not only the
"forced" busing but the scattering as well. Under the guidelines
presented here, the scattering of black students may exist but only as
a result of parental choice and not because any child cannot go to the
school assigned to the neighborhood in which he/she lives.




Mr. Harvey Lockett -2- November 8, 1979

These gquidelines would require an active citywide program for the
improvement of schools to attract blacks and whites in a two-way
voluntary transfer system. The success of the program is based on
persuasion -- and the quality of the experience once one has been
persuaded to transfer. The guidelines also mean that early childhood
education centers in the black community will have to accommodate the
students living in those areas who do not wish to transfer. This is
difficult. The present enrollment at Humboldt and King, for instance,
represents many students from outside the area. To allow the black
children to return to their neighborhood school, if they wish, while
maintaining the integration already achieved, requires alteration of
facilities. This is definitely part of my present thinking.

The Desegregation/Integration Committee will be working very hard in
the next few weeks preparing a preliminary draft for the consideration
of the full Board. If you have any questions or comments about the
tentative guidelines presented here, please call me at 229-4010. I

would be happy to answer your questions.

In advance, thank you very much for your consideration. This is a
very difficult issue, as you know, and the Board is committed to
discovering equitable solutions. VYour assistance at any time during
the process is valuable and will contribute to a positive and unique
solution.

Best regards,

b

Herb L. Cawthorne, Member
Board of Education

Enclosures

lc/wp



SCHOOL PROGRESSION ASSIGNMENT
AND OPTIONAL TRANSFER PROGRAM

Generally children in the Portland schools progress from a
primary school to a middle school to a high school during the K-12
years. Some communities have not adopted middle school programs so
children there attend an elementary school from kindergarten through
eighth grade followed by a high school in grades nine through twelve.
In some instances children will progress from a primary school with
grades kindergarten through third grade to a kindergarten through

eighth grade school for their intermediate and upper grades. Many

children reside more than a mile from middle schools so are trans- o

ported to the middle school or upper grade center.

In recent years children from some of the schools with a pre-
ponderantly black enrollment have elected to participate in the transfer
program to schools of their choice throughout the city. Other children
have remained in their neighborhood school through grade five after
which they have attended upper grades in another elementary or a
middle school. Children from some of the schools with a preponderantly
black population have progressed automatically to a middle school with
which the primary school was linked as in the case of Vernon from which
the children advance to Whitaker/Columbia Middle School and then
Adams High School. Other schools with predominatly black populations
have not had an assigned middle school so that after completing
grades K-5 the children elected one of a number of middle schools or
elementary schools with upper grades. The following schedule over-
comes this dificiency by assigning each of the remaining racially
imbalanced elementary schools to specific elementary or middle schools

and then to the high schools serving those upper grade schools.

Additionally, because of the strong desire of many parents for a



broader choice of schools via the transfer program, the following
schedule offers specific middle schools or upper grade programs

for those children whose parents elect participation in the transfer
program at any time during the child's school career. The schedule
will greatly reduce the number of schools to which children from

any community will go, thereby enabling children from a neighborhood
to be enrolled either in a school to which the child would normally
progress after K-5 or specific other schools which the transfer child
can choose to attend. 1In either case because of the residential
mobility in the racially imbalanced school, it is recommended that
children who move to another predominatly black neighborhood continue
in the upper grade schools which they enter rather than transfer to
the upper grade school serving the new neighborhood to which they
move, thereby providing for greater stability and continuity in their
education.

While this program greatly reduces the number of schools to
which children from a neighborhood would go, it continues to offer
some alternatives, enables children to stay with neighborhood children
as they progress to upper grades and involves a greater number of
predominatly white schools in integration than would a "pairing"

program.

December 11, 1978
Attachments

Portland Public Schools
631 N.E. Clackamas St., Portland Oregon 97232



SCHOOL

Woodlawm K-5

Woodlawn K-5

Vernon K-5

Ring K-5

King K-5

King K-5

Sabin K=-5

Irvington K-5

Boise K-8

Boise K-8

Humboldt K-2

Eliot K-5

Alternative:

Boise K-5

Boise K-5

If Boise
occur between Humboldt

SCHOOL PROGRESSION ASSIGNMENT
AND OPTIONAL TRANSFER PROGRAM

K-12
STANDARD
SCHOOL
AREA ASSIGNMENT
L Ockley Green
11 Whitaker/
Columbia
II Whitaker/
Columbia
I Hayhurst, Gray,
Bridlemile
II Whitaker/
Columbia
IIT Kellogg
III Beaumont
IIT Fernwood
I
III
I Lincoln
Cluster
IZI Buckman
and Boise.
I Markham
Cluster
IIT Mt., Tabor

Rellogg

HIGH
SCHOOL

Jefferson

Adams

Wilson

Adams

Franklin

Grant

Grant

Jackson

Washington

Lincoln

Washington

Jackson

Washington

Franklin

TRANSFER
OPTION

Roosevelt
Cluster

Binnsmead
Cluster
Greg, Hts,
Cluster

Binnsmead
Cluster

Wilson
Cluster

Madison
Cluster

 Franklin

Cluster

Cleveland
Cluster

Franklin
Cluster

Jackson
Cluster

Cleveland
Cluster

Lincoln
Cluster

Hosford
Cluster

Jackson
Cluster

Cleveland
Cluster

HIGH
SCHOOL

Roosevelt

Marshall

Madison

Marshall

Wilson

Madison

Franklin

Cleveland

Franklin

Jackson

Cleveland

Lincoln

Cleveland

becomes a K-5 school, a slight shift in boundary should
The school progression then would be as follows:

Jackson

Cleveland



BO/SE K-8

JACKSON —= I
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STEPHENSON g
SMITH TRANC -
CAP. HILL -
MARKHAM
T o WASHINGTON
N\
\\
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SELLWOOD

ALTERNATIVE BOISE K-5
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ELIOT K-5

+ BUCKMAN — WASHINGTON

Ay .
~%= [ GRoUT
HOSFOR

D} CLEVELAND




HUMBOLDT K-2

W. SYLVAN

LINCOLN {AINSWORTH

CHAPMAN

~—— . -
T - —



IRVINGTON K-5

6-8 > FERNWOOD ——»GRANT

e CRESTON
~ | WOODSTOCK } AR



KING K-5

BRIDLEMILE
WILSON HAYHURST > <—6=8 I
~_ -

GRAY

— -

TRANSFER

—> WHIT=COLUMBIA —> ADAMS

SCOTT
LEE
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GREGORY HTS.
KELLOGG FRANKLIN
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ARLETA

WOODSTOCK



SABIN K-5

» BEAUMONT —— GRANT

LEWIS

- DUNIwAY

T LLEWELLYN CLEVELAND

SELLWOOD




VERNON K-5
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\
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BINNSMEAD




WOODLAWN K-5

6-8
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7
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\
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@ HERB CAWTHORNE

Board of Education
Portland Public Schools
P.O. Box 751

Portland, Oregon 97207

Telephone (503) 229-4010

December 6, 1979

Commissioner Charles Jordan
Portland City Hall

1220 S. W. Fifth

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Comm. Jordan:

In response to concerns raised by the black community and the Community
Coalition for School Integration, the Board of Education recognized that the black
community is being required to bear an unfair and disproportionate burden in the
integration efforts of the district. On January 22, 1979, the Board adopted
resolutions to establish an objective to reduce "scattering" by reducing
substantially the number of receiving schools to which children from a particular
neighborhood are transferred. In one sense, this step created the foundation for
the bolder measures regarding desegregation enacted in August.

In modifying its desegregation policies further, the Board determined that by
September, 1980, it will have developed a comprehensive plan on all aspects of
desegregation/integration. The resolution included provisions for involvement of
parents and community organizations in the selection of staff, courses of
instruction for teachers in subjects of black history and culture, revisions of
curriculum directed at enhancing the self-worth and cultural identity of black
students, and employment of a Director of Personnel who will produce minority
hiring gains. The Board's Desegregation/Integration Committee has developed and
the full Board has approved preliminary plans for discussion by the community. A
copy of Discussion Draft #1 is enclosed.

Also enclosed is a copy of the Community Involvement Communication Program
for the comprehensive plan. In cities where desegregation has been successful,
there has been active involvement of the citizens, parents, and public officials
within the district.

As chairperson of the City and County Liaison Committee, I would like to
underscore the importance of our communication during this process. If any
questions should come up with which I might be of assistance, please contact me.
At an appropriate time, I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss the
elements of the comprehensive plan with you and your staff.



Portland is in a unique situation. It has a chance to maintain movement toward
integration without the divisions of legal challenges and mandatory orders from
H.E.W. To do so in a manner that realistically pursues the affirmative duty to
integrate, we will need the goodwill of many. I hope we can depend on your
support.

Sincerely,
Y p—_
AL
Herb L. Cawthorne, Chairperson

City and County Liaison Committee
Board of Education

HC
Ic/wp
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Portland Public Schools
P.O. Box 751
Portland, Oregon 97207

o T A L X%

. ONER = ieﬁ (503) 229-4

October 30, 1979 ) DRAFT #3

GUIDELINES FOR COMPREHENSIVE DESEGREGATION-INTEGRATION PLAN

Guideline 1

The comprehensive plan should provide voluntary choices to the
greatest degree possible in the furtherance of integratiqp for
all parents and students involved in transfer situations.

Guideline 2

The comprehensive plan should establish one middle school in the
Albina community with detailed plans on the facilities, enrollment
configurations, special programs, and integration advantages of
each school.

a. A "magnet' capability should be conceived for the middle
school with an excellent academic program of languages,
sciences, and mathematics as a powerful motivation for
achievement.

b . In developing the magnet middle school, the Board
should be committed to the purposeful allocation of
funds for the furtherance of an excellent academic
program.

Guideline 3

The comprehensive plan should seek the establishment of primary
grades, K-5, at all Albina schools which are not converted to
middle schools.

a. No child in the Albina community should be forced to
transfer because there is no grade level within the
community -- unless the neighborhood school has been
converted to a middle school.

b. When a school is converted to a middle school, the
children in the lower grades who must be transferred
for primary education should be sent to no more than
one or two schools.

it :

It must be realized, of course, that changes as a result of
district reorganization may be accompanied by changes in primary
or middle school assignments.



Guidelines i

Guideline 4

The comprehensive plan should maintain the Early Childhood Centers
in the Albina schools.

Q.

An intense academic program for the measurable improvement
of achievement scores for the upper grades (1-5) at
Humboldt, King, Eliot, Woodlawn, Vernon, and Sabin should
be developed.

The programs in the Early Childhood Centers should further
develop within them academic offerings that are unique

and of the highest quality, thus maintaining and
strengthening the ability to attract students from all
varts of the city.

Guideline 5

The comprehensive plan, while definitely eliminating involuntary
scattering of black children, at the lower grade level, should also
make modifications in the Administrative Transfer Program at the
high school level.

a.
b.
e,
HC
Biie
Revised:

A citywide program that presents parents and students
with a thorough analysis of the educational opportunities
to be gained by a student who transfers to a high school;
and a districtwide program for developing greater
awareness and sensitivity in every high school toward
integration should be developed.

Each student wishing to transfer should be transferred
into the program best suited to personal interest,
academic ability, and future aspirations.

Rather than recruitment based on the need to bring the
percentages of minority students down in certain Albina
schools, greater emphasis should be placed on recruitment
for special programs to meet the special needs of
students.

11/6/79



J <2

@ 29 544 e 2
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Board of Education r e S
Portland Public Schools ’
P.O. Box 751

Portland, Oregon 97207

Telephone (503) 229-4010

December 4, 19%9 , [Dra EGEIY E

MEMORANDUM DEC 10 Am,

10 Desegregation Committee CFF’EE OF COMMISSIONER
CF PUBLIC SAFETY

FROM: Herb Cawthorne

SUBJECT: Analysis of Boundary Change Possibilities
for Desegregation

Sometime ago I requested of the administration an analysis of
boundary changes that would enable the district to achieve its
desegregation purposes. I did not press for this information
since we had essentially agreed on a voluntary plan. I am not
abandoning the possibility of the voluntary plan. However, I
think we should look very hard at boundary changes. I suggest
the following arrangements in the collection of data because I
am not certain in my own calculations that spaces are available
should high percentages of the administrative transfer students
elect to attend their neighborhood school. I cannot support a
plan which does not have this element in it.

I would like to recommend to the committee that it direct the
administration to collect immediately the following information

to achieve desegregation:

1. Place the Humboldt district in the Ockley Green cluster --
transfering students from Ockley Green to Humboldt to achieve

desegregation;

2. For Sabin, Alameda, Beaumont and part of King, redraw
boundaries within this cluster to desegregate Sabin.

3. For part of King, Vernon, Meek, South area of Rigler and
Sacajawea, explore the possibility of clustering these
schools with a middle school at Vernon or Woodlawn. Analyze
how this would affect enrollment at Columbia/Whitaker.

4. Alter the Woodlawn, Faubion, North area of Rigler boundaries
in such a way as to desegregate Woodlawn.

5. Send the Boise students East of Union into Irviagton.

Send the Eliot upper grade students into Fernwood.

(0)]

7 Maintain Eiiot and King as magnet ZCEC's -- Pre K - 3.
a). Xing students pre K - 5 go to Columbia,/Whitaker for
middle schoeocl. b). Boiss K - 5 students wouid go to

Elict and King.



Page 2

Memo : Desegregation Committee
Subject: Analysis of Boundary Change Possibilities for Desegregation
8. Make Boise a middle school -- pair it with Chapman.

a). Place part of Ainsworth in the Chapman cluster if
necessary to achieve desegregation by simply redrawing
boundaries. Db). Draw from other areas of the city to
balance Boise.

9. Adjust Irvington boundary as necessary to desegregate Irvington.

I believe these boundary changes are worthy of our review. The essential
element in our review ought to focus on whether we can provide enough
spaces for parents to have a legitimate voluntary choice. Secondly, we
should look at whether there will be enough goodwill in this community to
integrate the inter-city schools voluntarily. Thirdly, we should look

at the future developments to determine whether it will be necessary

to recruit increasing numbers of black students out of the Albina schocls
in order to maintain racial balance over the five year period. To
understand these implications, the administration should produce for us
immediately:

1. The numbers, racial percentages, that are accompanied with
boundary changes necessary to achieve a racial balance
between 35 and 65 percent minority.

2. Provide projections over a five year period.

The policy regarding the early childhood education centers should guarantee
space in the ECEC's for all children residing in the clusters resulting
from the boundary changes. Essentially, we would have two ECEC magnet
schools to provide for every child in the cluster. I believe this would

be educationally advantageous and benefit those who are part of the
boundary changes.

Whatever is done with regards to these changes, the schools will have to
be excellent. We will have to bolster the teaching staff and the programs
so that those schools involved in the desegregation program have excep-
tional resources and facilities and personnel.

I hope the committee will agree that this information should be produced
immediately and that we should begin our deliberations on this possibility
as soon as possible. Inasmuch as we have presented to the community a
"preliminary" plan for their discussion, it is incumbent upon our commitiee
to continue our thought process so that we might develop the soundest
recommendations possible. I am certain that several members of the Board
are interested in seeing what such an approach would look like. Therefcre,
for our committee to complete our work in a thorough and complete manner,
such direction to the Superintendent to produce this information on
boundary changes immediately 1s very important.

Sincerely,

bt Cousibe vma

Herh Cawthorne. Member
Board of Educagtion

HC
sam
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Board of Education
Portland Public Schools = B wrE
P.0. Box 751 p) e G VY[E It
Portland, Oregon 97207 m B

NOV .23 am
YV TRISpHOHE' (503) 229-4010

CFFICE OF COMMISSIONER
OF PUBLIC SAFETY

November 20, 1979

MINORITY TEACHER PLACEMENT (SINGLETON RULE)

The Board's Desegregation/Integration Committee has recently
fulfilled its responsibility to evaluate the district's position
with regard to minority teacher placement. The issue has been
controversial for years. In August, the Board promised to seek
alteration in HEW's position, which required dispersal of
minority teachers according to a rigid formula. Enclosed is

the resolution which the committee intends to put before the
Board.

Since 1975, the Singleton Rule has been applied to Portland. It
requires that the district assign minority teachers in a fixed
ratio throughout the system. HEW found that in seven schools which
had minority enrollment twice the district average, there was also
twice the district's average of minority teachers. Such
assignments tended to "identify'' these schools as '"intended" for
minority students, HEW claimed. It ordered the reassignment of

the teachers.

This reassignment process caused great disruption among some
members of the black community. The reality of reassignment was
difficult enough, but most people in the community never understood
the reasons for the action. With this action, the Board now has
the chance to demonstrate to the community that it does not want

to be party tc the rigidity of the Singleton rules.

The resolution for presentation on November 26th has three salient
features. First, it expresses that the district will make no
assignments which lead to the identification of a school as
"intended" for minority children. Second, when a school has a
minority population double the districtwide average, the
administration will not allow minority teachers to exceed double
the districtwide average of minority teachers. This applies for
"administrative initiated" transfers. Thirdly, the "double-
double'" rule of thumb will not be applied when a teacher initiates
the transfer process by requesting assignment to a given school.



This is a complicated legal matter, which, if handled improperly,
could have serious impact on the federal funding of certain
programs. I believe the resolution handles the situation
aggressively and with full recognition of the commitment made

in August.

If you have any questions or thoughts on this issue, please let
me know. After five years of controversy and misunderstanding,
the Board is setting the record straight. It is seeking change
in an aggressive manner. I hope you can support these efforts.

Begt regards,

/,l[ i

Herb L. Cawthorne, Member
Board of Education

HC
1z

Enclosure



November 8, 1979

SUPERINTENDENT'S RECOMMENDED RESOLUTION
ON SINGLETON RELAXATION

RECITALS:

A. Each year since enactment of the Emergency School
Aid Act ("ESAA") in 1972, the District has applied for and
received a "basic grant" under that Act to assist it in "the
voluntary elimination, reduction, or prevention of minority
group isolation in the schools." (20 USC § 1601(b) (2)) On
June 12, 1975, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare
("HEW") notified the District that it had been found ineligible
for ESAA funding with respect to its then pending application
for the 1975-76 school year based on faculty assignment patterns
in six elementary schools. The six schools were then racially
imbalanced, having more than 50 percent minority student body.
Minority classroom teachers of the District represented
approximately 6.85 percent of the District's total teaching
staff, but were distributed disproportionately to these six
racially imbalanced schools so that minority teachers made up
from 11 to 31 percent of the teaching staff at such schools.
HEW demanded that as a condition to approval of the pending
application the District must file an "application for waiver"
with respect to the finding of ineligibility, demonstrating that
it had assigned its full-time classroom teachers "so that the
proportion of minority group full-time classroom teachers at
each school is between 75 per centum and 125 per centum of the

proportion of such minority group teachers which exists on the



faculty as a whole." On June 18, 1975, the District made such
application for waiver and assured HEW that such transfers would
be made before the beginning of the 1975-76 school year. Such
transfers were accomplished and the 75-125 ratio has been
maintained since that time.

B. Some of the six elementary schools involved in
the 1975 determination are still racially imbalanced (although
to a lesser degree than in 1975) and substantial minority student
enrollment is still present at the other schools involved. How-
ever, none of such schools has more than three full-time class-
room minority teachers. The Board finds that desegregation with
respect to students has proceeded at a pace different from that
for the redistribution of minority faculty and that by reason
thereof and because of the arbitrary nature of the 75-125 ratio
(1) students of the District have been deprived of teachers
who-~because of their knowledge and appreciation of educationally
significant cultural, linguistic, social and economic character-
istics of the student body and the communities in which such
students reside--could have contributed to making the educational
experiences of students better than they were; (2) the scattering
of minority teachers under the 75-125 ratio has left some who feel
isolated from members of their race in the performance of their
professional duties; and (3) continued use of the 75-125 ratio is

not educationally sound.

C. The District contends that maintenance of the

75-125 ratio 1s not now, if it ever was, a legal reguirement



or condition to continued funding under ESAA or under other
federal programs and desires to implement a more flexible
policy regarding teacher assignments and transfers based on
sound educational and minority employment objectives.

It is, therefore, RESOLVED as follows:

1. The following policy is adopted, subject to
the implementation provisions provided in paragraph 2 of this
Resolution below, and when implemented shall supersede
Sections I and II A of present Regulation 5006-la:

"Personnel Series 5000
(Permanent and Probationary Teachers)

TEACHER ASSIGNMENTS AND TRANSFERS

A. Types of Assignments and Transfers

1. Teacher initiated assignments are those in which
the teacher requests assignment to a particular
building or position. Teacher initiated trans-
fers are those in which a teacher requests a
transfer from one building to another.

2. Administration initiated assignments are those
in which the teacher is assigned to a particu-
lar building or position on the initiation of
the administration. Administration initiated
transfers are those within a building or from
one building to another in which a teacher is
transferred, on the initiation of the adminis-
tration, for the kenefit of the instructional
program.

B. Rationale

1. Except as may otherwise be required by an appli-
cable collective bargaining agreement, initial
assignments and transfers will be effected upon
consideration by the appropriate administrators
of the following factors, as applicable, in
relation to the program requirements involved:



a. Areas of certification.

b. Grade level.

c. Qualification of the teacher (areas of
competency) .

d. Needs of the particular schools.

e. Improvement of the educational program.

f. Past evaluation of the teacher's
performance in relation to such grade
level, needs and program.

g. Affirmative action or racial balance
objectives.

h. Length of service within the District.

i. Personal needs of a teacher.

It is recognized that ordinarily initial assign-
ments will involve less informed judgments and
fewer factors for consideration than will transfers.

Transfers and assignments shall not be made

in a manner as, in the judgment of the
Department of Personnel Services, might tend
to identify a school as intended for students
of a particular race, color or national origin.

a. In order to avoid any appearance of this
nature, administration initiated transfers
or assignments of minority teachers
shall not be made in such manner that a
particular school at the same time will
have both a minority student enrollment
greater than twice the percentage which
minority students represent in the
District as a whole and a full-time
classroom faculty with a minority ratio
greater than twice the percentage which
minority classroom teachers represent in
the District as a whole.

b. Teacher initiated transfers or assignments
are not subject to the ratio limitation
of paragraph a. if the requests of all
teachers directly affected are in writing.

c. Other exceptions to the ratio limitation
of paragraph a. may be made in specific
exceptional cases, if approved by the
Superintendent, based on educational
necessity.



3. In determining the 'needs of the particular
schools' a teacher's knowledge and apprecia-
tion of educationally significant cultural,
linguistic, social and economic character-
istics of the student body of a school and
the community in which such students reside
shall be considered positive factors."™

2. Implementation of the foregoing policy shall
be withheld until further Board action, it being the desire of
the Board first to ascertain what effect the adoption and
implementation of such policy will have on the ESAA and
other federal funding which the District presently receives
and expects to seek in the future. The appropriate federal
officials shall be notified of the adoption of this policy
and of the intent of the Board that such be implemented as
soon as possible during the 1979-80 school year. They shall
be requested to inform the District of their position on the
effect the policy will have on such federal funding. The
attorneys for the District are authorized to take such
proceedings as appear appropriate to obtain such position,
including institution of proceedings before the federal
officials for a declaratory ruling.

3. Unless otherwise directed by the Board, the
foregoing policy shall be included in future applications for
basic grants under ESAA as part of the District's plan of

desegregation.
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THE PROGRAM:

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION:
REPORT ON

RACIAL INTEGRATION-DESEGREGATION ISSUES
IN THE PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

In September 1979 the Board of Governors authorized establishment of a special re-
search committee to “sort out the facts and identify the issues” regarding race and educa-
tion in the Portland public schools. That committee’s report, published herein, will be the
subject of this Friday’s City Club meeting.

Committee chairman Ronald B. Lansing will present the report. The committee was
instructed not to draw conclusions or to make recommendations about the validity of
various positions and plans offered over the past year to solve the School District’s de-
segregation problems. Rather, the Board requested the committee to generate for the Club
and for the community a report which details the facts and issues objectively so that the
community might gain an understanding of the complex matter of racial integration and
desegregation in Portland’s public schools.

The report identifies a number of issues in need of additional research. City Club
members and their guests are urged to come Friday to hear the committee’s findings and
to participate in discussion of the questions raised in the report.

Committee members are Ron Ennis, Sara Goldberg, Freddye Petett, Bruce Posey, and
Carol Stone.

“To inform its members and the community in public matters and to
arouse in them a realization of the obligations of citizenship.”




332

CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN

IS YOUR MAIL LATE?

A recent issue of the Los Angeles Town
Hall Journal carried this message to its
members (which we hope Town Hall
won’t object to our printing here).

“From time to time the Town Hall
(read City Club!) office receives com-
plaints or comments from the members
about slow or late mail delivery—espe-
cially the Town Hall Journal (read City
Club Bulletin!). Fortunately, the Journal
contains a Calendar that lists events for
weeks in advance (so does the City Club
as much as is humanly possible!).

However, we do realize how annoying
it can be to receive mail a week or so past
the date. Accordingly, we checked with
the Post Office for possible remedies and
found there is available to you at your
local Post Office a form on which you
can register a complaint about delay in
your mail delivery. This is a Consumer

CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN
(USPS 439-180)
Published each Friday by the
CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND
730 Southwest First Portland, Oregon 97204
Phone 228-7231
CHRISTINE A. TOBKIN, Editor
and Executive Secretary

Second Class Postage paid at Portland, Ore.
Subscription rates $6.00 per year included in
annual dues.

OFFICERS OF THE BOARD

Myton B. KatZuewawes s e s vas 5 maues President
Jom R. Sechleuningi.ceees e President-Elect
Randall B. Kester........ 1st Vice President
Leigh D. Stephenson....2nd Vice President
Brian Gard «ves sy s v 5 swneweios o i Secretary
lloBonyhadi........ coovvunnnn. Treasurer

GOVERNORS OF THE BOARD
Guthrie Baker Orcilia Forbes
Harry L. Demorest Julie Keller Gottlieb
Barnes H. Ellis Sally McCracken

RESEARCH BOARD

Randall B. Kester, Chairman
Leigh D. Stephenson, Vice Chairman
Stanley A. Goodell Robert C. Shoemaker, Jr.
Ann Hoffstetter Thomas H. Tongue
Emerson Hoogstraat Kandis Brewer Wohler
Clifford A. Hudsick A. M. Whitaker, Jr.
James A. Nelson Carleton Whitehead
Donald W. Williams
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Service Form 4314 which you file with
your local Post Office.

We would very much appreciate it if
you would let your local Post Office know
that you are unhappy about your slow
mail delivery. File Form 4314.”

PROPOSED FOR MEMBERSHIP

The following individuals have applied
to the Board of Governors for member-
ship in the City Club, effective June 13,
1980:

J. Milford Ford, Associate General
Counsel and Corporate Secretary, Ameri-
can Guaranty Life Insurance Company.
Sponsored by James Barclay.

Uldis Seja, Technical Coordinator, Port-
land General Electric. Sponsored by Dan
Herborn.

Cindy A. Hurd, Partner/owner, Hurd
& Associates. Sponsored by Sylvia Take-
uchi.

F. Michael Nugent, Financial Mana-
ger, Mercury Development, Inc. Spon-
sored by Sharon FElorriaga.

PROGRAM JUNE 6

Friday, June 6 is the first meeting of
the new fiscal year, and also the meeting
at which we elect new officers for 1980-
81. Because we had to go to press early
because of the holiday, at this writing our
speaker for next week is not confirmed.
So watch next week’s bulletin for that
announcement.

PLEASE!

It would be of great benefit to the City
Club staff’s record-keeping operation if
members would keep us advised of ad-
dress changes—and more particularly,
changes in occupation. If you have
changed jobs in the last six months, it
would be helpful to have that information.

If you don’t advise us of address
changes, the post office returns your bulle-
tin and charges us 25 cents. You'd be
surprised how that mounts up.
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STATEMENT OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS

In September 1979, the Board of Governors authorized establishment of a special re-
search committee to “sort out the facts and identify the issues” regarding race and edu-
cation in the Portland public schools. The special committee was given a relatively short
time within which to prepare and present its report to the membership.

The committee was instructed not to draw conclusions or to make recommendations.
Rather, the Board requested the committee to generate for the Club and for the com-
munity a document which details the facts and the issues objectively and dispassionately
to facilitate understanding of this complex matter. The issues are not just complex; they
are emotionally charged. Decisionmaking on the subject has been characterized by acri-
mony, by changing decisionmakers, by dispute over the facts and among contending view-
points, and by interminable, bone-wearying school board meetings on the subject.

This report is the product of the special committee’s effort. It attempts to shed light
on the subject in the traditional City Club approach of impartiality and balance, of inde-
pendent, objective and documented research. It is an important first step.

The Board of Governors expects to approve a continuing research effort on this sub-
ject which will use this study as a base. This second report will draw conclusions and make
recommendations which will be submitted to and debated by the membership for adop-
tion as Club policy.
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REPORT ON

RACIAL INTEGRATION-DESEGREGATION ISSUES
IN THE PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

“The Negro needs neither segregated schools nor mixed schools. A mixed-
school with poor and unsympathetic teachers, with hostile public opinion
and no teaching of truth concerning Black folk, is bad ... Other things
being equal, the mixed school is the broader, more natural basis for the
education of all youth. It gives wider contacts; it inspires greater self-confi-
dence; and suppresses the inferiority complex. But other things seldom are
equal, and in that case, Sympathy, Knowledge, and the Truth, outweigh
all that the mixed school can offer.” :
—W. E. DuBois

“I have a dream that one day . . . the sons of former slaves and the sons of
former slaveowners will be able to sit together at the table of brother-

HE0 e —Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

“It is my conviction that God ordained segregation.” —Rew, Billy Jutiies Hargls

“The white community, and its leadership, has not really committed itself
to the goal of integration . . . The Negro problem is really a white problem.”

—City Club of Portland,
Racial Justice Report (1968)

“[T]n the field of public education the doctrine of ‘separate but equal’ has
no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal.”

—Warren, C. J., Brown v. Topeka Kansas
Board of Education (1954)

“We're not in Kansas anymore, Toto.” .
4 —Baum, The Wizard of Oz

I. PREFACE
Our Charge:

This study was born out of a threatened black boycott of the Portland Public Schools,
out of an in-depth probing citizen study of racial equity in the schools, out of the end-of-a-
decade plan of desegregation in the schools, out of a school board metamorphosis, out of
the school board’s painstaking search for a new desegregation plan, out of an appeal to the
City Club from certain community groups for unbiased detached research.

In October 1979, the City Club’s Board of Governors designated and charged this
Committee with the duty of investigating race and education in the Portland Public School
District. The specific charge limited the study “to generate for the Club and the com-
munity a document which details the facts and the issues objectively and dispassionately”
and “to conduct a short-term assessment and compilation of the facts surrounding the
issues and arguments raised by opposing parties.” The committee was instructed to “not
draw conclusions or make recommendations” and to be “exclusively fact finding and
issues identifying.”
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A long-range research project will develop out of this short term study. The long-
range committee will pursue the issues identified here and will explore those issues in
greater depth. Our effort here is the passing of a research baton.

All this report intends to do is take a step away from the trees to get a better look at
the forest. Where are we? What is this all about? The report does not pretend to provide
a way. That was not our charge. We give an exposition of the varying goals and the pros
and cons of the conflicting methods. This is not a blueprint of well laid plans; it is a map
of goats’ paths.

Our Scope:

This report principally concerns (1) desegregating (2) the races in (3) the public
schools.

First, the major focus of this study is on that aspect of integration which involves the
mixing of student enrollment. That mixing is called desegregation. See glossary. Desegre-
gation has been the most controversial aspect of the recent school board discussions.
Teachers, staff, curriculum, discipline, and community involvement are all important
parts of an integration plan and are, perhaps, more critical to quality education. But pub-
lic debate has not centered there, and we could find no radical differences of opinion in
those other areas. Therefore, our report, a report on the identification of controversial
issues, focuses on the issues that concern student enrollment mixing, i.e., desegregation. A
brief report on some of the other integration aspects is contained in Section VIII.

Secondly, the desegregation studied here concerns racial mixing. The discrimination
involved is between minority and majority racial cultures. It is not directly a division
based upon socio-economic classes, even though the latter distinction has a profound effect
upon education and learning skills and will be discussed at relevant points in this report.
Furthermore, while this report will often refer to Black citizens, “minorities” also include
Native Americans, Asians, and Hispanics. The Black student enrollment (14.7 percent)
in the Portland Public Schools is almost twice as large as other minorities (8.5 percent).

Finally, this report concerns the racial integration of schools. The focus is on desegre-
gation in elementary schools (middle and primary schools), not high schools. The prob-
lems of desegregation are more acute at the elementary level partly because elementary
feeder schools (86) are more than six and one-half times greater in number than high
schools (13). See Section VI.A.3.

Segregated housing and jobs, while important, are not involved in our study. Never-
theless, it must be observed at the outset that education forms only one junction on a
vicious triangle of racial segregation. There are two other junctions, and the cycle is this:
The denial of equal schooling opportunities may lead to segregated jobs. The denial of
equal employment opportunities may lead to segregated residential areas. The denial of
equal housing opportunities may lead to segregated education. Job inequities mean hous-
ing inequities which in turn mean schooling inequities, and so forth in downward spiral.
While this report is limited to the study of racial inequity in schooling, it must be remem-
bered that these two other factors complete the cycle.

Our Setting:

In 1978, the U.S. Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) Office of Civil Rights sur-
veyed over 6,000 school districts throughout the United States. One ranking in that sur-
vey showed the bottom 100 districts deserved federal investigation on account of racial
segregation in schools. That list included Cleveland, St. Louis, District of Columbia, New
York, Cincinnati, Houston, Pittsburgh, Columbus, Tulsa, Memphis, Dallas, Los Angeles,
San Jose, Kansas City. The City of Portland was not on the list. Nor was Portland on the
list of the “100 worst” on account of segregated classrooms. This is not to say that Port-
land is less nor more racially discriminating. Indeed, the history of racial discrimination
in Portland is no more a source of pride than a cause for panic. Nor is it to say that Port-
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land cannot learn from the mistakes of other cities. Rather, it is to say that each city’s
integration problems have a special setting.

Portland has no slum tenements to match the metropolises of the East, no relative
core-city decay, no race ratios that defy “minority-majority” descriptions, no Civil War
heritage resentments nor Feudal South divisiveness. On the contrary, Portland’s intra-city
communities are all respected quarters with deserved pride. A plan of desegregation in
this setting cannot echo the answers that were developed to meet the problems of ethnic-
ally entrenched and economically blighted urban areas of the East or of the socio-eco-
nomic caste heritages of the South.

All of this does not justify complacency. On the contrary, it should suggest that medi-
cine is warranted all the more, not because Portland is more diseased, but rather because
it is worth saving.

Il. HISTORY

A. De Facto Segregation in Portland Schools:

In 1867, black children attended segregated schools in Portland. At that time the
school board built a separate school for black students, but closed it five years later and
dispersed the 25 or so black students into white schools. During the late 1800s the City’s
small black population was living primarily on the west side of the Willamette. By the
early 1900s a segregated housing pattern had developed concentrating black residences in
the area where the Coliseum is now located. The majority of black children attended
Holladay and the old Eliot schools.

As the black population grew, racial isolation in housing and in schools increased. By
1940 the black population was almost 2,000; 57 percent of Portland’s black families lived
between Northeast Interstate and Union and south of Fremont. The attraction of ship-
yard jobs during World War II resulted in a 400 percent increase in the black population,
to 9,500 by 1950. By 1960 Portland’s black population had increased to 15,500 and was
even more residentially concentrated. Seventy-eight percent of the black families lived in
the area now known as “Albina” in inner northeast Portland. The neighborhood schools
serving this area at that time (Boise, Eliot, King, Holladay, Irvington and Humboldt) had
become more racially isolated ranging from 30 to 94 percent black by 1960. In 1968 the
City Club reported that 73 percent of the black elementary students were enrolled in only
nine of the 94 elementary schools in Portland.

In the present 1979-80 school year, 5,268 or 14.7 percent of Portland’s elementary
students are black. Most of these students (68 percent) attend seventeen schools with 20
percent or more black enrollment. While 39 of Portland’s 86 grade schools have less than
a five percent black enrollment, seven grade schools exceed 50 percent black enrollment.

To summarize: over the past 100 years the majority of Portland’s white and black
students have remained concentrated in segregated local schools. As the black student
population has grown, additional schools, generally adjacent to the Albina area, have
experienced increased black student enrollments. In contrast to this segregation a small
minority of black students are attending formerly all-white schools in neighborhoods
geographically distant from Albina.

B. School Board Desegregation Policies:

The Portland Public School Board has developed and implemented several policies in
the past 25 years in an attempt to reduce school segregation, to improve academic per-
formance and to increase inter-racial understanding.

A few months after the 1954 Brown decision by the United States Supreme Court,
which ruled de jure segregation unconstitutional, the school board stated in its minutes
that it had a policy of equal education and that it would take no action regarding segre-
gation in Portland Public Schools. This policy of being officially “color blind” persisted
on April 20, 1962, when the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
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People (NAACP) publicly charged that racial segregation existed in the Portland Public
School system. In the spring of 1963 the school board appointed a “Committee on Race
and Education” to examine the problem of racial segregation and racially disparate aca-
demic achievement in Portland. After an 18-month study, the committee found that un-
equal educational opportunities existed. On October 29, 1964, the school board adopted
the report (the so-called “Schwab Report” named after its chairman) and stated that it
would work toward the goals of reducing segregation, reducing class size in predominantly
black schools and offering more stimulating educational opportunities. These goals were
to be accomplished by the development of compensatory education programs (“Model
Schools™) and a student transfer program (“Administrative Transfer”). The latter pro-
gram permitted any student to transfer to any Portland School.

In the Report on the Model Schools Program of School District No. 1, 1972, the City
Club evaluated both the Model Schools program enacted in 1964 and the Administrative
Transfer program. The report concluded that the “4 percent gain” in achievement of
black students in Model Schools reported by the school evaluators was statistically insig-
nificant and that the effect of the five-year program in increasing the learning rate of
disadvantaged children was inconclusive. The study stated the following: “Apparently,
little valid research has been conducted in Portland schools on how students learn. Any-
one studying the Portland system is dependent on national studies and research for direc-
tion and evaluation.” In reviewing the effect of the Administrative Transfer plan, the
City Club report concluded: “We cannot find much eagerness now for use of the present
administrative transfer program. In fact it was a hard selling job to achieve the present
minimal participation.”

In January 1970, the then new superintendent of public schools, Dr. Robert Blan-
chard, submitted his Portland Schools for the Seventies plan which the School Board re-
viewed and adopted after public hearings. The plan called for changes in central adminis-
tration, administrative districts, an acceleration of the administrative transfer program,
the development of Early Childhood Education Centers (ECECs) in all seven predomi-
nantly black grade schools, the creation of middle schools, and the establishment of area
advisory committees with members appointed by the School Board.

In 1971 the voters soundly rejected a school bonding measure for middle schools.
As a result, middle school development could not follow the School Board’s timetable.
However, the conversion of Albina grade schools to ECECs went on schedule. By 1977
all grade schools in the Albina area had been converted to ECECs except Boise, which
had become a school specializing in fundamental education. Because all upper grades in
the Albina area had been removed in the conversion to ECECs, all area students from
fifth through eighth grade had to transfer out of the neighborhood. Absence of new
middle schools in close proximity to Albina, produced inequities in the transfer program.

One intended function of the Early Childhood Education Centers was to encourage
white students to attend Albina schools in pre-kindergarten through third or fourth grade.
In 1977-78 about 50 percent of the pre-kindergarten children in ECECs were white. In
that same year however, approximately 20 percent of the first graders in ECECs were
white and only five percent of the third graders were white.

Another consequence of the student transfer plan and the conversion of Albina grade
schools into ECECs was that black grade school children were bused to many different
schools, accomplishing a result known as “scattering.” For example, in 1977, 451 students
from the King neighborhood (an Albina school zone) were bused to 39 different Portland
Schools. The Community Coalition for School Integration estimated that “11 percent
(approximately 250 students) of the transfer students are in grade levels with no friends
from their home neighborhoods.” This plight was not duplicated for white children be-
cause no white children were forced to attend schools outside their home neighborhoods.
The one-way distances the children were bused ranged from one mile to 11.7 miles with
an average one-way distance of about five miles. Also, 85 to 90 percent of all students
bused in the transfer program were black children. -
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C. Community Dissatisfaction:

In the summer of 1977 some black parents and community leaders expressed concern
over School Board proposals involving racially disproprotionate busing, a plan involving
the busing of black high school students away from Jefferson High School, and other fac-
tors affecting the education of their children. After a series of meetings the School Board
asked the NAACP, the Urban League and the Metropolitan Human Relations Commis-
sion to meet to address the problem of “racial imbalance” at Jefferson High School. Late
that summer these organizations formed a coalition and invited other individuals and
groups to participate. By Spring of 1978 the newly-formed “Community Coalition for
School Integration” had 105 individual and 30 organizational members. The School
Board accepted the Coalition’s recommendations on racial imbalance at Jefferson, and
the Coalition began an intensive district-wide study of integration in Portland.

On November 27, 1978, the Coalition presented an exhaustive 365 page report titled:
“Equity for the Eighties, A Report to the Board of Education.” The 35 pages of recom-
mendations and 241 pages of appendices embraced most aspects of integration and out-
lined the pertinent surveys and available research which contributed to the development
of the report.

Dr. Blanchard responded to the Coalition report on December 11, 1978. Dr. Blan-
chard’s response summarized school administraitve policy, presented administration fig-
ures on desegregation and made recommendations for policy changes. His report agreed
with many of the recommendations of the Coalition, but took a strong stand against the
Coalition’s school pairing desegregation plan. Newspapers reported that Dr. Blanchard
criticized the Coalition’s desegregation plan as “excessive.”

During the freezing cold and snow of an early January 1979 storm, the School Board
met to consider the Coalition’s Report and Dr. Blanchard’s response. Newspaper reports
of the meeting indicated that there was confusion in the audience as to the agenda and
subject matter of Board discussion and that the Board made no decision on the issue of
two-way busing and pairing of schools. The Portland Observer (a newspaper originating
in the Albina community) editorialized that the School Board “passed the buck” and
discussed only Dr. Blanchard’s report and not the Coalition report. The attitude expressed
in this editorial is significant in that it reflected the beginning of a feeling in the black
community that the School Board was not sufficiently responding to the Coalition report.
It was this feeling that led to the rise of the Black United Front and the threatened boy-
cott of the schools.

The School Board met again in late January 1979 and rejected the pairing proposal in
the Coalition report. The Coalition met in February and began to expand its membership.
The Coalition made inquiry concerning complaints filed with the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare (HEW). The complaints claimed that black students bore unequal
burdens in the implementation of the district’s voluntary desegregation plan; that black
students were disproportionately suspended and expelled; and that black students were
achieving at lower rates than white students in Early Childhood Education Centers. In late
June 1979, HEW responded with a finding that the “Portland Public School District was
not in violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as to the allegations contained
in the complaints.” However, HEW went on to say: “The burdens imposed upon black
students under the district’s voluntary desegregation plan are disproportionately greater
than the burdens imposed on white students as a result of desegregation. But this in itself,
is not unlawful discrimination because a school district which is desegregating under a
voluntary plan can impose unequal burdens on black students as long as these burdens are
not grossly unequal.”

Because of general dissatisfaction with the School Board policies and the HEW opin-
ion, the Black United Front began organizing community members to support a boycott
of the schools unless the School Board developed a desegregation plan acceptable to the
majority of the Front members. During the summer of 1979, the controversy began to
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develop an emotional pitch. Newspapers reported that Dr. Blanchard responded to the
threat of the boycott by stating that, “No thoughtful member of the black community will
seriously consider a boycott of the schools.” The Oregonian newspaper on July 12, 1979,
quoted a Front member as stating that the boycott was a response to “double talk in HEW
and the ‘business as usual’ attitude of the School Board and adminisration.”

As Fall and the opening of classes approached, the threatened boycott had gained the
support of the Coalition, the NAACP, and other individuals and organizations. In August,
Herb Cawthorne, a leader of the Coalition, was appointed to the School Board and Jona-
than Newman, a past board chairman, resigned. The School Board had an extensive series
of meetings and developed short and long-term resolutions to modify Board desegrega-
tion/ integration policies. These proposals were tentatively accepted by the Black United
Front, and the boycott was postponed depending on implementation of an acceptable
desegregation plan.

The short-term resolution provided for the voluntary return of transfer students to
neighborhood schools and notification to parents of that possibility. Additional grades
were added to some Albina schools to accommodate returning students. Attention was
directed to see that desegregation plans did not place a greater burden on black students.
Finally, a monitoring group was created to serve as a voice for parents and children to
monitor the implementation of the short-term resolution.

The long-term resolution called for a comprehensive plan on all aspects of the desegre-
gation/integration program to be completed no later than January 31, 1980. This plan
was to be developed with the involvement of a wide cross-section of the community, and
had as goals: to establish early grades at all Albina schools not converted to middle
schools; to develop one or more integrated middle schools in Albina; to see that disciplin-
ary measures are applied equitably; to insure that funds will be distributed equitably; to
develop a program for the training of teachers and administrators on minority history and
culture; to develop programs to enhance the self-worth and cultural identity of black
students; to increase the number of minority teachers; and to seek changes in HEW’s
position on the method of teacher assignments so that minority teachers do not neces-
sarily have to be scattered throughout the district. During this period the composition of
the School Board also underwent major change. Four new members were either elected
or appointed: Steve Buel, Cawthorne, Sarah Newhall, and William C. Scott, Jr. Only
Frank McNamara, Wally Priestly, and Forrest Rieke remained from the pre-1979 School
Board.

The new Board formed a sub-committee to develop the long-range plan and by late
November 1979, two desegregation plans, each with several variations, had been submit-
ted to the full board. After School Board and public reaction, the committee revamped
the plans and in January, 1980, the committee proposed Draft II of the Desegregation
Options. Draft II contained two basic options. In February 1980, the Board held a series
of forums throughout the district in order to gain public reaction. In early February 1980,
the Black United Front submitted its proposal. (See Section VI.B.3.) On March 10, 1980,
Board Chairman Scott submitted a culminating draft plan. The Board then heard addi-
tional public reaction from various civic groups including a special meeting called for
presentations by the Black United Front. The various Board desegregation proposals sub-
mitted over the four-month period are summarized at Section VI.B.4.

In late March 1980, the Board began discussion on a final resolution. After four weeks
of deliberation, the Board adopted on April 14-15, 1980, its new desegregation plan. The
details of the new plan are discussed at Section VI.B.S5.

D. Portland’s W hite Population and Desegregation

The history of racial integration in the Portland Public Schools indicates that: 1) On a
percentage basis, Portland’s white population is less involved and less affected by school
desegregation than Portland’s black population; 2) the School Board often, albeit not
always, has become involved in desegregation in response to pressure from citizens on be-
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half of minority interests; 3) the effect of School Board policies usually has placed the
greatest desegregation burden on children who live in minority residential areas.

For example, after the 1954 Brown decision, the School Board concluded that action
should not be taken because the board believed that de jure school segregation did not
exist in Portland. It was one year after the NAACP charge of racism and almost a decade
after the Brown decision that the school board began the “Schwab Report” on desegrega-
tion. The policies stemming from that report placed major emphasis on developments in
the black community which had little effect on white citizens. The “Schools for the Seven-
ties” plan primarily involved the white community by busing black children into pre-
dominantly white schools and by offering pre-school education through the ECECs. White
attendance in the ECECs, however, dropped off dramatically by the second and third
grades. The recent desegregation efforts of the School Board were prompted by an outside
coalition and a threatened boycott. School Board policy has tended to encourage white
participation and to require minority participation.

The history of School Board action and white participation in desegregation programs
raises a fundamental issue: What underlying forces operate to produce the above history
pattern?

In 1968 the United States Government published the Report of the National Ad-
visory Commission on Civil Disorders, often referred to as the “Kerner Report.” This
report, which concluded that the history of race relations in the United States is complex,
stated:

“Certain fundamental matters are clear. Of these, the most fundamental is
the racial attitude and behavior of white Americans toward black Ameri-
cans. Race prejudice has shaped our history decisively in the past; it now
threatens to do so again. White racism is essentially responsible for the
explosive mixture which has been accumulating in our cities since the end
of World War II. At the base of this mixture are three of the most bitter
fruits of white racial attitudes: Pervasive discrimination and segregation;
black migration and white exodus; and black ghettos.”

Also in 1968, the City Club Report on Problems of Racial Justice in Portland made
the following observation:
“The white community, and its leadership, has not really committed itself to
the goal of integration .. . the Negro problem is really a white problem; it
is a community-wide concern, not just confined to Albina.”

To what extent are these observations still true in Portland? To what extent is racial
prejudice a factor in the policies and practices of school desegregation in Portland?

An issue associated with the extent of racial prejudice in school desegregation is the
political, economic and social influence of the white majority. Whites occupy a dispropor-
tionate number of decision-making positions, own a disproportionate share of the wealth,
pay a disproportionate share of the taxes, and, for the most part, live in segregated neigh-
borhoods. To what extent does white influence affect School Board desegregation policy?

Other cities have experienced so-called “white flight.” This occurs where middle class
whites leave the inner-city for the suburbs, allegedly on account of desegregated schooling
in the city. If a significant number of whites leave the city is there a potential loss of fund-
ing for schools? Is white flight a factor in Portland? Have or would white families leave
Portland because of school desegregation programs?

In Portland, academic achievement correlates highly with socio-economic status re-
gardless of the racial composition of the student body. In Portland, for example, the
achievement scores of children in schools located in high-income neighborhoods are
generally higher than achievement scores of children in schools in lower-income neighbor-
hoods regardless of race. If there is or has been a threat of white flight in Portland or
white disaffection at the polls, would it be because of a fear of desegregation, or would
it be because of a fear of possible lowered academic standards, not associated with race,
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but associated with socio-economic status? If school policy decisions have taken the
threat of white flight or white disaffection into account was that consideration appropriate?
If the threat is real, what are its causes and what should be done about it?

Thus, beneath the open tactics of boycott, coalition, and other minority pressures, may
lie the issues of white flight, tax losses, ballot measure defeats, and potential inner-city
decay. Boycott is the deprived person’s flight, just as flight is the majority’s boycott. Both
boycott and flight have common origins. Both are coercions. The difference has been that
one is overt, and the other is covert. Both deserve consideration.

These observations suggest further research of these issues: How pronounced is racial
prejudice in Portland and what, if any, effect does racial prejudice have on school board
policies and procedures? Do programs cater to whites because of fear of white flight or of
lost revenues? Do educational opportunities for minorities increase mainly in response to
citizen protest? What is the most effective way for Portland to overcome racial prejudice
while at the same time achieving improved education for both minority and majority
students?

lll. LEGAL MANDATES

Since the 1954 Supreme Court decision of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka,
Kansas, the United States has followed the precept that de jure segregation within our
public schools is unconstitutional under the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment. De jure segregation is segregation which exists by force of law, as distin-
guished from de facto segregation which exists in fact but cannot be traceable to any
government action. In Brown, the Supreme Court held that the segregation of children
solely on the basis of race, even though the physical facilities and other tangible factors
may be equal, deprives minority children of equal educational opportunities, and amounts
to a deprivation of equal protection of the laws as guaranteed by the Fourteenth
Amendment.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 evidences Congressional recognition and support of the
concept of public school desegregation, as originally espoused in the Brown decision.
Title IV ofthe Act requires the removal of all forms of de jure segregation in public school
systems. Although the Act conveys a legislative policy favoring desegregation, it does not
contemplate the dismantling of those segregated public schools produced by de facto
residential patterns.

Title VI of the Act states, among other things, that no person shall, on the ground of
race, color or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of,
or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal finan-
cial assistance. If a recipient school is shown not to be in compliance with the objectives
of the Act, it will lose all federal financial assistance.

In 1974, Congress passed the Equal Educational Opportunities Act (EEOA). EEOA
has as its goal the removal of “vestiges of the dual school system.” A dual school system
exists where students are assigned to a school solely on the basis of race, color, sex or
national origin. Through EEOA, Congress declared it to be the policy of the United
States that all children enrolled in public schools are entitled to equal educational oppor-
tunity without regard to race, color, sex or national origin. EEOA is used to combat in-
stances of a school board’s deliberate racial segregation of students. It is also used to com-
bat racial discrimination concerning faculty and staff hiring, firing, assignments, and
employment conditions.

EEOA does not apply to de facto segregation or racial imbalance based on residential
patterns which are not the product of government action. EEOA specifies remedies that
may be implemented in instances of “actionable segregation;” those remedies include
busing, developing magnet schools, closing inferior schools and opening new ones.

In 1973, the Federal Office of Education began implementation of the Emergency
School Aid Act (ESAA). One of the key goals of ESAA is to respond to the special needs
incident to the elimination of minority group segregation and discrimination among stu-
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dents and faculty in elementary and secondary schools. Federal funds are made available
to local educational agencies meeting the ESAA “eligibility for assistance” provisions. The
Portland School District has applied for and is receiving ESAA funds. Recipients that
cease to comply with ESAA requirements will lose funding. In general, the requirements
are designed to prevent racial discrimination and racial separation of either students,
teachers, or other school personnel.

The above laws by no means exhaust the federal legislation concerning the issue of
public school desegregation; however, they represent the key federal components in the
scheme to eradicate de jure segregation from the public school system.

In 1975, the Oregon Legislature passed legislation pertaining to desegregation of the
state’s public schools. ORS 659.150 states that no person is to be subjected to discrimina-
tion in any public elementary or secondary education program or service where the pro-
gram or service is financed in whole or in part by moneys appropriated by the Oregon
Legislature. As used in ORS 659.150, “discrimination” means “any act that unreasonably
differentiates treatment, intended or unintended, or any act that is fair in form but dis-
criminatory in operation, either of which is based, among other things, on race or national
origin.”

Oregon’s Department of Education, controlled and directed by the State Board of
Education, has established administrative rules to insure compliance with ORS 659.150.
One of the Department’s policies, sometimes called the “50 percent racial balance guide-
line” states that school boards should attempt to avoid minority school enrollments that
exceed 50 percent.

Finally, the Portland School Board has adopted guidelines and policies acknowledging
its affirmative duty to reduce and eliminate racial isolation of minority children in the
Portland School District and to maintain a racially integrated educational program for
the benefit of students in the district. The Board has also adopted the guideline from the
State Board of Education 1974 Policy #41-71 which states that a school is “racially iso-
lated” if it has 50 percent or more minority enrollment.

Opinions of the Supreme Court of the United States have suggested that if a plan or
policy is adhered to with full knowledge of the predictable discriminatory effect of such
plan or policy, this is one factor among many which may be considered by a court in
determining whether an inference of segregation should be drawn. In other words, a
school board’s actions, having foreseeable and anticipated discriminatory or disparate im-
pact, are relevant evidence to prove that the school board has the forbidden purpose of
intentionally maintaining segregated schools.

To summarize, at the risk of oversimplification in a complex area of law: It is uncon-
stitutional for a school board to pass resolutions or to create policy with the purpose of
furthering racial segregation in the schools. Racially segregated schools that are the prod-
uct of housing segregation are not unconstitutional. Apart from the Constitution, how-
ever, federal and state agency regulations urge, at the risk of the withdrawal of govern-
ment funding, that school boards seek to alleviate de facto racial discrimination and
segregation. In choosing the means to alleviate racial segregation in the schools, school
boards have broad discretion and may be influenced by past records of success and by
the desires of the citizenry.

These latter influences may at times place school boards in a dilemma. For example,
what if the public overwhelmingly favors a voluntary desegregation method that by past
performance has not produced desegregation? What happens when public attitude con-
flicts with public practice? Should the Board listen to what its constituency wants or what
its constituency does?

Would it be evidence of an illegal and improper motive for a school board to persist
in a desegregation method of past failure? Would it be evidence of an illegal and improper
motive for a school board to persist in a desegregation method of past failure that is sub-
stantially supported by majority and minority citizen attitudes? The questions have not
been resolved at law.
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IV. VALUES AND OBJECTIVES

The first humbling insight that confronts any forager into this area of study is the vast
amount of conflicting data, attitudes, and emphases. The only sensible way to begin is to
address the question of objectives. The Coalition called them ‘“values.” Values are a
matter of perspective.

Whose interests are at stake? Those varying interests may sometimes be mutually
compatible but are never identical. Our examination reveals these major perspectives:
the courts, federal agencies, Oregon State Board of Education, the Coalition, the 1970s
Portland School Board, the 1980s Portland School Board, the Black United Front, local
parent groups, teachers, civic groups.

But in the final analysis, the appetites for education lie ultimately with the consumers
of education—our children. Not teachers, not administrators, not parents, not political
activists, reactionaries, militants, nor judges. In the children’s interests all of these factions
endeavor. In those interests are the objectives. What are the interests of our children?
Unfortunately, children are no constituency. Their representation comes only through the
good and combined motives of all of us no matter what our perspective or faction. What
do we seek for our children? What follows does not represent a unanimity of purpose, but
it does represent a rough consensus of goals.

1. Most of us seek for our children academic knowledge. We want them to know all
of those arts and science mysteries. We want them to know the skills that will aid them
in learning. The interest here then is in learning, and the school objective has been called
QUALITY EDUCATION.

2. Most of us seek to have our children know more about themselves, about their
roots and heritage. We want them to understand their own culture and ethnic origins.
The interest here is self-pride, and the school objective has been called PLURALISM.

3. Most of us seek to have our children know more about the other children, the roots
and heritage of other cultures. We want them to sense and respect other racial and ethnic
origins. The interest here is inter-racial understanding, and the school objective has been
called INTEGRATION.

4. Most of us seek to be allowed to choose the educational settings for our children.
We want the liberty of deciding where they go to school, under what special programs
they learn, and with whom they learn. The interest here is simply freedom of choice, and
the school objective is VOLUNTARISM.

5. Most of us seek to have our children treated equally. We want them to have the
same opportunities as children of other races and do not want them to receive different
cultural treatment. The interest here is equal opportunity, and the school objective has
been called EQUITY.

6. Most of us seek a sense of community for our children within their neighborhood.
We want them to go to school with those they know and with whom they have been
raised and have shared experience. The interest here is in community and the school
objective has been called simply NEIGHBORHOOD.

7. Most of us seek to balance our children’s schooling needs against the costs of those
needs. We want and expect support for them from government, and we recognize in their
behalf that all values must be weighed together and not separately. The interest here is
in income sources, cost effectiveness, and time and energy efficiency, and is called
ECONOMY.

Perhaps other goals can be listed, but the more difficult problem is: What are the
strengths and weaknesses of each? How do they conflict with or complement one another?
What shall be the priorities among them? The major thrust of this research study has to
do with the value of integration in general and its desegregation tool in particular. What
follows, therefore, is a simple weighing of integration against some of the other objectives
enumerated.
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For example, Voluntarism and Integration may come into conflict. What shall be the
weighted value of voluntarism if it does not produce integration? Some have questioned
whether a pure voluntary system can work in Portland. Does it produce racial mixing so
that the value of multi-ethnic understanding can be achieved? To what extent must a so-
called voluntary plan be infiltrated with mandates in order to accomplish integration? And
to what extent must integration efforts be soft-pedaled in order to give parents and their
children free choices? Thus, in a voluntary desegregation plan, the people vote approval
by the degree of their freely chosen involvement. Is integration more important or less
important than freedom of choice?

To what extent does the interest in Neighborhood values conflict with Integration?
If the neighborhood school means the local residential school, and if students cannot be
assigned to non-local schools, then is integration possible? Shall integration occupy a back
seat to the neighborhood school? Can the two values be reconciled? Are neighborhoods
made by places or by people? And if by people, then can the mixing of races and the
desire for local community be reconciled by simply keeping neighborhood children to-
gether albeit at a non-local school? Neighborhoods are endangered by voluntary scatter-
ing, but are they threatened by mandated mass zone busing?

To what extent might the objective of Pluralism and Integration conflict? The dissec-
tion of races and ethnic cultures is often framed in terms of black and white or sometimes
between minority and majority cultures. But neither of those adequately defines the critical
difference. It is really an ancestral difference based upon Euro-Asian and Afro-Asian cul-
tures. Cultures are not just static things; culturing is an active process. The Euro-Asian
dominancy in our melting-pot nation could have a tendency to assimilate minority cul-
tures. That assimilation process is the root of a profound problem confronting schools to-
day. Does inter-racial understanding (the learning about other cultures) tend to detract
from self-racial understanding (the building of self-pride in heritage)? On the other hand,
does a preoccupation with one’s own background detract from learning about other
cultures?

To what extent do the efforts to accomplish Integration detract from Quality Educa-
tion? One of the unfortunate repercussions of the Brown decision was that it seemed to
place the whole problem of solving racial integration on the schools. This placement has
done much to take school board time and effort away from the main mission of schools—
Quality Education. Can the reconciliation of these conflicting values be alleviated by
other government response? Where are other community leaders and institutions? What
are they doing? Where do they stand? What positions have been taken by the Mayor or
the City Council, the County Commissioners, the Legislators, the realtors, the employers,
the corporate executives?

The goal of Equity may also come into conflict with Integration efforts. What is equi-
table about a racial balance test that places a 50 percent ceiling on minority race enroll-
ment? Does such a mechanical test forever reduce a minority race to that quantum status?
Is it justifiable to prevent a minority race from becoming a majority? Conceivably a school
is segregated when the majority race is over-dominant. That might be a deserved equity.
What if the guideline stated that a school is racially imbalanced when the majority is
greater than 50 percent? As far as integration is concerned (i.e., racial understanding),
the education of majorities is deficient when it lacks minority mixing (desegregation). The
problem with that approach in a school district like Portland is that the minority base
(20% ) is not enough to go around without accomplishing “scattering.” There is a starting
point inequity between majority and minority races that cannot be avoided because its
origins are nothing more than mathematical. Indeed, the very terms “majority” and “min-
ority” express this mathematical inequality of numbers. Any plan or procedure involving
the body county transference of students (i.e., desegregation) is confronted at the outset
by this inequity: If equal numbers of minority-majority students are transferred, then
the percentages become unequal (minorities having the inequitably greater percentage of
transferences). And if equal percentages of students are transferred, then the numbers are
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unequal (the majority have the inequitably greater number of transferences). In the face
of this inherent disproportion, can desegregation efforts nevertheless persist? And if they
should persist, can the citizens of Portland accept the inequities of a limited number of
school zones being involved in desegregation? Is it fair to be critical of a desegregation
plan because it is not “comprehensive” in the sense that it does not involve all Portland
schools? Is the argument of inequity fair when only certain schools are targeted for de-
segregation?

The interests in Economy are a persistent counter to the goal of Integration. The costs
of idealistic desegregation attempts may be prohibitive. Yet a non-quality, segregated edu-
cation may also be a cost that society cannot atford. Do integration attempts that deny
school closures in the face of enrollment declines, that force expensive school facility
remodelings, that resurrect mothballed schools, that take no account of the guidelines and
policies of government dollar sources, do such attempts create yokes too heavy for a tax-
paying public? On the other hand, do desegregation proposals that attempt to make non-
integrative reorganizational changes muddy the waters of a desegregation plan and compli-
cate the logistics of racial mixing?

A clear understanding of objectives is essential in any planning operation. But abstrac-
tion goes only so far. We are mice, men, and women after all, and all our plans go astray
until the details become affixed. All is rhetoric until then.

The question then becomes: How shall these objectives be translated into nuts, bolts,
gears, and springs—into a blueprint of what precisely to do?

V. THE DESEGREGATION ISSUE

A central concern, if not the central concern, of schools must be quality education.
Few disagree. Nor do any of the factions seriously contest the secondary principle that
integration is one aspect of quality education, that the understanding of varying ethnic
and racial cultures is, along with reading, writing, and arithmetic, an important goal of
education. Beyond this, however, company parts. The departure occurs on the issue of
desegregation. If quality education is the principal goal, and if integration (racial under-
standing) subserves quality education, does desegregation (the physical mixing of races)
further the goal of integration? Thus, the critical threshold issue in this study is: Is racial
imbalance in school enrollment necessarily wrong?

Since the 1954 Brown v. Topeka decision, where the U.S. Supreme Court said that
“separate is not equal,” it would seem that the issue of racial segregation in schools needs
no further examination. But the Court really answered a narrower issue when it held
specifically that segregation wrought by law is unconstitutional. De facto segregation was
not legally indicted. The issue today has been somewhat revived, albeit not in the same
context. Elements of the black community, particularly the Black United Front, suggest
that desegregation means assimilation of minorities by the dominant culture, that what is
needed today is pluralism (the maintenance of cultural integrity), and that experience
shows that mandated racial mixing in classrooms destroys cultural pride and academic
achievement of black students.

Forced segregation of races in schooling is illegal. But the question is whether there is
any real value in the insistence that minorities cannot be a majority in a given school?
Is the recognized distinction between “minority” and “majority” cultural groups a valid
reason for the dispersal of minorities wherever they form a majority? Does the Supreme
Court’s mandate against forced segregation place its emphasis on the word “forced” or on
the word “segregation”?

Any argument which consciously or unconsciously results in segregation makes
strange bedfellows: Liberal black educators would appear to lie down with apartheid
reactionaries. The difference, however, is the difference between a position that advo-
cates for the equal opportunity of voluntary desegregation and one that advocates for
mandated segregation. Voluntary desegregation assumes a genuine choice—each indi-



CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN 347

vidual's choice between the segregated neighborhood and the mixing of cultures at a
non-local school. It is one thing to entitle passengers to sit in the front of the bus if they
so desire; it is quite another thing to order them to the back of the bus; and, as in the
case of mandated desegregation, it is still another thing to order them to the front of the
bus.

There is another line of argument that supports separate education. It proceeds along
these premises: The issue is not really racial difference; it is socio-economic class differ-
ence. Children are not merely students; they are family members and peers of other
children. They learn not only at school but also at home and in the streets. The dynamics
of schooling must be made compatible to that socio-economic background. Can a student
who spends non-school hours in an environment without exposure to books, college ex-
perience, and literacy, compete with students who have such exposure? Poor students,
black or white, transported into a foreign middle class education experience may not be
able to adjust. They may not have the parental reinforcement and peer support for that
kind of socio-economic schooling.

On the other hand, integration proceeds upon the assumption that a desegregated
school atmosphere is itself an education in understanding; that separation in school years
breeds misunderstanding in the adulthood of employment, housing, and social life; that
bridges between peoples must be built in their growing years. In a world that is being
shrunk rapidly by advancing transportation and communication technology and by eco-
nomic interdependence, varying ethnic and socio-economic cultures are thrown more
and more together, like it or not. The success of civilization and the success of each indi-
vidual depends on an ability to understand and to adjust to one another. All of the agony
that abounds the attempt to desegregate a school district is born of the basic assumption
that educational separation of races is not quality education.

Assuming that desegregation in education is a desired goal, the issue becomes: How
should school racial mixing be accomplished?

Vi. THE DESEGREGATION LOGISTICAL ISSUES

A. General Methods:

Desegregation is a matter of racially mixing the student enrollment at a particular
school. Residency is the foremost influence on enrollment profiles. Where residential pat-
terns are mixed, school boards have no difficulty with the logistics of desegregation. But
where residential areas are each racially homogenous, the problems of school desegrega-
tion become acute.

School boards have no direct power over population shifts and residential patterns.
However, school boards may affect residential patterns by influencing realtors, employers,
developers, government planners and zoners, and other community leaders. To what ex-
tent might the Portland School Board make better use of this potential influence?

But aside from such indirect influence, school boards have certain direct political pow-
ers, and the question then becomes: What resolutions by a school board will directly affect
the student enrollment profile at a given school? The positive actions by a school board
that logistically produce desegregation can be categorized under five dynamics:

1. Zone Boundary Changes
. School Assignments
School Conversions
Parental Options
Recruitments

woR

1. Zone Boundary Changes (Neighborhoods):

School boards can affect enrollment profiles by fixing the geographical boundaries for
the area that will serve a given school. To a large extent these areas are traditional and
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have reached semi-permanence by virtue of their having become neighborhoods. Slight
modifications are often made from street to street or block to block to accommodate re-
organizations based upon population shifts and efficient use of school facilities. But aside
from such minor exhaling and inhaling of borders, the zone corpus tends to remain
constant. This is especially true in the central city where patterns and life styles are
venerate and neighborhoods are well rooted.

Nevertheless, a school board has the political power to alter those areas. The question
then becomes: To what extent does desegregation justify the gerrymandering of neighbor-
hoods? To what extent must a school board be sensitive to geographical borders (e.g.,
rivers, freeways, hills), land use borders (e.g., housing, commercial and industrial develop-
ment), and ethnic community borders (e.g., ghettos, barrios, “towns”), that have created
neighborhoods by popular observance?

2. School Assignments (“Busing”):

School boards can affect enrollment profiles at a given school by the assignment of
zones to schools. The drawing of zone borders is one matter, but designating which school
will serve that zone is another. It is possible to assign a zone of students to School A, B,
or C, thus:

ZONE _BOUNDARY

27 B |

School “B” and possibly School “A” would be regarded as so-called “neighborhood
schools.” This is so because those schools are situated within the zone boundaries and not
necessarily because they are closer to a given potential student’s home. A better term for
such schools would be “local schools.” Indeed, in the case of some students, school “C”
(a non-local school) is closer than School “A.” Thus, proximity to school is not really the
criterion. Distance of travel as remedied by bus transportation may be a factor in either
local or non-local school assignments. Nevertheless, the school assignment method of
desegregating is commonly referred to as “Busing.”

Note also that a zone assignment to a non-local school need not be a permanent
assignment for all elementary grade levels. It could be a school assignment for just one
or more grade levels. Under that concept, students at one grade level are mandatorily
transferred to a non-local school for only one year and then are returned to local school-
ing. This is termed a “One Year Transfer Plan.” Of course, it could also be a two-year
or three-year transfer plan. In any case, it is simply a limited form of school assignment.

Furthermore, neighborhoods are not made by places; they are made by people from
common places. Thus, the concept of neighborhood is preserved by zone transfers to non-
local schools of all students from the same neighborhood. The students remain with their
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neighborhood classmates throughout all of their schooling years and in that way “neigh-
borhood” (a community of peers) is not diluted.

In this respect, the radical altering of traditional zone borders (e.g., by gerrymander-
ing) can do greater harm to the values of community (neighborhoodness) than can the
shifting of assignments to non-local schools. Thus, contrast a school assignment of a

designated zone:
with a zone boundary change of that zone:
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Note that a transference (“busing”) of students may occur in either situation, but neigh-
borhoodness is divided in the boundary change.

Nevertheless, the issue that pits “neighborhood” against “busing,” arises in these
assignments of zones to schools. Should a school board in the interests of desegregation
exercise its power of school assignments so as to mandate the transference of a whole
zone of students to a non-local school? Is there a sociological truth and public attitude
that so favors the local school concept that it cannot be overcome by this method of de-
segregation?

Of course, it is also possible for a school board to gerrymander by the school assign-
ment method. A given zone can be segmented without making a boundary change by
simply assigning one segment of a neighborhood zone to one school and the remainder of
the zone to another school. This is what happened to the King neighborhood in the
Portland “Seventies” desegregation plan. The King neighborhood was split three ways by
school assignments. Although functionally this was tantamount to a zone boundary
change, the King neighborhood maintained its old identity even in the face of its new
“King I,” “King II,” and “King IIT” designations. Is it more candid to call such “seg-
mented school assignments” by their true effect, i.e., to call them zone boundary changes?

3. School Conversions: (Closure and Grade Alignments)

School boards can affect student enrollment profiles by realigning a school and its aca-
demic grade levels. By closing or opening an entire school or a grade level at a school, an
effect on enrollment is achieved. This is a dynamic distinct from rezoning or reassign-
ments. Usually it is coupled with a rezoning or a new assignment, but not always (e.g., in
the mid-1970s Albina schools were converted to early childhood centers, but no rezoning
or new assignments were made for the middle grade students.) Nevertheless, by closing a
school, students of the closed school will have to be reassimilated into the school district,
and in that process, desegregation is more likely to occur.

More subtle, however, is the recognition that the same effect on enrollment profiles
occurs when grades (not entire schools) are closed. The creation of a middle school (e.g.,
sixth grade through eighth grade [6-8]) out of a previous elementary school (e.g., first
grade through eighth grade [1-8]) is in fact the closure of first grade through fifth grade
[1-5] at that school. Likewise the creation of an early childhood center (e.g., pre-kinder-
garten through third grade [P-3]) is the closure of fourth grade through eighth grade (4-8)
at that traditional elementary school and a creation of a pre-kindergarten grade level.

The division between high schools and elementary schools is a time-honored grade
alignment. The further division of elementary schools between middle (e.g., 6-8), primary
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(e.g., 1-5; K-4), and early childhood centers (e.g., P-2; P-3), is a relatively modern re-
alignment in the Portland Public Schools.

From a desegregation standpoint, the dynamic that is really at work in school con-
versions is this: By reducing the number of terminal points (schools or grades), an increase
in grade enrollment at any one school is achieved, and thus, a greater mixture of students
at that grade follows. For example, if we have Schools A, B, and C each serving students
from kindergarten through grade 12, existing segregation is more likely to continue:

NGRS
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Examples of this alignment exist in the Portland schools at Boise (K-8); Chapman (1-8);
Ainsworth (1-8). But if the school grades are realigned thus:

S
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then, in a manner of speaking, there is only one school network with a commensurate
greater mixture of students. School C becomes a feeder school of School B, and School B
a feeder school for School A. (See “Pairing” and “Clustering” concepts at Section VI.B.2.)

It follows that every time a school is closed or a middle or early school is carved out
of an older “elementary” school, a greater prospect for desegregation occurs. E.g., Because
high schools are larger but fewer in number, (13 Portland high schools compared to 86
elementary schools), the problems of desegregation may not be as acute at that level.
Carried to its most theoretic extreme, a school district with only one school should have
no desegregation problem whatsoever.

Likewise, the opposite is true: every time a new school is opened or a previous middle
school or early school is expanded to include more grades, the prospect for resegregation
increases. For example, the reopening of such “closed” Portland schools as Monroe, Ken-
nedy, or Couch, portends of the latter prospect.

Can school or grade conversion, while sometimes effective as a desegregation tool,
undercut quality education? If the seats of education—the school buildings—are con-
stantly contracted or expanded and perpetually realigned and reconverted, is the education
that goes on inside those schools likewise agitated? Can the school board that desegregates
by conversion of schools, continue to suffer the expense and disruption of constant
retooling?

4. Parental Options (Voluntarism):
A school board can affect student enrollment profiles by permitting the student and
parents to choose the school of attendance. The previous methods for affecting enrollment
(e.g., by zone boundaries, school assignments, and school conversions) are all mandatory
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procedures, “mandatory” in the sense that student and parents have no options. To the
extent that parents can choose where their child shall go to school, the method is said to
be voluntary.

But a voluntary method must begin with mandatory assignments. A pure voluntary
system would be a district-wide open enrollment policy, the equivalent of a college-type
system where each enrollee begins by choosing a school, and by competing on a quota
basis for enrollment. It could eventually involve entrance exams and selective admissions.
Obviously such a pure district-wide voluntary system would be difficult in a public pri-
mary-secondary school system. Consequently, even a voluntary plan first makes “manda-
tory” assignments. Voluntary transfers from those assignments follow. The school board
can further “mandate” the strength of those options by reducing the number of permis-
sible choices. To the extent that some options are not open, the method is merely partially
voluntary.

The difficulty is not, therefore, whether to effect a voluntary plan, but rather how fo
limit it; how to withhold total choice; in a manner of speaking, how to “mandate” the
choices. A school board might “limit” parental options in the following ways in order to
effect desegregation:

a. By permitting the choice of transfer only if the transfer will aid in increasing the
ethnic or racial mixing of students:
Thus, a black student would not be allowed to opt into a predominantly black school, and
a white student would not be allowed to transfer into a predominantly white school. This
limitation presents an interesting constitutional issue: E.g., if a black (or white) student
scught to enter a non-assigned predominantly black (or white) school because that school
had a special educational program of value to that student, could the school by this limi-
tation constitutionally deny the entry? See the discussion of the magnet school concept,
at Section VILA.S.

b. By permitting the choice of transfer only once, thus impairing the option to
return to the originally assigned school:

Would such a limitation have a chilling effect on choice? Would it completely abrogate
the value of a so-called voluntary system? On the other hand, without such a limitation on
choice, would the privilege to return or to make new choices annually, promote “school
shopping” and confound administrative enrollment predictions which are so necessary
for future planning?

c. By permitting the choice only if there is room at the receiving school:

This limitation is obvious and compelling. However, the question of what is meant by
“room at the receiving school” becomes acute when students who have opted out are
permitted to return to their originally assigned school. In that case, “room” must be saved
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at each school for all potentially returning students. Should a student be denied voluntary
transfer to a receiving school because empty seats are being saved for potentially return-
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ing students? On the other hand, should a student be precluded from returning to his or
her originally assigned school because there is no room? Should a voluntary transfer stu-
dent be “bumped” out after enrollment in favor of a returning student? How shall space

be allocated for potential returnees under a voluntary plan? Does all of this suggest a
logistical value in the one-way, no return limitation?

d. By permitting the choice of transfer only to certain designated schools:

This limitation on voluntary plans is sometimes made necessary in order to avoid the effect
of scattering minority students. A minority student whose choice places him or her in a
student body enrollment that is overwhelmingly majority is more likely to be subject to
assimilation. Curriculum changes that promote cultural and ethnic identity, pride and
understanding are not apt to occur where minority enrollment is low. The issues then be-
come: What should be a minimum size for minority enrollment? Which schools should
be designated for limited choice in order to accomplish these minimum minority enroll-
ments without at the same time violating state standards for maximum minority enroll-
ments?

Having reviewed these various examples of limiting choice, it is clear that a so-called
“voluntary” plan does not, in fact, relieve the school board of decisions concerning man-
dates. Mandates must be delivered under either a mandatory or a voluntary plan.

5. Recruitments (Influencing of Choice):

School boards can affect enrollment profiles by persuading students and parents to
choose certain schools. This method assumes the existence of a parental option (voluntary)
plan. The recruiting method is different from compelled ‘limits” upon parental choice in
that it attempts to influence (not mandate) choices by informing the citizenry and im-
parting value to certain options.

Here school boards can create public information programs and organized campaigns
to convince white parents to send their children to predominanty minority schools and to
convince minority parents to send their children to predominantly white schools. Basically
such campaigns are predicated on the simple selling point that a desegregative school
atmosphere is an education per se. It is this latter concept of integration that desegregation
serves. (See Section V.)

Whether that simple truth can persuade a substantial number of opting parents, be-
comes the issue. In other words, in a voluntary plan, will parents appreciate that desegrega-
tion in and of itself is a valid objective? And if so, what can a school board do in the way
of public communication to persuade parents of that educational fact?

One recruiting technique has to do with communication, or rather the absence of it.
An option that is not fully informed is a guided option. School administrations can fashion
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school enrollment profiles under the rubric of voluntarism by not fully advising constitu-
ents of the full breadth of choices. For example, in January 1979, the Portland School
Board desired to diminish the scattering of minorities under its then existing voluntary
plan. Accordingly, the Board passed a resolution which sought “to accomplish the sub-
stantial reduction of the number of receiving schools to which children are transferred,
while preserving appropriate latitude for parent choices of schools.” Under that resolu-
tion, parents were still permitted transfers beyond designated receiving schools. Neverthe-
less, a reduction in scattering did result. Parental options were just as broad after as well
as before the resolution. Nothing was changed. Yet the resolution communicated the in-
accurate notion that a limited number of receiving schools had been designated. The reso-
lution did not mandate a limited number of receiving schools. Inadvertently, the school
board can narrow choice by other such ambiguous communications. Is that “recruitment”
technique made necessary in order to provide some sort of predictability in voluntary
school enrollments? How far should a school board go with this kind of “influencing” of
parent options?

Another method for recruiting is the magnet school concept. Under that method a
particular school is targeted for special educational programs. Presumably these special
programs will attract an ethnic diversity of students.
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A pure magnet school has no zone assignment; its students live district-wide and are
composed of those who have opted to attend (e.g., Benson High School and the Metro-
politan Learning Center at Couch school). Selective admissions may result, especially
where options exceed capacity. Magnet schools are naturally more expensive and a pure
magnet may suffer waste when subscriptions do not meet projections. For that reason most
such programs are hybrid assigned magnets, i.e., schools having special educational pro-
grams designed to attract some voluntary students but also having an assigned zone to
provide a minimum “mandated” student base.

However, these assigned magnets present dilemmas. If assigned magnet programs are
situated solely in the white community or solely in the black community, stigma or in-
equity may result. But if magnets offering similar programs are placed in both communi-
ties, then they may depolarize each other. Why would black or white parents transfer their
child to a special education program in a non-local community when one exists in the
local community? And if an asisgned magnet school is placed in a neutral area, where
black and white residency is already in balance, then how has desegregation been ad-
vanced? Why attempt to desegregate a school that is already racially balanced? If the
magnets are too many, they may be expensive and counter-productive. If they are too
few, they may be selective and elitist.

The issue then is whether magnet recruiting efforts are worthwhile as a desegregation
tool. Does their value within a voluntary system outweigh their potential for inequity,
expense, and counter-production? Do magnet efforts subtract from the principal recruiting
message—an appeal to desegregation/integration for its own sake? Do magnet schools
create a “two-tiered” system of schooling with resultant elitism at the top and stigma at
the bottom?
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6. Postscript to General Methods:

The foregoing discussion and analysis of general methods portray desegregation as a
“numbers” game.” But one must understand that that “numbers game” is spawned out of
an attempt, not just to quantify, but more importantly, to instill guality into the system.
It was the Supreme Court of the United States that put a premium on body count mixing
by ruling that separate is not equal. It was the Oregon State Board of Education that de-
fined racial imbalance in schools as black enrollment in excess of 50 percent. It was the
federal agencies that conditioned federal dollars on mixed racial enrollment. It was the
Coalition that criticized the Portland School Board for its seven racially isolated schools.
If it is true that too much attention is paid to numbers, then it may also be true that not
enough attention is paid to the individual student. Desegregation may be a “numbers
game,” but each one of those numbers represents a child.

B. Specific Approaches in Portland

Various specific methods of desegregation have been operative in or proposed for the
Portland situation. What follows is a brief explanation of how some of those plans align
according to the foregoing analysis of general methods:

1. Portland’s “Seventies” Desegregation Approach:

Throughout most of the 1970s Portland operated on a so-called “voluntary” (parental
option) plan. The options were limited, however: Any student (white or minority) could
voluntarily transfer to any school in the district if such transfer would abet the desegre-
gative profile of the receiving school. Time-honored basic school zones were observed and
initial zone assignments were made to local schools. However, in some instances, black
students in portions of the Albina area were not given assignment to any middle school.
No middle school was located in the Albina area, and, therefore, black middle school
students were in effect forced out of the Albina area. In some instances, students from the
Albina area were limited in parental options by being deterred from return to their origi-
nally assigned Albina school. The initial voluntary choice was not limited to any desig-
nated group of receiving schools, and, consequently, a de facto dissipation of minority
students occurred throughout the district. In spite of this scattering effect, however, the
Albina schools remained from 52 to 78 percent minority enrollment.

White students were recruited into the Albina area by magnet programs. The magnets
created in the black schools were so-called “Early Childhood Education Centers”
(ECEC). These schools provided pre-kindergarten grades and included classes through
second or third grades. Magnet programs were also created at high schools having high
percentages of assigned minorities. Thus, the magnet concept was employed principally to
attract white students into black area schools. Few equivalent magnet programs existed in
white schools.

Both white and black students who had opted into non-local schools tended gradually
to return to their local schools. White students experienced less difficulty in making that
return than did some minority returnees.

During the first eight months of 1979, the School District attempted to rectify the
shortcomings of its voluntary plan. These modifications included steps to counter “scat-
tering” by persuading minority parents to choose from a reduced number of standard
receiving schools, and steps to emphasize that resident Albina students have a priority
right to attend local magnet early schools.

Nevertheless, the general theory of Portland’s desegregation plan throughout the Sev-
enties emphasized the logistical techniques of parental choice and recruitment. On bal-
ance, the practical operation of that theory tended to mandate black exodus and to
attract white transfers.

In rough figures, the Portland 1970s “voluntary” plan generally produced an annual
transfer of approximately 400 to 600 white students to Albina schools and an annual
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transfer of approximately 1,500-1,700 minority students to predominanlty white elemen-
tary schools. The Coalition reported that in 1977, 85 to 90 percent of the 2,194 students
voluntarily transferred by parent option were black. The figures imply either an inequi-
table inducement on parental option or an inequitable commitment to desegregation.

2. The Coalition Desegregation Approach

In late 1978, the Community Coalition for School Integration proposed a different
approach to desegregation in the Portland Public Schools. The Coalition recommended
that the School Board adopt a “pairing” plan for desegregation. Basically, the pairing
concept employs the dynamics of school conversions and zone assignments. Both are
mandatory methods. Zone boundaries remain unchangzd, but locally assigned school
grade levels are closed and students within the zone at those closed grade levels are re-
assigned to a non-local school. Likewise, different grade levels are closed at the non-local
school so that those non-local students are given dovetail reassignments to the open grades
at the local school. Thus, it is said that the two schools are paired. If several schools are
involved in this complementary closing of grade levels, the concept may be called “cluster-
ing.” (See diagrams, at Section VI.A.3.)

The paired or clustered zones need not be contiguous. If they are contiguous, the
result might be accomplished by a mutual zone boundary change, thus leaving only one
zone where two or more previously existed. The Coalition did not choose to describe
“pairing” in these latter terms. The result is the same, the method perhaps only semanti-
cally different.

The Coalition also acknowledged (but did not recommend) the validity of a One-
Year Transfer Plan. That concept emphasizes the zone assignment method at a single
grade level with no school conversions involved. (See Section VI.A.2.)

The central point of departure under either a Pairing, Clustering, or One-Year Trans-
fer approach from the School Board’s Seventies approach is the difference between a
predominantly mandatory and a predominantly voluntary plan. The Coalition’s emphasis
on school assignments and school grade conversions was a refutation of the voluntary
approach and a championing of mandated desegregation. The Coalition specifically depre-
cated magnet recruiting methods. Neither the Coalition’s nor the Board’s Seventies ap-
proach encouraged significant zone boundary changes.

3. Black United Front’s Desegregation Approach:

In early February 1980, the Black United Front submitted its proposal for reorganiz-
ing the Portland schools. Concerning the logistics of racial mixing of student enrollments,
the Front’s plan makes relatively little change. It does make use of the method of school
conversions. One Albina school (Eliot) would be converted from an early school to a
middle school, and another near-Albina school (Kennedy) would be reopened as a mid-
dle school. School assignments would send students in the Humboldt, King, and Eliot
zones to the newly converted Eliot middle school. Students in the Vernon and Woodlawn
zones would be assigned to the Kennedy middle school. Sabin students would continue in
their assignment to Beaumont middle school. The Eliot early school grade children would
be reassigned to Boise. No boundaries would be changed under the Front plan.

The Front plan would also permit the exercise of parental options to send children to
any school in the district on a voluntary basis. The plan does not, however, provide for
and recruitment methods and expressly disavows magnet schools and any counseling of
students to leave Albina schools.

In general, the Black United Front champions pluralism (see Section IV) and neigh-
borhoodness (see Section IV), denigrates assimilation (see Section V), and places no
emphasis on desegregation. The mandatory school conversions are principally designed
to correct the previous inequity of no middle schools in the Albina area. Any racial mix-
ing of students in the schools is left to individual parent options with no emphasis in re-
cruiting those options. The Front urges greater attention to quality education. Is that



356 CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN

emphasis a return to the Model Schools compensatory education approach of the late
1960s and early 1970s, an approach dispelled in the City Club’s 1972 Model Schools
study?

4. The Portland School Board’s Proposed Desegregation Draft Proposals:

In December 1979 and January, February, and March of 1980, the Portland School
Board developed a number of desegregation draft plans which were presented to the pub-
lic for discussion. Those drafts were submitted in varying combinations and would be too
numerous and complicated to explain here. Approximately 14 different plans or variations
were discussed. However, in general, certain basic dynamics in each of them provide a
basis for analysis. The various proposals can be categorized under one of three possible
transfer dynamics: (a) the “Greater Northeast Dynamic,” (b) the “East-West Dynamic,”
and (c) the “Inner Northeast Dynamic.” (See Illustration No. One.)

The “Greater Northeast” plans emphasized a desegregation flow between the Albina
schools and outer northeast schools. These plans, in varying combinations, would have
influenced student mixing by incorporating one or more of these specifics: E.g., closure of
Columbia Middle School; conversion of Adams High School to a middle or early or com-
bined high-middle-early school; assignments to Whitaker Middle School or to Columbia
or Adams; together with other recruitment techniques in aid of an overall voluntary
method.

The “East-West” plans emphasized a desegregation flow between the Albina schools
and schools west of the Willamette River. These plans, in varying combinations, would
have influenced mixing by incorporating one or more of these specifics: E.g., clustering
Chapman, Ainsworth, and Couch schools with certain Albina schools; inclusion of the
Sylvan schools on a limited option basis; together with other recruitment techniques in
aid of an overall voluntary method.

The “Inner Northeast” plans emphasized a desegregation flow between the Albina
schools and nearby schools in and around the inner Northeast area. These plans in vary-
ing combinations would have influenced mixing by incorporating one or more of these
specifics: E.g., boundary changes between Sabin and Alameda schools; assignments be-
tween Albina schools and Ockley Green, Beach, Fernwood, and Irvington schools; recruit-
ments between Albina schools and some nearby Southeast schools such as Monroe and
Buckman; together with other recruitment techniques in aid of an overall voluntary
method.

Illustration No. Two shows in a very approximate way student residential patterns in
the Portland School District. The statistics are taken from page 340 of the Coalition’s
1978 report. Therefore, the reader may compare the various de jure school desegregation
dynamics here discussed with de facto residential desegregation in Portland. These figures
should be updated by the new 1980 census results.

5. Portland School Board’s Desegregation Approach for the 1980s

On April 14-15, 1980, (as this research study goes to press) after more than eight
months of school board deliberations, the board finally adopted a new “Desegregation
Plan.” The plan relies substantially on parental option and recruitment to accomplish
racial mixing of students in the schools.

In one instance the plan speaks of a “boundary change” (in reality, a school reassign-
ment): students in the King III zone are reassigned to either Alameda or Sabin schools,
depending on parental choice and “‘crowding at Sabin.”

School conversions occur at Eliot, Humboldt, and Boise schools in the Albina com-
munity. Eliot would be converted from an ECEC to an assigned magnet middle school.
An ECEC would be added to Boise (presently K-8), and existing programs at Boise would
be strengthened in order to improve the fundamental magnet potentials there. Monroe
school would be reopened in order to initially and temporarily accommodate the new
Eliot middle school students during Eliot’s possible two year renovation period. Humboldt
school would be expanded from a PK-3 to a PK-5 ECEC.
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The plan places emphasis on the integrative aspects of education by attempting to im-
prove multi-ethnic curriculum and staff training. Quality education in the Albina schools
is strengthened by reducing student-teacher ratios, by accentuating basic skill learning, by
attending to more individualized learning through the use of learning maps and contracts,
and by expanding classroom space.

In general, the mechanics of the plan emphasize the values of equity and quality edu-
cation, rather than the desegregative features of racial balancing. For example, the con-
version of Eliot to a middle school was more of a solution to the inequity of no middle
school in Albina, than it was a commitment to the mixing of races. Whether or not de-
segregation also will be served at the Eliot middle school will depend upon the success
in achieving voluntary white transfers. The board hopes to recruit 300 white students to
Eliot to align with the 300 black students mandatorily assigned there.

Estimated cost of the plan is $5 million for capital construction plus $2 million for
operations. This $7 million constitutes five percent of the school district’s 1980-81 budget
($143 million). The desegregation logistics are depicted at Illustration No. 3.
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Tllustration No. 1
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Illustration No. 2
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Illustration No. 3
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VII. THE EDUCATIONAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF DESEGREGATION

Three of the most important reasons for desegregating students are to improve aca-
demic performance, to foster interracial understanding, and to promote self esteem and
group identity. This section summarizes the information available on the effects of de-
segregation on those objectives.

A. Academic Performance:

Academic performance is generally measured by grades, scores on standardized
achievement examinations, comparative reading levels and pass-fail rates. These are
quantifiable aspects of a child’s school experience which lend themselves easiiy to com-
parisons. According to the records of the Portland Public Schools, academic achievement
throughout the 1970s has generally remained constant in the elementary schools with a
predominanty black enrollment. During that decade the average achievement levels in the
primarily black schools were similar to levels in schools in other low income neighbor-
hoods and were lower than the scores in schools in upper income neighborhoods.

The Portland school administration recently began assembling data on achievement
levels of black and white students involved in desegregation programs, but has no pre-
sentable information available at this writing.

B. Inter-Racial Understanding:

Measurement of interracial understanding and awareness, those crucial but non-
quantifiable variables in a child’s education, is generally made by attitude surveys and by
keeping data on social phenomena such as associational patterns, interracial friendships
and understanding of cultural differences. Some evidence suggests that interracial under-
standing is highest when desegregation begins in the early grades and then only when
there is high commitment to integration by students, parents, teachers, and administrators.
The Portland Public School System has no distinct or formal method for inquiry into the
effects of segregation and desegregation on interracial understanding and awareness.

C. Group Identity and Self-Esteem:

Group identity and self esteem, one’s perception of one’s self, are important factors
relating to a child’s school performance. Many studies by child psychologists and sociolo-
gists have shown that desegregation and the timing and methods used in desegregation
affect the group identity and self esteem of black children.

Self esteem and its relation to learning are difficult to measure. An individual’s self
perception and the way in which it develops and changes can greatly affect his or her
acceptance of a desegregation program. Available data supports the premise that if the
educational or cultural gap between white and black students, or the ratio of whites to
blacks, is too great, there appears to be a tendency for children to withdraw into their
own racial group. For black students attending a predominantly white school, this with-
drawal may include a withdrawal from the educational program as well as from their
white peers. The Portland school system has not developed any data to measure or deter-
mine the possible effects of desegregation plans on children’s self esteem.

Viil. PERIPHERAL ISSUE AREAS

The following areas of study are grouped under the heading “Peripheral Issues,” not
because they are of lesser importance but rather because this committee has identified
them as involving less public controversy. The fact is that school board policy concerning
teachers, community relations, and curriculum, is in many ways of greater consequence
than the issue of desegregation. However, this short-term committee did not explore these
areas in breadth or in depth because in recent months no significant factionalization or
dispute was generated concerning them. Nevertheless, because of the profound effect these
areas have on quality integrated education, further study should explore the issues here
identified.
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A. The Teacher-Staff Issues:

An important step toward achieving effective integration within Portland’s schools is
the development of a solid School Board Policy regarding hiring, placement and training
personnel. While personnel includes teachers, administrators, and staff, it is classroom
teachers who are the key to all formal education. School Board policy could set definite
standards for implementation by the school district administration. Involvement of par-
ents, teacher organizations and various community groups in planning and implementing
these standards may be essential to insure the development of a workable plan satisfactory
to all affected persons.

1. Hiring: Some primary considerations in developing a minority hiring policy should
include the following factors:

Racial Balance: Does the percentage of minority hires within the school district re-
flect the percentage of minority students within the schools? Are the proportions equita-
ble? The School Administration has developed a policy of hiring 12 percent minorities
in all job categories, matching the total minority citizen population in Portland. Minority
student population in the Portland Schools is approximately 23 percent (15 percent
black). During the 1977-78 school year minority employees comprised 8.8 percent of
Portland Public Schools employees. The question thus emerges: Should the hiring of
minorities be set at the lower figure of 12 percent of citizens rather than 23 percent of
students when one of the reasons for affirmatively seeking minority personnel is to pro-
vide students (not citizens) with role model identification?

Job Categories: Are minorities well represented in all categories of employment
(teachers, administrators, and staff) having direct contact with the student population?
A necessary component of integration within the schools is the providing of positive role
models in both professional and non-professional jobs within the students’ school environ-
ment. Are all such job classifications considered in the minority hiring policy or is the
focus primarily on teacher hiring? There has been concern that the school administration
is overly represented by white males while certain non-professional jobs may have an
over-representation of minorities. A February 1980 report indicates there is one top
administrator who is black and 5 school principals out of 87 who are black.

2. Placement: Federal ESAA regulations under the so-called “Singleton Rule” (see
Glossary) require that minority teachers be apportioned equally throughout all schools
in a district; some minor deviation is allowed. For example, where there is perhaps a six
percent minority teacher population and a 20 percent minority student population
throughout a school district, the percentage of minority teachers at any one school cannot
radically exceed six percent. The regulation currently prevents schools with higher minor-
ity student enrollments from having a proportionately higher number of minority teachers.
Thus, a school with 50 percent minority students cannot have any more than its appor-
tionate share of minority teachers. The regulation forces minority teacher ‘‘scattering.”
Should the Portland Public Schools continue to comply with this rule? Is this an inequity
required by federal law that is worth the legal costs of a court challenge? Would the ESAA
waive its rule and permit a teacher apportionment that is commensurate with district-wide
student populations? Some concerned community groups have requested the school board
to challenge these placement restrictions.

3. Training: The issues concerning teacher training for multi-ethnic classroom situa-
tions can be separated into two basic parts: (a) training logistics, and (b) the incentives
provided for such training. Training logistics includes these important considerations: Is
there a specific comprehensive district policy on training teachers for the desegregated
classroom? Which teachers will be targeted to receive it? Are training sessions to be pre-
sented in scattered places throughout the district? Is the timing right, i.e., does the train-
ing take place well in advance of the desegregation situation? Is training presented on a
regular basis with follow-up, teacher preparation, and the opportunity for feedback?

In planning, are parents, teachers and other school personnel consulted? Is there a
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mechanism for this communication, or are training needs determined at the administrative
level only? Are administrators recipients of multi-ethnic training?

Aside from the logistics of such training sessions, teachers also need to have incentives
for multi-ethnic development. Do those incentives exist and continue to be effective? Does
the teaching staff feel a proprietary sense about the training as a result of their inclusion
in the planning and presentation? Does the training require attendance at workshops
scheduled at convenient times and locations? Are teachers encouraged by a positive ap-
proach toward the school integration process, or does a negative attitude prevail so that
the training becomes a nuisance that must be endured? Is the training included in the
teacher recertification process? Are graduate credits offered?

B. Community Participation Issues:

One of the issues surrounding integration in Portland public schools concerns the
problem of gaining community support. This is especially true in voluntary desegregation
plans. Experience from other geographic areas such as Milwaukie, Wisconsin; Dallas,
Texas; and Seattle, Washington bear witness to this fact.

How is community support achieved? While there is no single answer to this question,
two areas that are bound to impact the level of community support are public participa-
tion and communication activities. “Public participation” involves the opportunity for
community input into the decision-making process. “Communication activities” refers to
the school administration’s communications programs. Thus, public participation is input
into the system; communication activities is output from the system. The School Board
needs to be concerned not only with involving public input into the decision process, but
also with “selling” the final desegregation plan to the public.

In a voluntary effort such as Portland’s, community support is even more crucial.
Willingness to participate in the logistics of the desegregation program may well be a
clear indicator of the level of community support achieved.

Various avenues for community participation presently exist. One grass-roots oppor-
tunity for local input is the traditional parent-teacher organization established at most
schools. The Portland Council Parent-Teacher Group did initiate a “parent survey” re-
garding possible magnet middle school development. The results of this survey were pre-
sented to the School Board’s Desegregation Sub-Committee.

A more formalized community participation occurs through the two District Citizens
Advisory Committees. Regularly conducting meetings open to the public, these commit-
tees were established under the Schools for the Seventies program, and have a structured
membership.

Because Portland Public Schools receive Federal Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)
money, the district must have a Parent Advisory Committee (PAC) to monitor the ex-
penditure of the funds. While the original membership of the committee was selected by
the school board, the group now selects its own membership and holds regular meetings
open to the public. The ESAA-PAC did respond to Desegregation Options Draft II, pre-
senting testimony to the school board.

Citizens not directly involved in the above mentioned groups have alternative forums.
All school board regular, special, and committee meetings are open to the public, with
advance notice of such meetings made available by law. Normally each meeting has a
scheduled agenda, but public testimony cannot always be accommodated. Of course, the
school board and administration may learn a citizen’s ideas through written communica-
tion.

In addition to those community input opportunitics which regularly exist, a number
of ad hoc opportunities were created within the context of current desegregation planning.
The Board conducted approximately 30 public hearings or special meetings between
December, 1979, and March, 1980, to explain the development and substance of desegre-
gation proposals, and to elicit public response. Advertised in the public newspapers and
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through flyers sent home with students, these meetings were held throughout the district.
Interested persons indicated a desire to speak, and time was then allotted for presentations.

By School Board resolution in November, 1979, a Desegregation Communications
Steering committee was formed. Composed of representatives from various civic groups
and selected “to ensure broad community representation,” the committee will focus on
implementation of the final plan. Meetings of this group will also be open to the public,

The School Board also has estabilshed, on a temporary basis, a desegregation informa-
tion center. The center’s objective is to field citizen questions over the phone regarding
the desegregation program. Staffed in February 1980, the “Deseg Hotline” is funded
only through August 1980.

Two other vehicles for community input have yet to be established. The School
Board’s August 1979 short-term resolutions called for the formation of a monitoring
group for community input on the equitable implementation of Board policies. While
the Board issued invitations for participation in the monitoring group, none were ac-
cepted. The Board’s long-term resolutions also called for the formation of a community
advisory group to be involved in the staff selection process in schools that are part of the
desegregation/ integration program.

As noted above, a number of vehicles exist for community input. However, basic
issues surround both the quantity and quality of that public participation. Concerning the
quantity of participation, do enough opportunities exist for public input? Concerning the
quality of participation the questions include: If the School Board prescribes the composi-
tion of a group, does this insure community representation? Is the School Board receptive
to public participation? Does the Board regard it as welcome advice or mere tokenism?

C. Multi-Ethnic Curriculum:

Issues which should be considered in the contiuing efforts to develop multi-ethnic
curriculum are:

1. Scope. Should multi-ethnic curriculum be included integrally within all areas of
regular school curriculum, or should it be taught as a separate subject?

2. Uniformity. Should all schools use the multi-ethnic curriculum sequence, or should
it be used only in schools with minority populations?

3. Future Development. Who will revise the School District’s multi-ethnic curriculum
guideline when necessary? Will teachers, administrators, parents and representatives of
various ethnic groups in Portland be included in a review and revision process on a regular
basis?

4. Teacher Support. Have teachers received any training to assist them in applying
the multi-ethnic curriculum sequence? Are school principals supportive of teacher efforts
to deliver multi-ethnic curriculum within their particular schools? Is support from the
school district administration evident?

5. Evaluation. Assuming multi-ethnic curriculum is a priority of the School District,
have efforts been made to evaluate the impact on principals, teachers, and student popula-
tions within the schools?

IX. BASIC ISSUE SUMMARY

What follows is an attempt to generalize in an area filled with unresolved detail. Under-
standing that, the reader may get from this summary of issue areas a modest focus.
Little controversy surrounds these basic observations:
A. Education is the basic business of our school system, and all is subordinate to that
goal.
B. Neither desegregation plans nor anything else works without the support and par-
ticipation of the community.
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While still unsettled in some people’s minds, these propositions ‘receive at least a
concensus:
A. Inter-racial understanding (Integration) and intra-racial pride and integrity (Plur-
alism) are two basic tenets in a quality education.
B. Integration and Pluralism can best be learned when a round multi-ethnic curricu-
Ium is offered and when teachers and staff are hired because of and are continually
trained in sensitiveness toward varying ethnic heritages.

However, when racial mixing of school enrollments is included as a method of accom-
plishing integrative and pluralistic learning, controversy emerges. What follows is a gen-
eral summary of the basic issues concerning desegregation which have surfaced as contro-
versial in Portland in these recent months:

A. Is desegregation of races in the schools a worthwhile goal? (See Section V.)

B. If desegregation is worthwhile, should its accomplishment be tested by fixed maxi-
mum numerical racial percentages of minority student enrollments? (See Section
1v.)

C. If desegregation is worthwhile, by what means shall it be accomplished: Manda-
tory or voluntary means?

D. If voluntary desegregation means are chosen:

1. How shall that volition be limited and controlled? (See Section VI.A.4.)
2. How shall that volition be influenced? (See Section VI.A.5.)

a. By school administration counseling and public relations programs?

b. By magnet schools and special education programs at strategic schools?

E. If mandatory desegregation means are chosen, how shall they best be accom-
plished?

1. By boundary changes? (See Section VI.A.1.)
2. By school-zone reassignments? (Section VI.A.2.)
3. By school conversions? (See Section VI.A.3.)

X. CONCLUSION

The mission assigned to this Committee permits no conclusions. Serious questions
worthy of continued research are raised in this report.

Accordingly, this report may be regarded as a progress report. The flnal word on de-
segregation in Portland (or anywhere for that matter) is not yet written. The School
Board’s “Seventies” plan was designed for a decade. The Board’s current effort has been
termed a five-year plan. The struggle for answers is on an ocean of shifting population,
school board adjustments, and the stirrings of integration philosophies. While there are
those who seek to end the matter, there are also those who would begin it. In such a set-
ting, the wisdom of continued, long-range research is confirmed.

Respectfully submitted,

Ron Ennis

Sara Goldberg

Freddye Petett

Bruce Posey

Carol Stone

Daryl Ann Wilson, Research Intern
Ron Lansing, Chairman

Approved by the Board of Governors April 28, 1980 for publication and distribution
to the membership.
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GLOSSARY

ALBINA: The name of a neighborhood area in Northeast Portland where many Black families
live. Sometimes delineated by the school zones of King, Irvington, Sabin, Humboldt, Boise,
Eliot, Woodlawn and Vernon schoolos. It is not an officially designated political subdivision.
It is sometimes referred to as “inner Northeast Portland.”

ASSIMILATION: A mixing of cultures wherein, consciously or unconsciously, the minority
culture takes on the beliefs, values, and life styles of the dominant culture. The process of
assimilation instills the notion that a unity of culture is desirable.

BLACK UNITED FRONT (BUF): A black civil rights advocacy group, particularly concerned
with perceived racial inequities in Portland Public Schools, and now having a broader focus than
strictly school issues.

THE BOYCOTT: A boycott of Portland Public Schools by black students was proposed by BUF
during July, 1979, when little alleged progress had been made by the school board to alleviate
the imbalanced burden of desegregation. The school board passed long and short-term resolu-
tions in August 1979 addressing the problems, and the boycott did not occur.

“BUSING”: A term often used for the transporting of students away from their local school
area to a non-local school.

THE COALITION: See Community Coalition for School Integration.

COMMUNITY COALITION FOR SCHOOL INTEGRATION (CCSI): A diverse and broad-
based organization formed in 1978 in response to certain proposed desegregation changes by the
School Board. There was strong community dissatisfaction with this proposal, and the Board
requested an alternative be submitted, which reflected more community consensus. CCSI worked
18 months to produce Equity for the Eighties, a comprehensive document which included alter-
natives for the School Board’s consideration.

DE FACTO SEGREGATION: Segregation which exists in fact, but is not traceable to or result-
ing from government action.

DE JURE SEGREGATION: Segregation which exists as a result of some type of government
action. This would include the results of municipal codes and express school board policies and
practices.

DESEGREGATION: A reorganization of student enrollment at schools in order to accomplish
racial mixing.

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CENTER (ECEC): Schools in Portland offering pre-
kindergarten through third grade programs. As part of Schools for the Seventies, the previous
Model Schools of the 1960s were converted to ECECs. The ECECs incorporate various enrich-
ment programs and are often magnet schools. All Albina elementary schools except Boise were
converted to ECECs during the 1970s.

ECEC or ECE or ECC: See Early Childhood Education Center.

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: The traditional grade school (e.g. K-8 or 1-8).

EQUAL PROTECTION: When classification of people under the law occurs, the classification
must reasonably further a legal goal of the state. If the division deals with race, the state must
have a compelling interest to use that classification, otherwise it will be illegal. This is a right
guaranteed to individuals against the state through the 14th Amendment.

EQUITY: A sense of fairness or equal shouldering by majority and minorities of the burdens of
desegregation efforts. Many factors, including the distance students must travel to school, the
number of students transported, and access to school programs, contribute to an equitable plan.

EQUITY FOR THE EIGHTIES: The 365-page 1978 document by the Community Coalition
for School Integration proposing changes in school district operations and policies.

ESAA: Emergency School Aid Act; making monies available from the Federal government to
local school districts to aid desegregation and integration. ESAA money focuses on upgrading
the achievement scores of minority Administrative Transfer (AT) students transferring into
white schools, and helps majority students in those schools who are educationally disadvan-
taged. The Title VII ESAA Committee is the parent advisory committee which advises and
monitors the school district’s expenditure of these funds.

FEEDER PATTERNS: The hierarchical network whereby students from several early or pri-
mary schools are graduated (“fed”) to an assigned middle school, and whereby students from
several middle schools are graduated to an assigned high school.
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HEW: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare; the Federal agency which previously
was charged with overseeing and distributing federal monies to school districts throughout the
nation, including Portland Public Schools. Portland is part of Region X of HEW, and is served
by the Seattle office.

INTEGRATION: The value that a school institution and community places upon the study of
and respect for diverse ethnic and racial cultures; inter-ethnic understanding. “Desegregation”
is one of the tools often associated with, but not necessarily an ingredient of, integration.

LOCAL SCHOOL: A school physically located within a school zone; a term often used as a
synonym for neighborhood school.

MAGNET SCHOOL: A school that offers a special curriculum capable of attracting substantial
numbers of students of different racial backgrounds from a multitude of school zones.

MIDDLE SCHOOL: A school offering grades six through eight (6-8; sometimes 5-8 or 7-8).
Middle schools serve several elementary schools within a neighborhood. The primary/middle
school division is the result of the reorganization of traditional K - 8 schools.

MINORITY GROUP: Refers to persons who are American Indians, Alaskan Natives, Asians,
Pacific Islanders, Blacks, Hispanics, Franco-Americans, and Portuguese, and may include per-
sons whose dominant language is other than English.

MINORITY ISOLATION OR IMBALANCE: When minority group children constitute a greater
than proportionate enrollment of a school, the school is said to be racially isolated or imbal-
anced. By Oregon state guidelines, “disproportion” means greater than 50 percent minority en-
rollment.

NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOL: A term often used synonymously with “local school” but which
could refer to a school, local or non-local, to which an entire neighborhood zone is assigned.
PAIRING: A school desegregation method whereby a black school zone is coupled with a white
school zone with dovetailing mixing assignments.

PLURALISM: The value of maintaining and respecting the cultural differences among all stu-
dents. This theory, developed in the early 1900s in this country, recognizes the diversity of
cultures and races, and respects the positive attributes of each ethnic group. Maintaining differ-
ences in culture is respected within a framework of equal treatment. Intra-ethnic understanding
and pride.

PRIMARY SCHOOL: A term for those traditional schools below middle schools (e.g. 1-5; K-6).
QUALITY EDUCATION: A value that recognizes that a principal focus of any school system
must be academic instruction and sound learning programs.

REORGANIZATION: The process whereby school boards mandate student enrollment at par-
ticular school buildings by the techniques of boundary changes, student assignments, school
closures, school openings, grade closures, allowances for voluntary student transfers, and so
forth. Desegregation is a type of reorganization motivated by the need for racial mixing.
SCATTERING: Dissipation of minority students throughout a school district resulting from re-
assignment of minority students to many different majority schools without regard to neighbor-
hood community or minimum minority enrollment floors.

SCHOOLS FOR THE SEVENTIES: 1970 plan of the Portland Public Schools recommending,
among other things, decentralization of the school district into three administrative areas, mak-
ing a commitment toward urban core Early Childhood Centers, and supporting middle schools
throughout the district.

SINGLETON RULE: A ratio required by ESAA regarding the placement of minority teachers
within a school district. The Federal directive generally requires that the percentage of minority
teachers in each school should be roughly equal to the percentage of minority teachers in the
district. Thus, this rule forces a pure racial balance of minority-majority teachers throughout
the district even though the student profile is not so purely balanced throughout the district. If a
school disrict is in violation of this rule, ESAA Federal funds may be withdrawn unless a waiver
is secured. Portland Public Schools has received such a waiver in the past. The desirability of
complying with the rule remains a controversial issue.

VOLUNTARY PLAN: A School Board term for allowing students to attend schools other than
their locally assigned school in order to increase racial mixing throughout the district.

WHITE FLIGHT: The out-migration of whites from desegregated school districts in order to
avoid mandatory desegregation.
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STATISTICS
APPENDIX
1. What is the public school enrollment in Portland for 1979-80?
e S N 53,670
Pre-K . . e 748
L Y 3,842
D28 parnsimsE e BL s EEToE BabSE BRI b B & TS R 8 30,363
Spec. Elem. . ...... ... .. ... .. .. ... ... 519
L 16,354
Spec. Progs. . ... ... 1,844

(All data from 79 PPS Enrollment Report.)

2. Has the total enrollment in Portland’s public schools decreased in the past decade?

Yes.
1970-71 total . ... . ... ... . ... ... 74,949
1979-80 total ..... ... .. ... . ... ... ... ... 53,670

21,270 fewer students are enrolled now.

The total enrollment declined 3.5% from 1978-79 to 1979-80.
The Kindergarten enrollment for 1979-80, however, shows an
increase of 91 children over 1978-79.

3. What is the minority student population for the 1979-80 school year in Portland Public

Schools?
23.2% of the total student body are minority students.

American Indian . ........ ... ... ... ... ... ... . ... .. 1.7
Blagk «ncomste s sss ooes sm s e ms st S Bt o s 14.7
Ortetal o xouramyusys senpes s smes5as 188 HE T8 LTS 4.8
Spanish . ... ... ... ... .. 2.0

4. Are there schools with a minority student population equal to or exceeding 50% for the
1979-80 school year?
Yes. Seven elementary schools have a 1979-80 minority enroll-
ment which exceeds the state guideline of 50%.

Boise . ... 91.0
BEIIEE -5 5 e s oo om0 S0 o s 52.6
Homboldh v - comnnmosms s s mas 50550 M S e E S s 55.6
KA ¢oueman e ae e 0E e o E 55 SR s So8 @ & aeEmsem s 64.0
Sabin . ... 53.5
Vernon .. .......... .. e 63.1
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APPENDIX :

MEETINGS MONITORED
Portland Public School Board
Desegregation Sub-Committee Meetings:
Nov. 6-16-18-20, 1979; Dec. 11-17, 1979; Jan. 4-8, 1980

Regular Board Meetings:
Jan. 19-28, 1980; Feb. 11-25, 1980; March 10, 1980; April 14, 1980

Special Board Meetings:
Dec. 22, 1979; Jan. 21-29-30, 1980; March 6-12-13, 1980

Public Forums:
Feb. 12-13-14, 1980

Community Organizations
League of Women Voters, Schools for the City, Ecumenical Ministries:
Nov. 19, 1979; Dec. 4, 1979; Feb. 6, 1980

Black United Front:
Nov. 19, 1979
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1220 S.W. 5th Ave, 3
Portland, Oregon 97204 :

Dear Commissioner Jordan:

It was a pleasure, as always, to see you this morning at the
informal council session at which we explained the district's
new desegregation plan. While there are still outstanding
issues that will continue to cause substantiative discussion

and disagreement in the community, I think the plan, on balance,
is a good one. It has a fresh approach. That is¢ to say, it
focuses on quality education first and balancing of numbers

a distant second. For a major school system, the opportunity

to achieve even this possibility has been remote. Yet, Portland
has the vision in sight, and can lead the nation in the develop-
ment of an agressive approach to integration through persuasion
and the establishment of excellent programs. The obligation is
on the district: We must use our expertise, our creativity, our
educational know-how to establish programs in strategic locations--
programs so good that parents will accept the inconvenience of
transportation in order to gain a high quality experience for
their children. Therefore, rather than assigning children to

a mandatory cross-busing system devised arbitrarily, the Board
seeks to encourage voluntary choices. This is indeed a unique
approach.

I appreciated your interest and your personal concern. As the
City-Schools policy acknowledges, the health of the city is
intricately applied to the quality of our schools. We are certain
that the new desegregation plan will contribute the improvement
of education, while preserving the rights of parents to select
from a variety of experiences the one best for their children.

In the spirit of the City-Schools policy, I hope we will continue
to provide the leadership in explaining this approach to the
larger community. Now is the time for positive and forthright
leadership. With your help this community will appreciate its
right to choose and the necessity of making choices that maintain
our right to decide this issue, based on our local uniqueness.



Commissioner Jordan -2- July 16, 1980
Again, thank you for taking the time from your busy schedule
to listen to our presentation regarding the desegregation program.

Cordially,

T

Herb L. Cawthorne, Chairperson
Board of Education

HLC
jh

cc: Board of Education
James Fenwick



APPENDIX C

STAFF TRAINING FOR DESEGREGATION/INTEGRATION

INTRODUCTION

On January 8, 13979, in response to recommendations from the Community
Coalition for School Integraticn, the Portland School Board passed resolutions
relating to curriculum, teacher training, and a standard of performance for
multiethnic  education. Since  then, the District has developed
multiethnic/multicultural curriculum guidelines, has expanded staff development
activities relating to desegregation/integration needs and the multicultural
education standard of perfiormancs has Deen incorporated into District
evajuaticn procsdures.

On August 28, 1979, the Board sdopoted a Resolution regarding the Long Term
Aspects cf Desegregation. [tam 7 of that Resolution stated that:

"The directicn b5y the Board thar the Sucerintendent creat2 & more
extansive course of instruczion for teachers and adminisirators in the
swject areas of Black history and culture, aleng with instruction in the
history and cuiture of other ethnic mincrities, and the problems created
2y social class.

3. The Superintandent will devaliop plans with procsdures to insure that
all administrators and teachers assigned to clusters in  the
desegregation/integration program will complete such instructicn
before the beginning of the 1330-31 school year.

b. Newly assigned teachers and administrators wil complete such
insructcn deiore the first tarm of that new assignment.”

Continued twaining is essential to top perficrmance in any job. Conditicns,
technology and needs change in all professions. This is as wue for educaticn as it
is ficr any other endeavor in our society. Teachers must cbtain zadditional
knowiedge, new skills and new insignts regulariy to be able to perform their jcbs
most satisiactoridy. Inservcs training for teachers occurs as a resuit of
on-the-job experiencss, individual study and research, anrcliment in coilege and
university classes, participaticn in coniersncss, workshops, and seminars and
parTicipaticn in staif development programs preparsd by the District. Most
tezchers upgrade themseives regularty through a variety of these methods.

With significant changes cccurring in the Diswict's desegregation/integration
programs, it is especiaily important that staif members recsive the training
necessary to carry out the Board's plans in the most sifective and successiul
way. They will need to know the legal bases of the District's desegregation
orograms and they will nesd 1o understand the goals and cbjectives ci the
District's desegregation plans. They need 0 understand the history and culturs
of the various ethnic groups, and they will need the skills to work eifectively
with all students and adults regardiess of culture or 2thnicity.

(O



In September, 1579, the staff proceeded to deveiop plans for the implementation
of that resolution. I[n addition to District personnel, a staif member from
Portland State University was engaged to assist in developing a course of
instruction. Representatives of the Portland Asscciation of Teachers also
assisted in the planning. As a result of this planning, a thirty-three hour class
was developed and presented as a pilot to fifty teachers and administrators
during the winter quarter January 9 to March 12, 1980,

The Winter Class for the fifty served three purposes:

1. It provided a cross section of District personnel an opportunity to
react to the material presented and to assist in the revision of
course content prior to presentation to additional staff.

2 It provided a cadre of personnel who are available t3 assist in
©  presenting the revised course or units of it @ staff as provided by
the Board's Comprehensive Desegregaticn Plan.

3.  After revisicn, it provided a core class content which inciuded
attention to the development of an awareness and understanding of
the cultural identity of Blacks and other culturai/etnnic zroup
students, the enhancement of student's self -esteem, the sifects of
teacher expectations upon student’s self-esteem and zcademic
achievement, and a2 mode! icr understanding and developing an
educaticnal program that is muiti-cuitural.

The staff training component of the Board's Compr=hensive Desegregation Plan
specified that impiementation of staff training for desegregation/integration
would inciude a variety of offerings, and that of key elements in the program
ares: ’ ' d

3 teams of feachers and principals from selectad scheols will

: participate-in werkshcps during the (920 spring-and summer quartars
and those teams will assist in planning and conducting the program
in individual scheols;

® discussicns will be held with parents, communizy leadership, stafi,
administraticn and national ccnsuitants in developing the training
program;

B the waining will be provided at each school based upen staii,
© program and community ne=ds;

) the waining will be presentsd in the f{ormat best suited w the
individual schooi; '

) the District Curricuium, Staff Training and Coemmunity Relations
deparmments will heip schools plan, conduct and evaluats the
DrOgrams; : ;
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) each principal of a school having a combined total enroilment of
Blacks and other ethnic groups of 20% or more will draw up a staif
training plan which creates opportunities for his/her staff to
interact with parents and/or community groups for the purpcse of
increasing staff awareness of the cultural uniqueness and positive
community and personal contributions made by Blacks and members.
of other ethnic groups; the principal should consult with the Offics
of the Superintandent, his/her own staff, and community members in
drawing up the plan. The plan will be carefully monitered by the
process put forward in this document and there will be timely
reports made to the School Board;

® consideration shall be given to 3 program which prepares siudents
and parents o understand how they may be perceived or stersotyped
in crder that they may understand how they may better contrei their
own responses and motivations.

INSERVYICE CLASSES

Using the revised core class as the foundation, implementation of the first five
of the key slements are to progress accerding to the following timeline.

MARCH 1380
Utilizing input from the ESAA/P.A.C., 2 PPS/PAT teacher questionnaire, and the
wintar term pilot class participant's input the initial class offering of

"Leadership Training for [ntegrated Sducation” s revised.

SPRING QUARTER 1330

The revised and refined class is initially offersd to these scnicois known o be
part of the desegregation/integradon program. Teams of 3-4 teachers and a2
building administrator from the foilowing scficols are participating:

ECE-3 High Schools
Alnsworth Adams
Alameda Benson
Beach Cleveland
Beaumont Frankiin
Boise Grant
Buckman Jackson
Chapman : Jeffarson

O
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ECE-8 High Schools

Columbia/Whitaker Lincoin

Eliot " Madison

Fernwood Marshall

Humboldt Rooseveit

[rvington Washington/Monroe
King Wilson

Cckley Green

Sabin

Yernon

Woodlawn

They volunteer to partipate in the development of an inservice pian for their
individual building. One hundred and twenty-iive (125) teachers and thirty (30)
administrators are currentiy involved in the training.

The t2ams are grouped ECE-8 and 9-[2 with 2ach group receiving a minimum of
thirty-three hours of wzining in the core class content areas, building needs
assessment stratagies, student and community/parent inveoivement strategies,
staif deveiopment planning, and curricuium deveiopment and teaching strategies
for educaticn that is multicultural.

Each building team's task is to serve as an information resource to assist the
1980-31 in-building inservicea class instructors in further modifiying the class
content o meet e3ch particular building's needs. The re-modified class wiil then
be offered to ail of the identified scheeis throughout the 1980-381 scacol yezr and
the summer of 1981.

The two classes are being coordinatad by a professar irom Portiand State
University with the actual instruction deiiversd by Community Relations stafif,
and local and naticnal consultants in the area of multicuitural educatien.

TRAINING OF TRAINERS - SPRING 1980

Training of twenty (20) inswructors for the [980-31 in-building inservice sessions
of the core class is being heid April through June [980. The training sessions are
being cocrdinatad by the Community Relations Department. The idenrified
1980-81 staif training instructors will participata in the current class sessions ©
gain further insight into whar is being offered and the te2achers/administrators
response o the content and delivery sirategies. [n additicn, the instructoes will
be involved in additional cors course content development and medification,
outside reiated reading, and training.

SPRING/FALL 1930

Building needs assessments will be ccnducted Spring or Fall quartsr [930 and
used as part of the inservice class planning and impiementaucn. Each building's
needs assessment and class develooment will be done by identified in-ouilding
representatives, the identified building inservics instructor, and a Community
Relations Department staif persen.



Using infermation provided in the Spring 1980 classes and the needs assessment,
each building's inservice course will be designed.

1980-81 SCHOOL YEAR/SUMMER 1980

The planned building classes will be implemented, evaluated, and revised.

The class(es) will be offered for graduate credit on a voluntary basis to all staff.
Those teachers identified as needing assistances will be required tc participate.

Over a 2-5 year span using the same needs assessment, plan, design, implement,
and evaluate strategy, each building will continue to further strengthen their
multicultural education programs.

ADMINISTRATIVE FORUMS - SPRING/SUMMER 1980

Throughout spring and summer quarter 1980, District administrators on a
voluntary basis will participatre in 2 series of forums with national consuitants in
the area of desegregation/intagration and muiticuitural education.

The design of the training will be directad towards assuring participants and
schools that useiul training will result and that workable solutions will be
deveioped. Principals in each building will olay 3 key role in detsrmining that
the process Iollowed will assure accountability for results at the individual
scheol level. Key alements of the training program are:
SPRING 1980
L. Training of School Tezms

SPRING/FALL 1930

v Indivicdual Building and Tezcher Needs Assessment

SPRING/FALL 1980

3.. Design Individual 3uilding Training Programs
4. Plans for impiementation and follow up with the school serting

1980-31 SCHOOQOL YEAR/SUMMER 1981

5.  Training of identified staif

SPRING 1980 - SPRING 1933

6.  Plans for medification, re-design and revision

7.  Utilization of ongoing technical assistancz2 and monitoring by staif
and local and national consuitants



3. Plans for parent, community agencies and leaders, local and national
consultants, and ESAA Committee involvement and review of staff
training planning

The training program will be made available to staff members throughout the
District, but major attention during the period March I, 1980 to
September |, [98] will be given to those staff members working in schoois that
are a part of the desegregation program.

ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS

Following are the remaining key elements of the staff training component of the
Board's Comprenensive Desegregation Plan and the directions for
implementation.

The plan provides:

® each orincipal of & schcel having 2 combined totai enrollment of
Blacks and other ethnic groups of 20% aor more wiil draw up a stafs
training plan which cr=ates cpportunities for his/her staff to
interact with parents and/or cocmmunity groups for the purpose of
increasing staff awareness of the cultural uniqueness and positive
community and perscnal contributions made by Blacks and members
of other ethnic groups; the principal should consult with the Cifice=
of the Superintendent, his/her own staii, and community members in
drawing up the pian. The pian will be carefully monitored by the
process put forward in this document and thers will be timely
reports made %o the School Board.

Individual building staff training plans for community interaction should be
completad and deiivered to the Community Relations office by October [, [280.
The Community Relations Department will assess plans, provide approcriata
assistanca and resources and mcenitor results. A summary of individual schcol
olans will be available by November |, 1580.

All pians shouid inciude, but are not imited to, the fcilowing:
l. Direct staff -parent and/or community group interaction
2.  Programs and activities that enhance stafi awareness of
minority group or individual conwibutions within the

community.

3.  Programs and zactivities that transiate these contributions into
the ciassrocoms.



The Community Relations Department can assist schools in surveying their
communities with regard to community contributions, in delivering cultural
awareness training and in offering alternative staif training strategies.
Additionally, principals can include community involvement in their school plans
for integrated education staff training. Varicus parent involvement and school
climate strategies will be prasented in the Spring core class (Leadership Training
for Integrated Education) and principals and leadership teams can select
appropriate strategies for their buildings.

Buildings should begin the implementation of their plans by November 15, [980.
Principals should be preparad to assess their staif training plans for community
interaction by March, 1981 and with the assistance of the Community Relations
Department and citizen involvement, revise their plans for the following year. A
sunmary of the Iindividual school plans assessments and cevisions will be
available May, (931,

The final eiement in the plan is:

® consideration shall be given 0 a3 program whnich prepares
students and parents to understand how they may te percs=ived
or stareotyped In crder that they may understand how they
may cettar control their own rasponses and motivations

An impertant element in the classroom is teacher percaptions and expect=iicns.
There are many programs available that assist t2achers in recognizing the ways
in wnich their axpectations and perceptions influencs the opportunities avaiable
to their students. The goal of increased teacher awareness of student
expecrations and percaptions is t assist the teacher in providing an egual
opportunity for leaming for every student in the classroom. There are also
parent classes developed and currently being impiemented in Portland Public
Scheols that assist parents in assessing their children as students and in preparing
them to equalize their own ooportunities within the strucTured [earning
environment. Individual schoois will be made aware of the various programs
available in the area of teacher/student expectations through their participation
in Leadership Training for Integrated Educaticn. They will implement or medify
these programs according to their individual building ne=ds.

Additionai studies will be made, through the joint efforts of the
Community Relations Departnent and the Portiand State University 3lack
Studies Department, to review, revise, and/cr design programs that assist
students in perceiving others' axpectations and subsegquentiy assisting them 1o
control their own behavicr and motivation. The goal is through increased
awareness of stereotypes and expeciations, students will be able to minimizs the
harmiul effect on tNeir functioning as 3 learner. These programs will be made
available to schools in the 1980-31 school yezr.

-3
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MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Analysis of inservice training reccrds, staif personnel files and information
provided already by teachers indicates that there is considerabie variation in the
levels of knowiedge and skills pertaining to multiethnic/multicultural education
among Portland teachers and administrators. This has important implications for
the training program. The conditions and needs that exist in each of the schools
affected by the Board's resolution will vary depending upon the {ocation cof the
school and the grade levels mduded in the program.

Board Resolution X-6121 contains the Iollowing multiethnic standard of
performance for the District professional staff.

X-6121 MULTIETHNIC EDUCATION -- STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE

A. The competent teacher in subject with multiethnic
dimensions includes appropriate multiethnic themes in
lesson plans and instructicn, inciuding historical or other
information as to cuitures having significant impac: on
the world,.nation, or communizy.

8. The competent teacher and administrator s aware of
and appreciates cuitural diversity and the imporTancs of
community skills refiecting sensitivity to the {=elings of
all persons regardless of their race, color, religion, sex,
age or nationai origin and does such preparation and
takes such training as is necsssary 10 develop such
awareness ang appreciation in hersaif or himsaif.

C. The comperent administirator takes appropriate st2ps
within nis responsibilities to cause the elements in A and
B above to be refiected in tne school instructional
program and evaluatss those t2achers and administrators
subject to his evaluticn and supervision with respect 0
their professicnal judgment of the supervisor, the
teacher or administrator.

Principals and other administrators are evaluating staff based upon that standard
cf perficrmancs. These evaluations identiiy staii sirengiis and weaknesses.

The Multicultural standard of performancea provided in Beard Resolution X-48121
will serve as the basis for administrative evaluation and self analysis for these
persons who will be required to participate in the training.

With the assistance of the Portiand Association of Tezachers, 2 questionnaire was
designed to give teachers an opportunity 1 heip icentify the areas of study
which should receive major empnasis in this stafi development program.
Teachers compieted this survey January 21, 1980. Survey resuits will be used
further refine the staff training programs to be offered.
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As the class is planned and implemented, ongoing cbservations will be conducted
. by the ESAA/P.A.C. and identified community representatives and agencies.
Their information will be gathered through cn site visitations and staff reports.
Feedback will be received through written reports and mes<ting minutes.

Building staff will write formative and summative evaluations of the class
sessions and will be expected to give input as to how the class could be
redesigned to further meet their needs.

The District Curriculum, Staif Training and Community Relations Departments
will have responsibility for providing and evaluating the effects of the training
programs. Plans will be developed for citizens to contribute infcrmation that
will assist in the evaluation.

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

Following are two charts with an accemmanying' clarification. The first chart
indicates the major steps of the staff training compcnent of the Board's
Comprenensive Desegregation Plan. The seccnd chart indicates the process for
staff training for the purpose of an integrated educational setiing sersitive w0
the needs of all students.



STAFF TRAINING FOR INTEGRATED EDUCATION

DATE GROUP INSERVICED TOPICS
Summer 80 Principals, Administrative School Climate
Assistants, Communily Contingency Planning

L 1

Fall
2.

3.

Relations Staff, Ellot
Middle School Staff

Community/Consultant input regarding Building Plans

‘80 will ipclude:
6 High Schools (486 teachers) Black history and culture
9 Elementary Schools
8 Middle History and culture of other
283 teachers based on 90% minority groups
staff participation
Effects of social class

Basic Information regarding
PPS deseg/integ. plan

Can include:
P.A.S.S. (Positive Alternalives
Lo school Suspension)

£.0.C. (Equal Opportunity In
The Classroom)

Geocultural curriculum (Cortes)
Parent involvement strategles

Textbook analysls

¥ See following "clarification
sheets" for information
regarding numbered items.

PLANNING AND DEL1VERY

National Consultants (wm. Dupre)

Community Relations Staff

Leadership Teams of teachers
Principals |
Trainers

Natlonél Consultants
Curriculum Depértment

Inservice Tralning Office

Other topics as designated by builldings

Individual Bullding plans shared wlth Area Administrators
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DATE

GROUP INSERVICED T0PIcS PLANNING AND DELIVERY

4. Area Administrator Assessment Sesslon

5. In bullding staff training sesslons summary

Winter ‘'81

¥

Spring *81

2.
10.

11.

7 High Schools (567 teachers) Same as ahove Same as above
8 Elementary Schools
8 Middle
(253 teachers)
Leadership teams from All of the above topics Community Relations Staff
Recelving Schocls- plus the history of
Elementary desegregation efforts Local and National Consultants

natfonally and In Portland,
and Lhe definitation of
educaltion that is multi-
cultural (the core class)

E.S.A.A. Parent Advisory Committee will include information regarding staff tralning progress in
their on-site visitation reports.

In Bullding staff tralning sessions summary report

Core course avallable See Winter '8l Community Relations Staff

to all teachers Curriculum Department
Local and National consultants
Inservice Training Offlice

Individual bullding plans See Fall ‘80 See Fall '80
implemented in receiving
schools

!

Needs Survey glven to schools inserviced in 1980-81 to identify additional training.

Area Administrator Assessment Session
Community/Consultant Input

In Bullding staff-training sessfons summary report
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DATE

Summer ‘81

12.

1981-82
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Summer '82

1982-83

GROUP INSERVICED

Adninistrators

Report to School Board regarding

Core Course avallable
to all teachers

Additional courses
avallable district-wide

Teachers Workshop (1980-81)

" Core course avallable
ta all teachers

TOPICS PLANNING AND DELIVERY

Introduced to additional Comnunity Relations Staff
topics and assessment made

regarding additional tralning Local and Natlonal Consultant
needed to make bulldings

truly integrated settings

pragress and findings for 1980-81 school year
See Winter '8l See Winter '81
Possible Toplcs:

Cultural 11teracy regarding Community Relations Staff
varlous tEthnic groups

Global Studies local and National Consultants
Parent Supportive Education Currjeculum Department
Cognitive styles aof learners Inservice Training Office
School Climate

Continuation of In-Building plans

Other - as suggested by needs

survey and adninistrative summer
session and community report

See Summer ‘81 See Summer ‘81

See Winter '8l See Winter '81

Possible Topics:

Cultural literacy Community Relations Staff
regarding varlous Ethnic

qroups ‘ Curriculum Department

Attitudes and Expectations
(Stereolypling)
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DATE

GROUP INSERVICED

10PICS PLANNING AND DELIVERY

Rational Thinking/preparation
for change

Continuation of In-Building plans

Other - as suggested by Summer °*82
workshop and community report



3'

5.

MAJOR STEPS FOR STAFF TRAINING, 1980-383 — CLARIFICATION

Community/Consultant Input Regarding Building Plans

a.

Community Relations staif will meet with representatives from
designated community groups and consultants for the purpose of
sharing cbservations and suggestions regarding individual building
plans. The goal is to provide an overall District direction and suppor:
while maintaining individual building modifications and delivery
strategies.

High and Elementary Schools [dentified to Begin Implementation Fall or
Winter by the Following Factors:

3.

Components of Their Plan

l. ~ some programs require commencing in the Fall

2. integraticon of their plan with their total stafi training programs

3 buildings identifying programs that require the same training
and consuitants will, where pessible, implement pians the same -
term.

Individual Building Concarns

s special directions within their buildings that raquire an eariy or
later plan implementaton

2. requests indicated Dy buildings for a particular term and
approved by the Community Reiations Cffice.

Individual Building Plans Shared with Area Administrators

=S

Integrated Educaticn stail training pians shared with the line
administrators. Ne purpese is to 3ssist them in menitoring and
assessing the effectiveness of the programs in the buildings they
evaluate.

Area Administrator Assessment Sessicns

e

CO

Will occur bi-annualily.

The purpcse is to0, in 3 meeting format, share percaptions oy line
administrators (those directiy involved in evaiuating principals) of
effects and changes seen in buildings that couid be attributed © the
staif training for integrated educaticn.

A written report will follow these assessment meetings.

In Building Staff Training Session Summary Repert

=%

Each sessicn of in building programs will be evaluated Dy
participants.

[8%)
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1q.

C.

a’

B.

At the end of the buildings integrated education staff training for
each year, a summary of the session evaiuations will be delivered to
the Community Relations Department.

These summaries will be used to assist with the following year's
program meodifications.

E.S.A.A. Parent Advisory Committse Report

On-site ocbservation sheets will be revised to include informaticn
regarding effects and changes made at the building level as a resuit
of their staff training for integrated education.

A summary of these cbservaticns wil be reported and used to assist
future building training modifications.

Refer to J above.

Needs Survey

3.

The Community Relations Qepartnent with the assistance of the
Curriculum, Inservice, and Evaiuation Deparuments, will survey the
scheols inservicad in 1980-31l. The purpose of the survey will be o
gather information regarding staii percesptions of additional training
nesded 10 insure an [ntegrated serting which is attending to ail
students’ needs.

A report of the findings will be available June, 193], and will be
utilized ziong with other assessment information as gathered by
E.S.A.A. PAC, Area administrators, session summaries, and
Community Relations resorts, to assist with modifications of
1981-1932 pians. T

Refer to 4 above.

Community/Consuitant nput

ds

Community Relations. staff will meet with representarives from
designated community groups and consuitants for the purpose of
sharing informaticn and suggestions ragarding [930-31 integrated
education staff training findings and subseguent modifications for the
1981-32 school year.

Reier to 5 zbove.

Repert o Schooi Beard

2.

Assessment of effectiveness of the individual building plans fcr
integrated education staff training will be presentad.

Revisions and indiczaticns for future modifications will be presentad.

(8]
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Principals - School Staflrl
Central Stalf

¥

P’

SCHOOL CHANGE DESION (PPS program speci(ica)

‘ School Needa
Aasesament

>

Evaluation

Survey of all teachers
{Feb ‘80)

Assessment of teachers'
fnservica history (Fall *79)

Evaluation tnforwation
from pilot core course
{liinter *80)

Problem Traloning of |- Daovelop Implementation —} Tuplement Plan -—>

Identification School Staff Plan by School |

Areas of concern 4 \leadership Teatner am/ \ / Individual building

Modifled core Lefjichera plus {one fdentiffied for weds survey

clasy pifthclpal from each achoo) a, by June for the
V1] lwpact elemen~ Connmunity Reflations 6 high schools
taj'y schoola Office assijL buildings , 9 elementary

with plans
4 | Yeadership

thchors plus Constrainta
aduinistratod i.e. monoy,
figm each high resources
adhwol

Iiftereated leadership

pdople from Winter
't}) core class Lralned
ay tralners

\V

tdentified
topic arean

luplementing plan
in Fall '80

b. by Oct. for the
7 high achools
8 elewentary
fwplencnting plan
in Hinter '81

In-building - as each
component of plan is /\
delivered

ESAA on-site observa-
tions P.A.C.

Biannual Area Admninis-~
tratora® assessment
aesslons

Needs survey glven

Schools will identify

Spring ‘81

the areas of staff
. development pertaining
to fntegrating educh

Design Training Peogram
by Central Staff with
Consultatlon as Needed

Jahin fleflin design ulth following modifications:

1. Instructional stragegles .
a. Positlve alternatives to school suspension
b. Equal opportunity in the classroom
¢. Student team learning
d. Systematic obaervation and analysis of fnstruction
2. Geo-Cultural curviculum perspectives {Cortes)
3. Bullding and textbook assesament strategles
4, Parent fuvolvement strategles '

T

___>'

Honitoring - Consultation -~ Technical Asststance From
Central and Avea Staff

tion they would ITiFg.

Modilication
Revisiops
Redesign

-
 Cmm—

to jmplement in thelp
bulldings within a
3 year period of time

Trainers will instruct
some portions of school
staff development along
wlth Comnunily Helatlons
Staff and local and
natlonal consultantunts

Modifications to Core
Class toplics as
necded for indlvidual
bulldings

Additlonal areas of
concern and toplcs
as ocaiw within 3
year planning period

pd
<
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August 25, 1980

MEMORANDUM

T0: Jim Fenwick

FROM: Ernie Hartzog i
» Harriet Adair

RE: Implementation of the Staff Training Component of the
Desegregation/Integration Plan

This memorandum responds to the concerns raised by Chairman Cawthorne to the
Board of Education on teacher training efforts specifically on 1) identifying
the needs of Black students, 2) focusing the content of multicultural education
to respond to assessed needs and 3) using of national and local consultants

in a planned and coordinated way.

The staff training component has been revised and enriched to assure full
utilization of these elements as central to all training activities. Simul-
taneously, the program focuses its development on the philosophically base
of "EDUCATION THAT IS MULTICULTURAL." As research by numerous organizations
and educational research and development institutions has shown second-
generation desegregation needs differ significantly from first efforts in
regards to implementation and focus. There is evidence that staff training
for integrated education needs to extend beyond teaching teachers cultural
factd, curriculum designs, and teaching strategies. While emphasis on those
areas is still of great importance multiculturally, a wider range of
teacher competencies need to be taught, learned, demonstrated, and evaluated.

The staff training component of the desegregation plan emphasizes the teaching
of "Black history and culture, the history and culture of other ethnic

groups and the problems created by class in our society." These topics are
priorities for all training. Each of the thirty schools who were involved

in the spring sessions to plan their individual buildings 33 hour inservice
programs to be implemented beginning in October 1980-81, included in those
plans training for teachers in Black history and culture. Additionally, a
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year long course in Black history and its classroom applications will be
available to all staff District-wide. Listed as resource persons to
instruct these sessions are local Black consultants who "have high regard
in the Black community and have a demonstrated record of speaking to the
concerns of the Black community." Our office is still negotiating
specific consultancies but should have a variety of respected spoke-
persons from the Black community.

A major purpose of training will be to focus on the needs of Black
students. School based needs assessment activities will focus on this
requirement.

While the importance of immediately addressing the needs of Black students
is of highest priority in our current staff training the long-range goal

of addressing the needs of all students is also one of prominence and is
addressed through orienting District staff to begin thinking and translating
"education that is multicultural" into a daily practice throughout the
District.

Our department has plans for involving several national and local
consultants. Since our primary focus this year will be training staff to
more adequately address the needs of Black students the majority, but not
all, of the consultants will be Black.

It is our plan to use local and national consultants in staff consultation,
developmental planning, and actual training efforts with parents, community,
as well as District staff and administrators.

As outlined, consultants will be used to:

° extend our own professional staff efforts through consultation
with a third party

* train staff to make use of developmental research on the socio-
logical and psychological aspects of the Black experience

- train staff to make use of innovative ideas put forward by
consultants

- increase the visibility and credibility of the expertise
available in the local community

- assist in planning and conducting monthly parent/community
involvement workshops

. increase the individual schools' communications with and
awareness and use of community resources.

During the upcoming months our department will be developing methods to
solicit recommendations of additional consultants to use in our efforts.
A11 consultants selected, and their use, will be made a matter of public
record through Board minutes and periodic reports to the community through
the media, community newspapers, and quarterly ESAA Project newsletters.

It is our plan to use consultants in administrative, parent, community, and
teacher training efforts,
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Staff training to achieve quality integrated education must train all
District staff to create environments and programs that will healp overcome
the numerous social processes that contribute to educational and social
inequality. "Unique conditions, problems, and]training needs exist at
each school -- even within the same community"  and staff training eftorts
must be directed towards those needs. Using the Education that is Muiti-
cultural model as the bottom 1ine philosophy for all training efforts in
support of the Comprehensive Plan allows staff the flexibility to dsvalop
programs which will train teachers to more adequately and appropriateily
address the identified needs of Black students, as well as develop skills
and sensitivities to better meet the diverse needs of all students.

The originator of the term "Education that is Multicultural" has dafinad
it as follows:

" “Education that is multicultural values the concepts
implied by cultural pluralism, multilingualism, cross-
- cultural studies, and intergroup and human relations...

respect for diversity and individual difference is the
concept's central ingredient....

the concept suggests descriptions, prescriptions, and
directions for encouraging apgosite discussion and
programmatic implementation."

To state it more simply, "Education that is multicultural is education
which stresses through all the institution's policies, products and
practices an understanding of and a respect for individual uniquersss
and cultural and ethnic diversity."

Educqtion that is multicultural includes but extends far beyond a
curriculum thrust, a cultural food feast, a human relations month, or
inservice classes directed towards expansion of one's cultural knowledge
base.

For education that is multicultural (E.M.C.) to become a tangible,
measurable reality in this district current and future staff training and
educational programs are structured to:

* educate the staff and community to understand the difference
and value in implementing "education that is multicultural”
versus "multicultural education."

- commit staff and community to planning and being involved
in long-range, multifaceted inservice programs which will
address and incorporate all the following interrelated areas
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of E.M.C. in the educational environment:

- analyzing attitudinal awareness regarding cultural
pluralism and culturally biased student performance
expectations

- respecting variations in communication and learning
styles

- integrating cultural cognitive and affective learnings

- learning and understanding culture

- institutional infusion

- cultural teaching and learning processes

- manipulation of contextual variables to reflect a
multicultural perspective

- strategies for developing curriculum and instructional
materials and organization that accurately portray
cultural groups (refer to attachment)

- involve schools in examining and developing skills in
increasing school and community/parent involvement

- involve schools in making substantive changes in their E.M.C.
fundamental commitments and educational programs

- develop in teachers the key multicultural competencies (as
identified by H. Prentice Baptiste's research - see attachment)

E.M.C., to be sure, is long-range but it is important to instill in District
staff the long-range, multifaceted aspects of the Plan and their part in it
so that following the initial 33 hours of training it is clearly understood
more must follow to insure success.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Dr. James Fenwick

FROM: Edwin Schneider

SUBJECT: Integration/Desegregation Materials Development

- The Scope and Sequence documents for art, music and lancguzce arts
P 4 2 o o

are at the printer's and will be ready before school. These new docu-
ments have integrated multiethnic topics and themes into the substantive
sections of the Scope and Sequence for coursework. Also about to go to

- the printer's are 2 second document and third document in each of these

disciplines which will provide sample lesson plans and bibliozraphies of

Sequence documents.

- materials which are suitable for use to support the topics ir the Scope ard

The social studies document requires some modification, in the judgment

of the committee, prior to going to press. This review will be

undertakan

as soon as the teachers are available. We expect to have the Social Studies
Scope and Sequence printed by mid or late September, with supporting

documents.

LEARNING MAPS

Learning map materials for early childhood centers are being printad ard
will be ready for use by teachers in September. These materials were
tried this summer in a special project and appear to fit very well into in-

dividualized and continuous learning modes,

COMMUNITY AND CONSULTANTS' REVIEW

Scope and Sequence and supplementary documents were develope

d by

\
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comimnittee of teachers and have been reviewed by an advisory committee
with representatives from the Metropolitan Youth Commission, Jewish
Community Center, Metropolitan Human Relations Commission, Portland
Community College, Urban League, The Association of Native Americans,
Schools for the City, Committee of Spanish Speaking People of Oregon 2nd
the Council of PTAs.

An important pé.rt of this year's efiort, in addition to implementation or
field testing of the documents, will be to solicit further review by other

- community groups, including the Black United Front and nationzl coasul-

tants.

- The documents in social studies have been carefully reviewed by Dr. Darryl

Milner, Associate Professor of Portland State University; the Music Scope

-and Sequence has been reviewed by Dr. Barbara Lindquist, Professor at
the University of Washington, and a nationally recognized ethno-musicologist;

. the Art Scope and Sequence has been reviewed by several consultants, in-

cluding one from the Portland Art Museum and one from the University of
Oxregon. The staff of the Portland State University Northwest Race and

. 'Desegregation Assistance Center have also been utilized in this project.

It is consistent with generally successful experiences in the development
of curriculum materials that primary development eiforts should involve
local personnel because of the uniqueness of the community's schools, in-

_terests of citizens and staif experiences, with review by and in consultation

with local and national specialists of the field. As can be seen from the
materials above, for the most part consultants have been local, and the
involvement of national figures will be our next step. We will invite national
consultants to review and make further recommendations. Criteria for
selection of consultants involve the following: (1) recognized expertise in -
the field, (2) scholarship or membership on a university staff in the field in
which the materials are being developed, (3) evidence of the quality of the
work prospective consultants have done, (4) testimonials of in~- and out-of-
district personnel, (5) availability of the consultant, and (6) cost.

GUIDELINES FOR CONSULTANT INVOLVEMENT

Consultants will play a vital role in general ways to effect the District's
Scope and Sequence. They will be used as scholar consultants:

a) in recommending specific changes to field-test copies
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b) providing examples from other districts of effective,
multiethnic curriculum documents

c) in recommending, if needed, basic structural changes to
the field-test copies

d) in recommending instructional materials to support ef-
fective multiethnic instruction

e) in helping design staff training programs for implementation
of the multiethnic curriculum.

Recommendations from citizens or community groups will also be invited
in these specific ways.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Plans are being made for systematic inservice work with principals,
teachers, and librarians in helping achieve effective teaching of multi-
ethnic materials. We believe five to twelve hours of staff time will be
needed for effectively sharing with teachers ways in which the new cur-
riculum documents should be used. :

FUTURE CHANGES

The materials developed on relatively short timelines are, we believe,
respectable. But, these represent ''field-test' copies and will indeed
be subject to change based on recommendations by teachers, the Board,
citizens and by national consultants who will be involved in this process.

Except for the slight delay in the completion of the social studies materials,

I believe that the Curriculum Department has acted in good faith and with
diligence in involving many people in the production of guality materials.

ES

snm
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

August 26, 1980

To: Ron Herndon

From: Jim Fenwick

Yesterday I couriered to you a copy of the second draft of the working
paper entitled Parent Involvement in the Selection of Professicnal Staff
Members. In examining this document I believe you will find that it
reflects many of the ideas which were advanced by the Black United Front
as a means of insuring substantive participation by parents in advisory
roles regarding teacher and principal ass:.gnments.

Attached to this memorandum are four addltlonal items about which I would
like to camment briefly.

1) Staff Development:
A memorandum from Ernest Hartzog and Harriet Adair speaks directly to
the current status of our efforts to provide an extensive staff devel-
opment program which is linked directly to the Comprehensive Desegrega-—
tion Plan adopted earlier by the Board of Education. On page 2 you
will find specific reference to criteria to be utilized in determining
the best way to involve external consultant services. I can assure you
that the contributions of consultants, whether local or national, will
be carefully reviewed and incorporated into our program developmental
work. The advice of consultants and our response to it will be a
matter of public record.

2) School Discipline:

In a memorandum from Maralyn Turner you will note a reaffirmaticn of
our intent to invite information and assistance beyond our own experi-
ence as we seek to resolve issues related to disciplinary matters in
the schools. In this effort we will be involving local and national
consultants to assist us in a variety of ways. We intend to draw
fram the best knowledge and experience available in the country to
"help our own staff in developing innovative, exemplary responses
which will address continuing anxieties over disproportionate

~ instances of suspensions and expulsions among minority and non
minority students. Planning efforts related to this issue will have
the highest order priority during the coming school year.
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3)

4)

Curriculum and Instruction:

In a memorandum from Dr. Schneider regarding the status of integration/
desegregation curriculum materials development, special attention is
given to the use of comunity and consultant review processes. It is
our intent to validate the developmental curriculum work thus far done
in relation to the Camprehensive Desegregation Plan through the use of
cammunity consultants as well as regionally and/or nationally recog-
nized black scholars. This memorandum provides guidelines for
consultant involvement. The findings from our consultative process
will be fully utilized in refining our curricular and instructional
efforts. The information made available to us will be a matter of
public record so that all interested parties may review the degree

to which we have conscientiously employed the reccmmendations provided

to us through the external consultative process.

Singleton Appeal:

You will find a communication from me to the Board of Education speak-
ing directly to the Singleton Appeal in which I reiterate three
discrete approaches to be used by the District in challenging the
Singleton ratios. These procedures are legislative, litigative and
administrative in nature and will be pursued simultanecusly! In

reviewing with legal counsel the possibility of ignoring the Singleton
Decision relative to the assignment of the few remaining unassigned
minority teachers, it appears unwise to take this action for the prime
reason that we think the strongest likelihood of succeeding in relaxing
the Singleton Decision is through the appellate judicial process. We
need to be able to say to the courts that we have faithfully observed
the Singleton Rule. To do otherwise would prejudice the courts, in
the opinion of counsel, should our action be found out (which is
highly possible). I realize that this position is not one that you
would have preferred. However, I hope that you and other black leaders
will recognize the extreme significance of the District's intent to
aggressively pursue a redress of the Singleton Ruling through multiple
appeals procedures. This is a major action which speaks eloquently to
our intent to correct a long standing disparity in personnel practices.

In summation, I hope you will recognize the good faith efforts on the part
of the Board and Superintendent's office to responsibly review the con-
cerns of the Black United Front and to seek to incorporate our responses
to those concerns within the framework of policies and practices which
speak to the welfare of all students in the District. I have not forgotten
your observation that what is right for minority students is also right for
all students regardless of their racial or ethnic background. In that
light, I deeplv hope that we may be able to begin a new school year for all
children which is free of disruption and which allows our children, minority
and non minority alike, to anticipate the realization of the hopes and
aspirations of our commnity which are incorporated within the Comprehensive
Desegregation Plan.
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Ron, I want you to know that the District's Board and administration
identify closely with major underlying educational principles put forth
by the Black United Front even though we may frequently disagree on some
aspects of process. As I indicated earlier, action rather than rhetoric
with respect to our responses to the legitimate concerns of black people
is the key issue. I sincerely believe that the documents and cammentary
which I have provided to you do reflect substance and sensitivity.

Sincerely, .

xc: Board Members





