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Abbreviations

ABCs. Alhance for Better Chicago Schools. the reform coalmon

_organized in spring 1988 after the co]lapae of the Summit -

CURE Chlcagoans United to Reform Education, a c:oalmon,E
dating from spring 1977 mc]udmg Deslgns for Change, Dean-.

Michael Bakalis of Loyola, and Save Our Nelghborhoods/
Save Our City coalition (SON/SOC).. :

KOCO. Kenwood-Qakland Commumty Orgamzatlon, a South
‘Side community group..

ISC Local School Councils, set up under SB 1840 to run the -

schools, .

Operation PUSH: 1 People United to Serve Humamty, the actwlst.

organization founded by Rev, Jesse Jackson... ‘

PCER: People s Coalition for Educational Reform;an alllancc of
social service agencies working on education issues that grew
out of the Poverty Task Force and earlier antigang efforts.

PCC: The Parent/Community Council, appointed by Mayor
Harold Washmgton tothe Summlt in November 198'7

) .. ‘ = 'PPAC.: Professional Personnel Adyisory Committees, tobe elected

by school staff to advise the I.8Cs on curriculum, staff devel-
opment. and other issues.

' -PURE ‘Parents United for Respons1ble Education, a group of

parents and teachers from North Side schools.

'SB 1839: The school reform bill passed in July’ 1988 Wthh

.~ féceived an amendatory yeto from Governor Thompson, .+

- SB 1840: The rewritten bill that passed the leglslature in Decem- .

ber 1988, - - .

SON/SOC' Save Our Ne:ghborhoods Save. ()ur City . coalmon,
an alliance of _community groups and. ‘churches in- white
ethnicneighborhoodsonthe Northwestand SouthwestS:des

“TWO; The Woodlawn Organization, a long-established commi-

_ nity organization, (orlgmally orgamzed by Saul A]msky) ofl
. Chicago’s Souith Side.:
UNO United Nenghborhood Orgamzatwn a network of com:
““munily organizations in Hispanic (mamly Mexlcan) nelgh-'
’ borhoods



Introduction

“Chicago’s schools are the worst in the nation—
you've got close to educational meltdown here."—
Education Secretary William Benneit, November 7, 1987,

“Mr. President, this mormng I rise to celebrate a
great political victory in Chicago, a triumph of
grassroofs political democratic action, ... a triumph
. born of a faith that parents, teachers, and neighbor-
hood leaders can run our pubhc schools better than
a top-down, central board."—Sen, Robert Kerrey (D-
Nebraska), Congressional Record, October 13, 1989.

scnsationalized) what, by 1987, was an ihcreasingly obvi-

" ous problem: the failure of Chicago’s schools to provide

an adequate education for most of the city's children. Senator

Kerrey's speech two years later celebrated an attempt to solve

that problem, through a radical restructuring of the way the
schools are organized and gov-

S ecretary Bennett's statement dramatized (some would say

compare accounts, while the memoriesare still fresh. (Even then
it's notable how much people's memories of critical events and
dates have dimmed.)

passage of the legislation, on July 2, 1988, and the success-

ful compromise that brought final approval by the Legis-
lature and the Governor in December of thatyear, Doing so has
meant giving short shrift to another part of the story that is
equally fascmat.mg and instructive: how the reform coalition
threw its energies and resources behind implementation of the
legislation, And, with current efforts to rewrite parts of the bill to
meet constitutional objections raised by the Illinois Supreme
Court, the timing of publication means leaving the story before
the final fate of the Icglslatlon isdetermined. On the other hand,
we publish it in the hopes that rccallmg the history of the
legislation itself will make attempts at revising it more produc-

: tive.

S econd, we've focused on the period up t.hrough the

erned.

two statements by the two federal
officials? How did Chicagoans,
after decades of doomsaying of
which Mr. Bennett’swas only the
latest, ' most dramatic example,
find the political will to reform
the way their schools are run?
Why did they focus their efforts
on school, gdvernancc (rather

Whathappenedbetweenthose [l [ ow did Chicagoans find the political will fo
H reform the way their schools are run? And
 whot lessons, if any can be leamed from their
story—not just for people working on school
. issues, but Ihose intent on chungmg publlc

Third, we've tried to tell the
story of the organizing behind
school reform (focusing less,
therefore, on purely educa-
tional issues) . In part, this focus
reflects: the interest of the
project’s funder, Woods Chari-
table Fund, in chromchng or-
ganizing efforts, But it also re-
flects the reform effort itself,
which was essentially the story

| pohcy?
than on resources going into the .~ - :
schools, or on the quality of tcachmg, ot on the nature of the

curriculum—all reform directions that have been tried else-

where)? What combination of organizing and strategizing and
coalition-building, of luck, and of creativity born of chaos, built
the consensus for reform? What moved it through the legislature?
What were the critical issues and obstacles to be overcome? And
what lessons, if any, can be learned—not just for people working
on school issues, but those intent on changing public policy
around other major institutions?

This publication attempts to answer those questions by telling
the Chicago school reform story as it was viewed by those who
participated in it. Writing it has demanded.some choices and
tradeoffs.

First, we’ve sacrificed the perspective of history by interview-
ing participants and writing the story relatively soon after the
events described. The idea was to capture the experiences, and

of building consensusaround a
new vision of the city’s . schools and carrying 1t through to
legislative.victory.

All of these chmces—-the timing of the writing, the focus on

" the organizing effort and on the legislative campaign—mean

that we have not attempted to evaluate whether, and how,
Chicago school reform “works,” whether it really brings about
changes in the ¢ity’s schools so that teachers teach better and
children learn more. This is, of course, the ¢ritical question. But
it is too early to judge the reform effort by that standard. The
answers will be written over the next decade, in the experiences
of hundreds of schools and hundreds of thousands of children.
The school reform movement was a successful public policy
campaign thatchanged the structure and governance of Chicago’s
schools: but how the changes will translate in the work of
teachers and the lives of children remains to be seen.



CHAPTER 1: People Were “Mad as Hell”

hroughout the spnng “and summer of 1987, Chlcago
 parents could see the all-too-familiar signs appearing
onceagain, The contractof the Chicago Teachers Union

and other school unions with the Board of Education was set to
expire. The ' umon wanted a raise. The board insistéd it didn’t
have the money—in fact, the board announced that teachers
would be asked to take unpaid “holidays.” When theé’ school
watchdog group, the Chxcago Panel on Public School Policy and
Finance, suggcsted that the board could afford a modest pay
increase by makmg Judl(:lous adininistrative cuts, the board
lgnorcd the suggestion. Mayor Harold Washington agreed with
the board; the schools were low on funds, he sdid, and asked the
union to hold off on salary deémands. That pubhc posture
1nfur:ated union leaders and made ‘them dctcrmmcd as one
said, “to get out the plcket signs.” Negotlatlons wcrc late gc ttmg
started, and’ madc little progress once they did get going.”
AsSeptember rolled around, parents’ fears became adepress-

ingly familiar reaht.y For the ninth time since 1970, the CTU and.

other allied unions went on strike against the Chicago Board of

Education. The schools, set to reopen on ‘September 9, stayed"
closed, leavmg430 goo pubhcschooichlld:‘cn issingdays,then.

weeks, of the new & hoo ol year. Elscwh re_around the state,

A Ch:cao Teachers Union strike coordinator exkorts her Sfellow strikers at Whilney )}oung Hzgh ckol unng
the 1987 work stopspage. (Chicago Tribune photo)

studentswére prepating sciénce fair projécts, writing reportson
the bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution, pracncmg for the big
football game, Chicago’s students were, once again, out of luck.

With so mich experience at it, many Chicago parents were
quick to organize alternatives. They got help from employers,
teachers, churches and ‘community organizations. The Poverty
Task Force, composed of youth and commumty service agencies
inblackand Hispanic areas, began organizing alternative schools
in churchis and: daycare centers even before the strike. Parents
from Inter-American” Magnet School, led by sclicol ‘council
prcmdcnt Joy Noven, organized their own child care co-opera-
tive. At downtown Harris Bank, Chairman Ken West and others
set ip & school for about 100 children of employees, Quickly,
prcdlctably, ihe strike moved off page one of the city’s newspa-
pers and dropped off the mghttlme newscasts. Strikes were so
much a feature of a ‘Chicago publlc school education: that
Chlcagoans had-almost come to acccpt them as business-as-
usual. .

Almost Somcthmg snapped durmg this strike, something

‘that broke up the business-as-usual mood—not only in rcgard to

the. strlke that was kccpmg the schools closed, but concerning
the way the schools functioned when they were open. Nobody
can pinpoint exactly whatitwas
“or when it started: everybody
agrees that it was the accumu-
" lation of anger and frustration
built up during the prcwous.
‘strikes, combined with the in-
creasingly depressing evidénce
‘ofreading scores, dropoutrates,
“financial misdealings, and yet
more strikes, The result wis
near-universal: “Parents were
desperate,” recalls school social
worker Bernie Noven; “parents
wentwild,” remembers Warren
- Bacon, of Chicago United; and
" Wieboldt Foundation director
Anne Hallett says people were
mad as hell.”

. Don't Get Mad, Orgun}ze

Parentsand teachersatIntér-
American Magnet School, one
of the most active school tom-
munitiesin the city, were among




the first to get together, Teacher Adela Coronado Greeley,
a founder of the school, called a meeting at her house on
September 14, telling people, “we’ve got to organize,” Qut
of that meeting came the decision to invite parents from
other schools to weekly meetings at the Welles Park
Fieldhouse on the North Side; this was the origin. of the
Parents United for Responsible Education (PURE) .Mean-
while, the Poverty Task Force was organizing parents
through its member organizations, Network. for Youth
Services (Humboldt Park), Marcy Newberry Association
{Near West Side), and Centers for New Horizons (South
Side/Grand Boulevard areas). The group formed a new
organization, People’s Coalition for Educational Reform, |
and hired an articulate Southeast Side woman; Coretta
McFerren, as its staff coordinator and chief spokesperson.
In Hyde Park, parents Gordon and Mary Hynes-Berry put .
together a group called-Believe in the Public Schools;
Francoise Friedman, a North Side parent, began contact-
ing parent leaders, primarily from magnet schools. to join
her Concerned Parents Network. .

The newly organized parent groups quxckly madc con-
nectionswith each otherand with other, established school
advocacygroups, The Welles Park PURE meetings, chaired
byJoy Noven’s hushand Bernie, a school social worker and
activist, atiracted moreand more people eachweek. Coretta

McFerren, Gordon Berry, and Suzarne. Davenp‘ort,_from the

advocacy group Designs for Change, ali_shp\ired: up at one time
or another. Francoise Friedman, meanwhile, had invited both
JoyNoven and Mary Hynes-Berry to become partof her network.

Bernie Noven attended Poverty Task F orce mcetmgs at Marcy

Newberry.

The parent groups began organizing pubhc demonstratlons.
The People’s Coalition for Educational Reform organized a
“Rally for Quality Education” outside the Pershing Road head-
quarters of the Board of Education on September 18, which
attracted hundreds of parents, and a “Hands across the Loop”
demonstration some days later. Teach—msatCuyHall orgamzed
by, PURE, attracted press atténtion and drew more parents to
attend PURE meetings. Believe in the Public Schools organized
pickets at the home of Governor James Thompson. Some par-
ents were calling for even more drastic steps: one conservatively
attired man at a PURE meeting suggested, to general applause,

“marching down LaSalle Street and shutting down the business
district.”

Francoise Friedman, meanwhile, cschewed thedemonst.rahons
and concentrated on organizing a meeting of parents with
Washington on September 16, at which parents urged the Mayor
tointervene. Washington, however, insisted thatitwas improper
for him tointervene in complex labor negotiations—that such a
step would be bringing politics into the schools.

‘Parents agreed on one thing: the need to bring pressure to
end the strike. But they didn’t agree on how to do it,.and
especially on the question of whether to support the teachers.
PURE, forexample, includeda strong élementofreform-minded
teachers, and leader Bernie Noven was a committed union
member; PURE members repeatedly expressed solidarity with
the teachers. Other groups, however, wanted simply to bring
pressure to bear on both sides, directly or through political
leaders such as Thompson and Washington, to get the strike
settled,

But the strike didn't get settled; even after the massive protests

Pamts and students join in protest of the 1987 Chicago teachers strike. Demon-
strators brought their message to the State ofItlmozs Center, then City Hall. ( Chu:ago
Tribune photo)

of September 18, it draggcd on into a third and then a fourth
week. The cry to end the strike was spreading. Major commuthity
organizations, especially African-American groups such as The
Woodlawn Organization (TWO), the Urban League, Midwest
Community Council, Heart of Uptown Coalition, and Kenwood-
Oakland Community Organization, were putting pressure on
both sides to settle; outgoing TWO director (and Washington
ally) Leon Finney was the spokesman. The goal was to create
publicpressure toget the schools reopened, according to Finney,
and deal with reform issues—and money questions—later. Finney
says he had tacit approval from the Mayor's office for his efforts,
but adds, “the Mayor didn’t tell me to organize people and raise
hell; Igol: that from Saul [Alinsky]... Everybody all over the city
was raising hell. We didn’t have to organize them, they orgamzcd
themselves. We just networked with the hell-raisers.” -

While Finney's coalition was putting pressure on both sides,
United Neighborhood Organization (UNO}, an Hispanic net-
work of communitygroups in primarily Mexican neighborhoods,
decided to stand with the teachers and demand settlement on
the unions’ terms. It was a controversial decision, butadeliberate
one, according to organizer Phil Mullins, intended to build a-
‘bridge to the teachers union in the hopes of working with them
afterward on broader reform issues.

The Reform Agenda Buikls

Broader reform issues had, in fact, bcgun to surface at varigus
stop-the-strike sessions almost from the beginning. Themeetings -
had, after all, been born out of extreme frustration built up over
the years, not just about strikes, but over other school problems
as well, The statement by the People’s Coalition callihg for the
September 18 rally, for example, proclaimed that “Our Children
are the victims of this strike, but even more importantly they are
the victims of a School System which isfailing to educate them"—
and went on to call for major reforms of the school system. At
early PURE meetings, activists such as Joan Cooper urged par-
ents to stay together after the strike to fight for better schools.



The commitments were expressed in the groups’ names: where

earher strikes had fostered a “Committee to Keep Our Schools

Open.” the 1987 groups took names such as People’s Coalition"

for Educational Reform and Parents United for Respomublc
Education.

But the parent movement toward reform wasn’t sunply spon-
taneous. For such groups as the People’s Coalition and Designs
for Change, alreadycommxtted toworking on school reform, the

strike was an organizer's dream: it got many more peoplc tofoctis.
on schodl issues, and it got them cnerglzed enough to do

somethmg about them. Bernic Noven, alongtime school activist,
says, “I'd been waiting for this opportunity for twenty ycars, and
I knew thiswas the time to do it.” “Our chances [of accompllsh-
ing reform] were greatly increased by the strike,” says Don Moore
of Designs for Change: “We kept goirig around to ‘meetings
saying, don’tstop when the strike is settled. Butl have toadd that

the broad responsé to the strike was much greater than anythmg _

we created. We didn’t organize that—it just happened.”

One notable place it didn’t happen, by and large, was in the
official parent groups already operating in the schools—the
Local School Improvement

Chicago Panel before it had even started. The commitment t
get rid of Byrd, if in fact he was serious about it, Washington dia

“not live to fulfill.

He did, however, move quickly to harness the energies stlrred
up by the strike, by calling a public meeting at the University of
Iinois Center on October 11. Groups from all over the city that
had been active during the strike were invited to send fwo
representatives to the meeting. The October 11 session was
noisy, oftén rancorous—post-strike emotions were still running
high. Washington used the meeting to call for a major popular

‘effort to bring real change fo.the schools. In doing so, he was

acknowledging a movement that had already begun.
Almostalt observersagree that the 19-daystrike in fall 1987was

‘the catalyst behind the 1988 school reform movement. Several
-important elements of the reform cffort were apparcnt by the
-end of the strike:

“First; parents were enerngd by the stnke The inconvenience ol
having children out of school an extra four weeks, combinec
with the perception that the strike was viewed as “business-as

‘usual” by polll:lcal and educational leaders, built parentanger tc

an extremely high level tha

Councils and District Councils,

tions (PTA). Some school-level
leadersofsuch groupsthrew their
energiesinto the new parent net-
works such ‘48 PURE #snd CPN
(Joy Noven was president of her
school’s LSIC, Mary Hynes-Berry
headed the Kenwood Academy
PTA). But the larger organiza-
tions ‘played little role in strike-
related organizing. The PTA, ac-

and the Parent-Teacher Associa- owever, Wh“e fhe strike was Cﬁﬁﬁﬂl_’ﬂs a
H catalyst, it could not itself ha'vé"pmduced a
successful reform effort, The energies let
 loase by the strike were powerful, but they =
. needed to be channeled into effective polmcal
action behind an agreed- upon goal i in order
' for chcmge fo tuke place. o

fueled further reform efforts:
Second, unlike previous years.
parent and community pressur.
werit beyond the demand to end th
strike and gave vent to other fris
trations about the schools. - '
Third, the educational estab
lishment—the board and th
union—lost face. Both became
targetsofintense anger during
the -strike. When the board
ended up settling on terms ré-

cording to its then vice president,
Judy Budde, could not take a stand one way or the other on the
strike, and was prevented by national policy from aiding pthers
organizing efforts by, for example, making its mailing list avail-
able. James Deanes, who was chairman of the District 7 Council,
says “I didn’t see alot of activity” among the school councils. -

When the strike continued in its fourth week, political pres-
sure for a settlement grew overwhelming. Black community
leaders’ pressure on the board built, including threats to orga-
nize their own *Freedom Schools.” Since both General Supeérin-
téndent Manford Byrd and CTU president Jacqueline Vaughn
were black, as was Mayor Washington, pressure from these
organizations took its toll. Meanwhile noisy parent protests
continued, culminating in a massive demonstration at City Hall
on October 2, with thousands of parents and children circling
the building chanting and waving signs saying “Mayor Be Fair,”
“CURE Our Schools,” and “Settle the Strikel” A contingent of
march leaders were allowed in to meet with the Mayor (whose
didés had insisted earlier such a meeting was impossible) . At the
meetirig, Washington vowed that the strike would be ended by
the following Monday. He promised to revitalize the Summit as
avehicle for change. And, according to at léast some of those
present, he made another commitment: that School Supt Byrd
would be out of a _job by January.

The first promise was kept: the strike indeed ended that
weekend, on terms remarkably close to those suggested by the

; - markably close to those: sug-
gested by the Chicago Panel in August, it raised questions of
whether the strike had been neccssaﬁ/ atall, Many teachers were
also disgusted. -

Fourth, panmtand aommumty groups began bitlding and solzd:ﬁmg
alliances with other groups.around the tity. The new parent groups
got in touch with each other and with established school reform ‘
agencies; school reform groups took the opportunity to reach
out to the neéw groups; community organizations such as UNO
and: the People’s Coalition  consciously used ‘the strike to build
alliances: The result was that a grassroots constituency was
bu11dmg that represented many. areas of the city and all ramal

©-groups. -

Fifth, the oﬂiaal parmt mgamzatwns (PT Asand LSICs) did not play
‘a leadership role; frew graups and leadm emerged in the vacuum to
‘refrresent parents, “

However, while the st_nke was critical asa catalyst it could not

itself have produced a successful reform effort. The energies let

loose by.the strike were powerful, but they needed to be chan-
neled into éffective political'action behind an agreed-upon goal
in order for change to take place. That channeling was possible
as the result-of several other forces at work in the three years
preceding the strike.:It is to those forces, which provided.the
indispensable background for the reform effort, that we now



CHAPTER 2: It Didn't Start with the Strike

Documenlmg the Problems -
arents newly activated by the smke raised a laundxy llst of
P concerns about the schools: low reading scores, high
dropoutrates, inequitable distribution of resourees, poor
teacher performance, and many others. These complamts arose
in part, of course, from parents’ own experiences with the
schools, But more generally, public awareness of these problems
was the result of painstaking documentation of school perfor-
mance by:two leading school advocacy groups, Designs for
Change and the Chicago Panel, and by the: business group
Chicago -United. The work of these: groups ‘created.: a° solid
critique of the schools, one thatwas picked up and publicized by
the city’s newspapers and helped spread the percepuon thatthe
schools were not doing their job of educating the city’s children.
- In 1981, Chicago United, which describesitselfas “an-alliance
of minority and majority businesses dedicated to improving race
relau-:ms and economic and social condmons in Chxcago, un-
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Chicago corporations took part, According to Watren Bacon,.
executive director of Chlcago United at the time, ‘we thoughtof
it as a cooperative relationship: the Board of Education was, the
client, and we weré there to assist them. We said, we're not
educators, but we know about managément; to the extent that
huge management problems are sl:andmg in the way of educa-
tion, we can help,” S

From that purély management perspectwc, the ‘exccutives
found major problems in many. areas of board operatlons,
rangmg from’ recruitment, . trammg, and supervlsmn of new
teachers, to the admmlstrauon of real estate, transportation,
warchousing, food service; and insurance. “Behind it all,” says
Bacon, “was one of:the worst blireaucracies you've ever seen.’
The executives found that“the system is bogged down: by far too
many administrative and operational details to devote sufficient
attentlon to long- rangc pohcy matters. As a result, system man-
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agers do not have a policy framework from which to develop
specific performance objectives. In addition, the board has no
measurements to use in gauging the effectiveness of individual
programs, schools, or the system as a whole.”

The executives came out with a set of 253 recommendations,
beginning with “Strengthen the role of district superintendents
and principals” and “Restructure the central office” all the way to

Fred Hess: “Our major role
was focusing the attention
of the city on the
inadequacy of the school

_ system.”

“Reduce the contract compliance exception to $5,000,” While
obviously the recommendations varied widely in scope and
specificity, the gist, according to Bacon, was that the system “was
too centralized, that more authority and responsibility had to be
directed to the local level, that you had to make decisions at the
lowest level where people know what's going on.” That thrust
reflected, in part, anew emphasisin American business that calls
for putting more authority in the hands of local managers and
more employee participation in decision-making; it also re-
flected a sense thathuman service delivery systems, in particular,
work best with decentralized decision-making.

The executives agreed to work with the board to follow
through on the recommendations. For two to three years after

the report, according to Bacon, the executives provided téchni-

cal assistance to school officials’'on 1mplcmentat10n

However, in 1987, when Chicago United returned to evaluate

the implementation efforts, they found decidedly mixed results.

On the one hand, some 60 percent of the recommendations,
they found, had been implemented or “partially implemented”
(and another 10 percentwere deemed no longer valid). On the,
other hand, the audit report charged, “the most important
recommendations of the 1981 report were not implemented or
were buried in classic obfuscation.” These were the recomrien-
dations aimed at breaking down the huge central bureaucracy
and transferring power to the local school level. Notonly had the
central administration not been reduced, “administrative rainks

have been swelled to an intolérable degree.” The result was.to

further reduce the authority and flexibility of districtsuperinten-
dentsand principals, and to chokc teachersin paperwork to feed
the bureaucracy.

The auditconcluded: “Wlthout any doubt, we observea total]y
topsy-turvy situation. The most important educational decisions
should be made at the local level by parents and community
together with teachers and principal. But they have been abro-
gated by administrators at central headquariers. The alternative

view is possible, viable, and managerially sound.” To achieve a

reformed system, Chicago United pledged to “mobilize commu-
nity support and marshall all available resources.”

Behind the strong language in the audit was a shiftin attitude/
on the part of the business leaders who had committed so much
time and energy to the original task force. According to Bacon,

“When we saw they were not serious about substantial change,
our attitude changed. We didn’t view [the board] as a c]lent-
consultant relation anymore. We said, ‘We're taxpaymg citizens.
Ifyou can’t do the job, move aside.’ "Business leaders’ increasing
impatiencewith the board’s failure to educate job-ready citizens,
combinedwith theirdisillusionmentabout the board’s capability
or willingness to reform itself, became a critical force pushing
reform efforts to change the structure of the schools by legisla-
tive fiat,

Problems with the school bureaucracy were also detailed ina
series of reports by the Chicago Panel on Public School Policy
and Finance. The Panel is a coalition of some 19 commumty and
civic organizations created after the board's fiscal crisis of 1979.
Its original function was to serve as awatchdog group: to analyze
and interpret board budgetary and other figures in ways that the
public could understand and act upon.

Closely examining system staffing patterns and budgets, the -
Panel discovered that a disproportionate share of the job cuts
during the financial crisis had fallen on teachers and other.
system employeeswhoworked directlywith children, rather than -
on administrative staff. Another study five years later found that
the administrative bureaucracy grew in each year between 1981
and 1987, while total school enrollment was dropping. Further,
the Panel found that the board was diverting almost one-third of
Chapter 1 money-—some $42 million-—supposed to be targeted
to'schools serving disadvantaged students, to support the central
administration under the heading “program support.” The Panel
studies backed up the Chicago United perception that the board
bureaucracy was getting worse, not better.

‘The Panelalso issued other reports documenting problemsm
the schools. Notable among these was its revelation that 43
percent of students entering a freshman’ class dropped out
before graduatmg, and that in some inner-city schools, the

*_dropoutrate hit 67 percent. Fred Hess, exccutive diréctor of the
Panel, says thatdocumenting such problemswas the most 1mpor—
_ tantrole played by the Panel in the reform process: “our major

role was focusing the attention of the city on the inadequacy of
the school system.” .

- The Panel report’ on dropouts was issued around the same
time as anothcr report from the school advocacy group Designs

. for Change. Des;gns was founded in 1977 as a research and

advocacy group by Don Moore, who hasadoctorate in education
from Haivard. After several years primarily devoted to research
oh nationalissuessuch asschool finance and the role of advocacy
groups in producmg change, Des:gns began to get directly
involved in Chicago school issues in the early 19809—among
other things, by wntmg Harold Washington’s transition papers
on education and organizing parents school-by-school to press
for local, school-lével reforms. Its 1982 report “Caught in the
Web” documenteda widéspread pattern of misclassifying minor-
ity students into classes for the mentally retarded. Designs’ 1985
report.found even higher overall attrition rates than the Panel

(58 percent), but showed. that of those students who stayed in -

school, slightly less than gne-third were reading at the twelfth-
grade level by the time they graduated In other words, of the
39,500 students entering high school in 1984, only 6,000 could
be expected to graduate four years later reading at grade level.
The fate of students at neighborhood high schools (as distinct



1. Principal is educational leader—The principal prowdcs
strongleadership and works toward clear educattonal goalsfor
the school.

in the school that is orderly, safe, serious, and attractive-—
- without being oppressive.

3. Staff combats truancy and dropout—The school makes
serious efforts to reduce truancy and dropout.

4. Parents work to improve the learning program—Parents
involve themselvesin improving the educational program and
the school welcomes parent participation and responds to
parent concerns.

B. Staff believes students can learnw—Thc prln(:lpal and
teachers firmly believe that their students can learn as well as
anybody, and they work hard to make that happen;

6. Learning to read is the first priority-—The school staff

first priority, and uses all school subjectsand resources to make
sure that this happens.

Ten Ingrédz'ents of an Effective School

2. Safe attractive school—The staff creates an atmosphere

:nccds, and are coordinated closely with the overall learmng

defines learning to read in its broadest sensc as, the school’s -

7. Student time is spent mostly on learning activities—
School schedules and day-to-day practices of all school staff
help children spend as much time as possible actwe]y involved
in learning activities.

8. Frequent checks of student progress—The principal and
teachers check frequently to see how well children are learn-
ing, and use thisinformation to make the educational program
more effective. o

9. Staff development is tied to specific school goals—Siaff
development programs help teachers achieve the priority
educational goals for the school.

19. Special programs are carefully designed—Specjal pro-
grams (bilingual education, special education, ChapterI,and
so on) are of high quality, are carefully matched to student

program of the schoo]

Based on qﬂ"eahvesdhaols'rcsearch, this list appeared in the 1985 yeport, “The
Bottom Line: Chicago’s Failing Schools and How to Save Them,” by Dmgm Sfor
Change.

from selective schools and programs) was even more bleak: fewer
than one out of twelve students entering as freshmen managed
to graduate reading at grade level.

By 1985, moreover, Designs for Change had gone beyond

merelydocumenting such problems. Ithad begun ifsown parent
organizing effort; Chicago Schoolwatch, focused in 40schoolsin
black and. Hispanic neighborhoods. It was alse building a com-
prehensive reform agenda, based on national “effective schools”
research. That research examined schools in mihority and low-
income ‘communities that were, by most measures, educating
children effectively; it sought to identify the key.ingredients of
success (see box below- at left). Thus, besides calling attention to
school problems, Designs was beginning to push an alternative
vision. Designs founder Don Moore says, “We had awellworked-
out advocacy strategy, based on our research, that from 1983 on
we were trymg to apply.”
- Thus, prior to 1987, Chicago United, the Chicago Panel on
Public School Policy and Finance, and Designs for Change had
produced a devastating critique of the way Chicago’s schools
were being run and the education they were providing to the
city’s children. Thatcritique had been picked up and publicized
by the local press; the Panel!s dropout report, for example, drew
front-page banner headlines in the Chicago Sun-Times. In addi-
tion, Designs for Change had begun its own organizing effort
and its own reform agenda; and Chicago United, with its consid-
erable resources and influence,. was pledgmg a major pubhc
campalgn for school reform.

Qrgu_rlulng for Change

" Besides documentation of problems, the other crucial work
that had been begun prior to 1987 was basic orgamzmg around
school issueg,

School issues were a prime focus of the civil rights movement
in Chicago. The Coordinating Council of Community Organiza-
tions, led by Al Raby, organized demonstrations and boycotts in
the 1960s to protest patterns of segregation that had white

children in halfempty schoolswhile black childrenwere crowded
into temporary units (dubbed “Willis Wagons,” after then-Super-
intendent Ben Willis). Two decades later, the dppointment of
two white women to replace minority members of the schoot
board helped galvanize black opposition to Mayor Jane Byrne,
which ultimately led to the election of Harold Washington.

At the school level, too, there have traditionally been activist
parents pushing for change: people like Ida Mae Fletcher, allied
with reform-minded principal Joe Rosen in Lawndale, would -
‘pressure the Board of Education to get more resources for local
schools. Current Third Ward alderman Dorothy Tillman first
came to public notice leading parent protests at Mollison School;
Ben Kendrick, of Marcy Newberry, first became an activist on
education issueswhile participating ina three-month' boycott of
Hess Upper Grade Center on the West Side..

- Inthe 1970s The Woodlawn Organization (TWO) began an
effort to revitalize Hyde Park High'School as part:of an overall
neighborhcod revitalization plan; says Leon Finney, long-time
(now retired) TWO executive director, “We wanted Woodlawri
tobecome a stable community, a community of choice, not oné
of last resort; and that led us back to the schools, What kind of
high school could you have that would attract people who have
a choice?” A local planning-group, involving TWO representa-
tives and parents but also members of the Board of Education
and what Finney calls “people who could make things happen,”
came up with a plan for Hyde Park Career Academy. With new
leadership and an extra $500,000 per year appropriation from
the board, the school improved dramatically. Reflecting on the
process, Finney says, “Parents by themselves would nothave been
able to pull it off, bécause their kids graduate and they move on.
You have to have a stabilizing force. Where you have strong
community orgamzatmns that'swhere you w111 find the greatest
change. ;

" Other community orgamzatlons, however were less enthusi-
astic about getting involved in school issues. United Neighbor-
hood Organization, a coalition of community groups in prima-
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—-- » Teachers and Other Staff Have Greatly Increased Opportunities for Shaping Education in Thelr

The CURE plan, presénted at a citywide confevence in April 1987."

rilyMexican neighborhoods, had tackled problemsin individual
schools in the past but, from an organizer’s standpoint, found
them difficult to deal with. “The situation in the schools has
alwdys been bad,” says UNO executive director Danny Solis, “but
when you try. to organize around :them, you find you're: just
putting a band-aid on:the problem”; Peter Martinez; an UNO
consultant, says “whenever we gotinvolved in educational issues,
things would get all mushed up.” UNO's organizing philosophy
stresses picking winnable issues to build leadership and organi-
zational power; butthe school board bureaucracybaffled attempts
to achieve quick, definable victories; and a single success in one
school might not last, or make a real long-term difference—ind
wouldn't affect other problem schools at all.:Meanwhile,-says
Solis, “every time we'd have a winning issue, theleader would be
hired by the board.” (That complaint is echoed by others with-a
history of working on:school issues. People’s Coalition leader
Coretta Mc¢Ferren, talking of earlier school protest movements,
recalls,“the system was buying us off: They would hire people
who made toe much noise, hire them as TAs [teacher’s aides],
clerks ... The bureaucracy would eat you up, people would get
lostin it.” James Deanes, of the PCC, recalls the same dynamic of
“professional parents” who, “once they got inside, became
strangely silent.”) Solis came out of these earlier reform efforts
convinced that “we were no match for our opponents” li.e., the
board} and that to have any real impact on the schools, “we
would need to make alllances"—somethmg UNO had tradition-
ally been reluctant to do. :

- One community organizing effort that became an 1mportant
precursor to the school reform movementwas awave of protests,
in 1984-85, over gangrelated deaths in black and Hispanic
neighborhoods. The killing of Simeon High School basketball
star Ben Wilson in December 1984 dramatized the problem and

led Mayor Washington to appointan antigang task force, headed
by Ben Kendrick, out of which came the Conmunity Interven-
tion Network. This network of community-based agéncies put
many people working on youth issues in touch with each other
(according to Kendrick, this became the nucleus of the People’s
Coalition). Tomas Sanabria, of Network for Youth Services,
recalls that concern over gangs led directly to concern-ovet'the
schools, A study by Rev. Charles Kyle showed that fewer than 30
percentofstudents entering local high'schools were graduating.
Says Sanabria: “Our reasoning was, the kids are not in school
because the schools are horrible. Instead the kids are on the
streets, in gangs, in trouble. And that means our communityis in
trouble—in trouble because of the schools.” Another anti-gang
effort was the Black-on-Black Love campaign, headed by Ed
Gardner—whose brother Frank Gardner later became head of
the Board of Education. .

The anti-gang movement succeeded in winning passagc ofa
variety of bills in 1984-85, establishing Safe School Zones, frée
summer schools, and some alternative programs. These were
modest successes, says Sanabria; but the broader questions of
low to create real structural change in the schools remained.
Another feature of the 1985 legistation was the mandating of
“School Report Cards.” These cards showed how each school
measured up, in areas such as reading scores and graduation
rates, to schools elsewhere. Miguel del Valle, who was one of the
activists pushing for thie 1985 legislation and later became a state
senator, recalls that the school report cards were a crucial tool
that “helped expose the problems [in the schools] for everyone
to see.” They were given prominence by the media; the October
1987 report card, for example, revealed that students in 35 of
Chicago’s 64 high schools had scored in the lowest percentile; it
was published just before Secretary Bennett made his “worst in



the nation” remark,

Other 1985 legislation created local school 1mprovement
councils and gave parents, teachers, and community members
the right to examine school budgets. The councils were given
control over spending of “discretionary” funds, and the right to
pass on the school’s overall budget;. if. they disapproved, the

boardwassupposed to modify the budget toreflect theirconcerns. .

Howeyer, the board failed to take the reform legislation seriously,
It failed to convene the citywide council called for in the blll—
thus keeping dissidents in local schoolsisolated from each other.
“Discretionary” spending was interpreted extremely narrow]y
(despite protests from the Chicago Panel); and recommenda-
tions made by parents and teachers at budget hearings were
simply ignored, with no changes made to any school budgets as
a result.

The board's intransigence angered both reformers and legis-
lators. Ataseries of followup legislative hearings, representatwes
of the Panel and parents labelled the budget process 4 sham.
Don Moore, Designs director, recalls the general reactlon that
“the board was stonewalling. . We’d make a little gain here, get
pushed back there,” By the summer of 1986, frustrated reformers
were coming to the conclusion that “it was time to push for
restructuring of the whole system,” In fall of 1986, both the Panel
and Designs began researching school decentralization and
school-based management in other cities.

Atabout this time, Michael Bakalis, Dean of Loyola Umversuy
School. of Education and former Hlinois Superintendent, of
Education, was looking fo build a coalition to restructure and
decentralize the.city’s schools. Bakalis originally favored the
modelofNew York's 20 independentschool districts, but Designs
convinced him to switch the emphasis to schoolevel decision-
making, and then signed on to the coalition. The other key
member was the Save Our Neighborhoods/Save Our City coa-
lition, an alliance of community and parish groups from mostly
white neighborhoods on the city's northwest and. southwest
sides, The coalition called itself CURE (Ch;cagoans United to
Reform Fducation). UNO flirted with joining the GURE coali-
tion, but, stayed away.

In April 1987, CURE held a citywide conference at Loyola
University that drew 400 people. Its position paper (“Needed: A
New School System for Chicago”) called forlocal school councils
with authority to hire (and fire) the principal and teachers,
establish curriculum, control lump-sum budgeting, and develop
a school improvement plan; principals and teachers would have
more say in running their schools, and the size and power of the
centraladministration would be lessened (see box on previous page).
Designs’ Joan Slay vowed at the conference, “We are going to
starta citywide people’s campaign like nothing you've ever seen
before around the public schools in Chicago.” -

1987 also saw another legislative attempt, this one by the
Chlcago Panel, to phase in a form of school- based governance,
with local councils gradually assuming control over budget,
curriculum, and school operations. The bill passed.the House
but was killed in the Senate because of opposition both from
predictable quarters (the board and the CTU) and from Designs
for Change.

Thus by early 1987, there was a history of organizing around
school issues that had produced a few modest changes, both at
individual schools and legislatively. But many of the key groups
who had worked on school issues had come round to believing
that the school board would stifle any attempts at reform, that

broad structural change was necessary, and that groups needed
to build coalitions and work together in order to make any
impact.

The Political Context

1987 wasan electionyearin Chrcago theyear that marked the
consolidation in power of Harold Washington, the city’s first
black mayor.

‘Washington was first elected in 1983 as a result of a massive
voter. registration drive (and voter turnout) in African-American
nenghborhoods, combined with strong Hispanic support and.a
split in the white vote, For three years after his election, wh1te

The school issue was noi
an easy one for Mayor
'Washington, It-poienﬂully-
involved two elements of .
his constituency on
-opposne sldes.

aldermen hostlle to the mayor controlled the city council and
blocked Washmgton s program; but after courtordered reap:
portionment,” Hispanic wards clected aldermen allied with
Washmgton and in 1986 he took control of the council. As the
election of 1987 rolled around Washmgton had consolidated
his power (and his personal popularltywas high), butitwas clear
he would face a stiff challenge for re-election. One issue that he
would clearly be vulnerable on was schools.

The school issue was not an easy one for Washmgton It
potennally mvolved two elements of his constituency on.oppo-
site sides. On the one hand, Washington's election had enor-
mously energized. neighborhood and grassroots organizations
in Chicago. Many ofthem hadworked for his election and sawhis
victory as a triumph of grassroots.organizing over the old ma-
chine politics. Morgoyer, the Washington administration was
sympathetxc to neighborhood organizations and .issues; city
departments and the mayor himselfgave them access to CityHall
and amodest measure of influence on city policies. These groups
were starting.to get energized around school reform; and the
strike, aswe have seen, resulted in an enormous burstof grassroots
parent organizing.

On the other hand, many of Washmgton s core mlddle class
supporters (and financial backers) were Board of Fducation
employees: administrators, pringipals, and teachers, Any move
to cut central administration jobs—one of the reform groups’
key proposals—would involve laying off black, people in signifi.
cant numbers. Moreover, public educatlon was one of the few
institutions in Chicago controlled by blacks (Manford Byrd,
School Board President Frank Gardner, and CTU President
Jacqueline Vaughn are all African-American). All those jobs and
administrative positions had been hard-won by blacksin struggles
over the years; a full-fledged assault on them, particularly one
involving white business groups, would be politically difficult for
the mayor. His policy advisor, Hal Baron, comments that the



school jobs issue was “a tremendous political problem” for
Washington. “School jobs were an entree to the middle class for
many blacks; you have churches where one-third or one-half of
the deaconsare professional educators. [Gaining those jobs] was
a major accomplishment for the black community.” In tackling
education reform, “you needed to create a process where these
people could participate; or, if they wouldn’t, you needed to
have a record to show that they were a roadblock.”

There was another, more formal reason that the schools were
a potential mineficld for Washington. Although as Mayor he
appointed the school board, he had little direct authority over
the schools. Previous reform efforts had struggled to get the
schools out of politics; during the strike, for example, Washing-
ton took the position that the mayor shouldn’t intervene in
negotiations between the board and the unions, thatitwasMayor
Richard J. Daley's intervention on strikes that had set up the
patterns that led to the 1979 fiscal crisis. Hal Baron says that
Washington was willing to be a cheerleader, fundraiser, critic for
the schools, -and to have a public process for board’ appoint-
ments, “but he would not accept responsibility for setting goals
fora system in which he lacked the authomy to enforce imple-
mentation.”

Washington's solution- was to appoint, in fall 1986, an Educa-
tion Summit, This brought together 50 people: businessleaders,
representatives of established community organizations, and
educational activists together with the board, the union, and
representatives of higher education, The idea, according to
Baron, was to create something with “institutional weight” that
would commit to some specific plan for boostmg school
achievement.

The model that was bandied about was the “Boston compact™:
a proposal under which' business leaders would commit to
provide jobs for a set number of graduates if the schools would
commit in return to boosting student achievement—i.e., mak-
ing sure the hirees would be qualified to enter the labor market.
The specific propdsal put on the table, according to published
reports, would have committed businesses to hire 1,000 public
high school graduates in 1988, rising to 5,000 by 1992; in return,
business leaders wanted commitments to boost student
achievernents to national norms over five years and rcduce
dropouts to the natiorial level by ten years.

Supt. Manford Byrd rejected the proposal. He was unwilling to
commit to boosting student achievement in order to get the job
commitment. One participant quotes him as blaming school
failures on the students: “We've got an excellent system; if you
give us New Trier students, we'll have good outcomes.” Byrd
demanded instead that the business leaders help boost the
system’s revenues by $100 million, arguing that new achieve-
mentgoals could notbe reached withoutinfusion of more funds.
Business leaders refused, citing their previous reform recom-
mendations and arguing that the schools needed to reorganize
existing resources, and especially cut the bureauncratic waste, in
order to get the job'done,
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Byrd and other top board leaders had also turned thumbs
down on another Summitinspired initiative, thisone led by their
old nemesis, the teachers union. The CTU had be¢n investigat-
ing various schemes for bringing more authority to the local
school level, or what the union calls “school-based manage-
ment.” The concepthad been tried out, with union cooperation;
in a number of other school systems, according to the CTU’s
John Kotsakis. The union drafted its own plan for a pilot program,
and, in cooperation with Chicago United, invited educators
from other cities to a one-day conference in June to explore the
possibilities; business, union, and board representatives were all
invited. “Byrd didn’t show,” remembers Kotsakis, "he went in-
stead to Taste of Chicago, Neither did half the board people we
invited, and those who did come didn’tstay. By mld-afternoon we
were talking to ourselves.”

* Byrd’s outright resistance to such reform initiatives brought
this first phase of the Education Summit to an effective dead end
in the summer of 1987, Business leaders were disgusted; Harris
Bank chairman Kenneth West recalls being “turned off by the
whole thing.” Meanwhile, Harold Washington had been re-
elected in April-the schoolsissue had nothurt him with his core
constituency-~and it looked as though school advocacy efforts
were grinding down once again. To make matters worse, the
board was deadlocked in negotiations with the teachers and
allied unions; itseemed clear that notonly would the schools not
be reformed—they wouldn't even open for the new school year.

By the summer of 1987 however, several pleces werc in place
that made school reform possible.

First, there had been painstaking—and well-publicized—
documentation of the problems of the Chicago Public Schools;
when Secretary Bennett called them “worst in the nation,” he
only said out loud what many Chicagoans already believed.

Second, there was an idea surfacing from several places outlin-
ing what needed to be done to change the situation: cut the
power of the central bureaucracyand bring moré&authority (and
responsibility) for educating children to the local'school level.

Third, there was a history of organizing around the schools
that had produced some promising networks—the CURE coa-
lition and the network of groups working on gang and dropout
prevention—but had also left other groups frustrated and
searching for new ways to tackle the issue.

Fourth, there was a formal vehicle in place—the Educat:on
Summit. :

Fifth, across the spectrum of people concerned about the
schools, there was skepticism that top board officials could lead
any kind of reform effort. Business leaders, in particular, were
angered after years of trying to work with the system to bring
about change. And legislators were angered that earlier reform
legislation had been stifled at the implementation stage.

Thus all the elements were in place, by summer of 1987, that
became the Chicago school reform movement. Like Chicago in
the fall of 1871, it only needed a spark to set it off. The school
strike provided that spark.



CHAPTER 3: The Movement

" he school strike, as we have-seen in Chapter 1, was the

I critical event that transformed discontentinto action. It

undermined thealready low credibility of the two chief
cducational institutions, the board and the union; ignited
grassroots organizing among pareitts around the city; and pre-
sented reform advocatesa tremendous opportumty to harncss
popular discontent into pelitical action.

The nexteight months—from the efid of the strike in October
of 1987 through May of 1988--saw tremendous energies poured
into the effort to find a better way to structure the schools and
hold them accountable for educating the city's children. Itis a
confusing time to chronicle, because so much happened and so
many people got involved: participants themselves didn’tknow,
from week toweek, whowould show up at meetings and what new
schemes would be put forward.

Out of all the confusion, however, it is possible to identify two
central lines of action. One was the public process, centered
around the Education Summit and’ especially its newly ap-
pointed subgroup, the Parent/Community Council. The other
was the organizing, strategizing, coalition-building; and lobby-
ing that brought the CURE caalition, the People's Coalition,
UNO and representatives of the business community together
around a common agenda for legislative action. Both of these
strands were critical. The Summit process channeled enormous
popular energiesinto a commitment to restructure the schools;
and when the Summit foundered because of weak city leader-
ship, the reform coalition was. positioncd to move into the
vacuum.

The Summit Process and the Parent/Community Council

The first sign that the end of the strike would not mean return
to business-as-usual came on Sunday, October 11, a week after
the strike ended. Mayor Washington called for a public meeting
on reforming the schools at the University of lllinois/Chicago
campus. Five hundred people were invited; more than 1,000
showed up. Susan Hirsch, a PURE member, recalls “it was the
first time everyone came together, and we saw how many of us
there were”; Ben Kendrick, who helped facilitate the event, says
“we were shocked at the number of people who showed up and
at finding so many groups that agreed with us.” Kotsakis, of the
teachers union, remembers the session as an ominous portent of
things to come: “They invited the community organizations, the
Urban League, Operation PUSH, Pilsen Neighbors, CURE,
PURE, SURE, the whole gang. I said to Jackie [Vaughn, CTU
president], ‘this is the Coliseum, and I don’t want to be the
Christians.' ” {The teachers, Kotsakis recalls, made sure to send

" enough of their own people to prcvcnt being eaten alive, )
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‘parent James Deanes. The

It was a noisy, contentious afternoon, one the Chicago Tribune
called “the most remarkable gathcrmg to focus on the Chlcago
public schools in at least 25 years.” Washington, Vaughn, and
board president Frank Gardner all spoke; Byrd was not asked to
do so. Washington pledged himselfto *a thorough and complete

overhaul of the system,” promised to appoint a parents advisory
‘couneil (o carry it out, and vowed “I'm notgoing to turn around

until it’s resolved.”,

By early November, Washington had followed through on
appointing the 54-member
Parent/Commumty Coun-
cil (PCC), led by West Side

he Summit process
channeled enormous
popular energies into
‘a commitment to

original Summit had in4
cluded -representatives of
established community
groups such as the Urban

League and’the Latino In-

stitute, as well as formal par--

entgroupslike the PTA, but
its -central dynamic was
clearly between the board
and the business commu-
nity. The PCG, on'the other
hand, brought together a
much broader sampling of
parent and community

restructure the schools;
and when the Summit
foundered because of
weak ity leadership,
the reform coalition -
was positioned to

move into the vacuum,

leaders. Some were familiar
names from previous school
struggles (Tee Gallay, for example, was pres1dent0f the Chicago
Panel on Public School Policy and Finance) but others—though
they had been active on school issues—were relatively unknown
outside their own neighborhoods.

James Deanes had been chairman of the District 7 Counc1l on
the West Side and part of the group led by Leon Finney that
brought pressure to get the strike settled. When Harold Wash-
ington called him to his office to talk about chairing the PCC,
Deanes was, in his words, “in awe.” What did Washington say?
“He lied,” says Deanes, recalling the mayor's promise that the
work would take “no more than six or seven hours aweek.” More
important, the Mayor told Deanes that the critical task was to
“reach out™ “I know what you can do in a meeting with the
brothers,” Deanes quotes Washington as saying, "but can you
work with the North Side? Can you go outacross the city and find
outwhat the people are saying—not just black folks, and notjust




parents, but people who pay taxes and don’t have children in the
schools? Can you stick it out to the end?” Deanes recalls: “He
looked at me in thatway he had, even when he was laughing, that
piercing look that said, you cannot be weak, I need you to drive
this process. Under that stare, I could do anything.”
Appointing the PCCwas the last step Harold Washington took
on school reform. Within days, on November 25, 1987, Washing-
ton died of a massive heart attack; some of the letters formally
appointing PCCmembers arrived at their homesaafter his death.
Washington’s death had a complex and powerful effecton the
school reform movement. On the one hand, many of the re-
formers, who had been staunch Washington supporters, were

| James Deanes and other

PCC members drew an

_enormous amount of -

“inspiration from the belief
that the fallen mayor had
personally appointed them
to lead a crusade to save
the schools,

devastated; several, when asked whether there was any point at
which they felt reform might not prevail, answered simply “when
Harolddied.” Deanesrecalls hisown anger and disappointment:
*We had so much to do, we were just getting going, there was all
this animosity getting stirred up—I thought he’d be there to
calm folks down.” But Deanes and other PCC members drew an
enormous amount of inspiration from the belief that the fallen
mayor had pcrsonally appointed them to lead a crusade to save
the schools; Dearnes, speaking at a memorial service the night of
the mayor s funeral, said, “Wewant ourwork tobe alegacy of the
mayor. * Others in the school reform movement also, to lesser
degrees, drew inspiration from Washington's strong rhetoric
championing grassroots and community-based efforts. -

On the other hand, Washington's death also removed the
most powerful figure in city politics, It created a vacuum at the
top, as Acting Mayor Eugene Sawyer was unable to build solid
support from any one sector of the city. The result was that the
city government was effectively removed . from the position of
being able to control the reform process or protect the-Board of
Education jobs and clout. The reformers were on their own to
take the process as far-as it would go. Washington’s death also
touched off a power struggle within the black community, as
supporters of Ald, Tim Evans challenged Sawyer. The struggle
over the mayoralty consumed black leadership during the critical
period when the school reform effort was coming to a climax,
and helps explam why some black leaders such as Leon Finney,
with a long history of activism on schools, played so little a role
in writing the landmark reform legislation.

The PCC's first initiative was to organize a series of ten
ncighborhood meetings throughout December, attended by
hundreds of people, at which ideas for reforming the schools
surfaced by the dozens. Written proposalscame in from numerous
groups (a summary of the key proposals was published in the January
1988 issue of The Neighborhood Works—ses next page) and were re-
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viewed by the PCC. There was great varicty in the proposals but
some common themes: more local authority and local ac-
countability (though “decentralization” had both supporters
and opponents), theneed todosomething aboutnonperforming
teachers, and extra resources for schools where children are at
risk of failing. -

Thien, working through December and _]anuaxy, the PCC
created its own plan for reform. The group met in marathon
sessions several times a week and on weekends (only an impas-
sioned plea by one exhausted member to “respect the Lord's
Day” blocked a mcctmg on Super Bawl Sunday). After a series of
nighttime writing sessions at the offices of the child advocacy
group Voices for Illinois Children, the PCC had its plan in place
by the January 23 deadline---a remarkable achievement, given
the size of the task, the short time frame, and the fact that many
of the members had never met before joining the group. The
PCCreport called fora broad range of measures to boost student
achievement. They included multicultural and bilingual educa-
tion, better support services, teacher remediation, improved
training for principals, teachers and parents.

The central proposal was creation of school governing boards,
composed of principal, staff, parents and community members,
with a majority of parents; the boards would have control over
the school budget, textbooks, curriculym, and hiring and firing
of principals. School governing boards would choose members
of district boards, which would in turn choose a central board,
with additional members appointed by the mayor; the central
board would have authority over labor negotiations, a core
curriculum and performance standards, central administrative
functions, and issues such as compliance with legal mandateson
desegregation, special education,-and the like. It's noteworthy,
as one PCC member points out, that the PCC did not push
decentralization: “No one on PCC even wanted to talk about
breaking the system up.”

The idea had been that cach of the other main groups
represented on the Summit (the board, the union, and the
business community) would presentits own.reform plan, all tobe
crafted together into the final plan by a group of educational
consultants. However, firedwith apopulist resistance to “experts,”
the PCC insisted that its plan go directly to the Summit without
reinterpretation. The group’s ten chosen representatives took
the PCC plan to the full Summit, where it quickly became the
central document debated by the Summit as a whole.

The Summit meetings in early 1988 were, by the account of
participants, extraordinary. Some very different elements of
Chicago were coming together in one room, almost for the first
time. James Deanes remembers *being with businessmen,
bankers, people who don’t walk into a room, they sweep intoa
room. I've never talked to a bank president—I talk to the loan
officer. And there was Ernest Barefield, who ran the city under
Washington, And board members—not just listening to you
while you give a two-minute speech {i.e., at board public meet-
ings], butin a situation where you could talk to them, interrupt.”
Ken West, of Harris Bank, remembers the scene from the
opposite side: *“We'd meet in the City Council chamber, and the
businessmen would all sit in one place, almost stereotypical, all
white males. I looked over at the others and thought, they've got
to be suspiciousof us, whywe'rein this, The first time I ever heard
Coretta [McFerren, one of the PCC'srepresentatives], [ thought,
this woman is crazy.., And James Deanes, this angry black guy,
there was no reason at all for him to trust me: he had the



Chicago Panel on Public School Policy and Finance, Fred Hess

(1/, staff,’/, parent and community) with significant control
over curriculum policy, budget, and advice on staff. Policies
for implementing “effective schools” philosophy and for im-
proving teaching through retraining, internships, and finan-
cidl incentives. Schools to sérve local commumtles Better
‘target dollars to most needy kids.

'

on Restructuring Schools, Pat Keleher, Chicago United

Significant decrease inh central administration..Substantial
governance and admiriistration by Local School Improvement
Councils (LSICs). Paréntal choice and competition among
schools. Ongoing training for teachers and administrators
and for parentand community representatives. Transfer state-
of-the-art educational reséarch from colleges to school class-
rooms. ’ - '

i

Chmago Teachers Union

More effective ways to evaluate teacher pcrformancc (no
parental involvement); new process fc_)r teacher remediation
and dismissal. Increase professional stanidards through in-
ternships, peer assistance, and career and salary incentives.
Decrease class size. Voluntary school-based management in
pilot schools.

Chicagoans United to Reform Education (CURE), DonMoore,
Joan Slay, Designs for Change
"School site management as context for “effective schools”
practices. LSICs (1/3 staff, 1/ 3 community, /!1 parents) have
responsibility to hire and disriss principal and teacherswithin
systemwide guidelines, and establish school budget and cur-
" riculam. Central board to guarantee rights of special needs
children and civil rights, and to collect honést data.

Concerned Parents Network/Believe in the Public Schools,
Francoise Friedman

State legislation to expand powers of LSICs to advise and
consent on principal appointment, budget, curnculum In-
crease accountability by giving district supcrmtendents and
principals five-ycar renewable contracts; teachers to be recer-
tified every ten years, ¢valuated every two years. Decrcase class
size. Ment pay for teachers.

46th Ward Fair Share Education Committee: Reconstruct

- Educationwith Students, Educatorsand Community Together
{RESPECT), Anne Cline

Opposes decentralization because of threat to educational

equity, rights of 'minorities, desegregation. Favors more ac-

- Community Pmposals for Reformzng the Chzcago Public Schools

School autonomy through school management councils.

. have. two-year renewable contracts. Educational reform espe—

Chicago Partnership: Chicago Business Commuhit)ﬁ Position

- 31st Ward Fair Share Organization, Emile Schepers

countablhty through citywide school mspectorate/ombuds—
man independent of school superintendent. Pay members of .
Board of Educanon :

People s Coahlmn for Educanonal Reform, Tomas Sanabria-_
School-based governance with parent and community con- .
trol, Drastic réduction in central bureaucracy, Principals to :

cially in social studies to stress equal educational opportumty' '
and respect for cultural d:ﬂ'erences : :

Parents Umted for Responmble Educahon {(PURE), Bernie .
Noven

No cuits in staff wnl:h face—to—face contact w:th ch:ldren no
cuts without public disclosure. Slgmficant -autonomy to local
school community. Major cuts in central.and district offices
and elimination of field-level operations.. Aceountablllty of
principals and teachers. Increase dollars going to local school
operafions only after significant structural reforms.

Opposes decentralization. More responsiveness in curricu-
lum and teacher attitudes; local school responsible to achieve
real partnership with commumty End tracking. Refund edu-
cation. :

Taxpayers for Responsible Education (TRUE), Richard Long
Decentralization to 20 District School Governance Boards,
members to be elected from seven subzones in each district;
subcommittee of District Board to run each local school;
central board to be composed of representatives from each
district. Focus on building the school and the school community -
both educationally and economically.

United Neighbothoods Intertwined for Total Equality
(UNITE); Black Urbanite’s Itinerary for Life Development -
Through Education (BUILDED), Jean Oden

Clearly defined responsibilities for principals, teachers,
students, and parents. Parents to advise on curriculum, bud-"
get, etc. Eliminate high school districts and field superinten-
dents, reduce role of central administration. Central citizen
advisory council (¢lected) to choose Board of Education.

Voices for Illinois Children, Malcolm Bush

School site governance through staff-parent-community
council. Significant extra funding for schools after local school
restructuring. Extra resources for children considered educa-
tionally at risk; early childhood education in schools, day care’
centers, home day care.

This summary of written plans presented to the PCG was published in the January 1988 issue of The Neighborhood Works; it indicated to tremendous

grassrools energy working to redesign the school system.

stereotype of the business leader strongly impressed on him. But
[looked athim, and realized, here he is missing work to come to
this meeting.” Deanes: “I'm no fan of the business community.

But there was Ken West, probablyone of the best people P've ever

met, saying to me, why don’t parents trust us, take us at our
word?” West: "It was the Summit meetings that introduced
business leaders to the reform groups. It was magic. Here wasa
bunch of people with such diverse backgrounds, interests, eco-



Parents and community members ovganized by the ABCs Coalition rallied at the Bismarck Hotel
on fune. 6 before going down to Sprmgf' teld to lobly forreform leg:slamm (Designs for Change
photo)

nomicand political staturc through hours and hours of talking,
hstenmg to people, I started (o say, well, Coretta's right on that
one.” Deanes: “At some point the business community became
our best friends.” o

Through Februaryand into March, the Summitfought through
the details of a plan to restructure the schools along the lines
suggested by the PCC. The alliance of parents and business
leaders solidified. The board, and the unions, were cdgcd to the
sidelines, The Summit had originally operated on a consensus
model, but Don Moore of Designs proposed that issues be
decided by a majority vote; once that precedent was established,
itwas used repeatedly to isolate the board and the union andwin
support for reform planks; the PCC alone had ten votes.

John Kotsakis, representing the teachers union, recalls with
disgust, “we had only two votes, and everybody’s vote counted
cqually, whether you represented ten people or ten thousand.
We had no negotiating room, no lcverage the parcnt organiza-
tions had all the votes. The board was in the same position: we
were both shutout. We voted the same on many positions, APCG
consultant said to us, ‘you're in bed with management'—one of
the worst insults you can give a labor man. Not once did we meet
with the board to fashion a solid position; we didn’t want to be
identified with them. Board members had lost control. Events
were telescoping: every time they'd agree to something, people
pushed them farther. Plus Byrd took positions that were absolutely
stupid. And the Mayor’s Office was tremendously inept at con-
trolling the process.”

By mid-March, negotiations were getting tougher {“all the
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casy agreements were made early on,” recalls
one participarit). It was becoming unclear
whether the Summit would be able to produce
a reform plan with solid support to take to
Springfield. Aweekend retreaton March 19-20,
however, succeeded in producing a compromise
document,whichwasapproved by the fullgroup
on March 28. The proposal called for estab-
lishment of local school councils with the au-
thority to hire and fire principals, approve
budgets, and participate in curriculum and
education decisions; in addition, the agreement
called for items such as reducing class size,
establishing parentand teacher training centers,
expanding early childhood programs, and in-
creasing salaries to attract better teachers. One
exception to the general support for the Sum-
mit agreement was Fred Hess, of the Chicago
Panel; he felt the plan didn’t have “real guts,”
that the role for the councils was still advisory,
and that there were noincentives for teachersto
make changesin the classroom thatwould really
affect children. Other objections came from
Bruce Berndt, representing Chicago principals.
Berndt, by his own account a *johnny come
. lately” to the Summit (he complained that the
Principals Association had never been invited)
argued—in what was to become a_familiar
theme——that the prmapals were being held
accountable for school performance without
being given authority to control their staffs,
But the compromise was more seriously
threatened by a proposalintroduced bya group
of business leaders, led by Peter Wilmott of Carson Pirie Scott.
Business leaders had bought onto the idea of breaking the dead
hand of the bureaucracy by shlftmg power to parents and the
local school community. But some worried what would happen
iflocal communities did not prove up to the task: with the central,
power severelyweakened, whatkind of backup would there be to
intervene and save failing schools? Wilmott and others proposed
creation of an “oversight authority,” on the model of the School
Finance Authority appointed in the wake of the 1979 fiscal crisis.,
The oversight authority, appointed by the mayor and legislative
leaders, would have power to oversee the implementation of
reform with sanctions to enforce its decisions.

Introduced late in the Summit process, the oversight proposal
(with its unfortunate echoes of * "overseer”) infuriated some
Summit leaders, and renewed their suspicions of business mo-
tives. James Deanes of the PCCrecalls, “We had put control mth
parents, put dccmons at the local level. Then they said [with the
oversight proposal] you're too stupid to do it. Thatwas an insult.
‘We sat at the same table for hours and built this bond, and now
you're going to destroy it? Why assume we'll mess it up? Why not
assume we'll do fine?” The debate took on racial overtones, with
black leaders such as Deanes and William Farrow, of the Board
of Education, arguing that “clite” (read white business) groups
had “messed up” the schools when they were in control but were
now attempting toregain power of aminority~<lominated system.
But the business leaders (some of whom privately acknowledged
the unfortunate timing of the proposal) remained determined
to secure some kind of oversight authority as a fail-sale device in



a time of radical restructuring, The plan attracted editorial
support from the Sun-Times and the Tribune, as well as endorse-
ments from key legislators and the Ilinois State Board of Edu-
cation.

With the oversight authority still a matter of contention, the
Summit plan was meanwhile being translated into legislation to
take to Springfield. The task fell to Exwin France, a longtime
political operative who had replaced Hal Baron and was working
the education issue for Sawyer. France’s team produced draft
legislative language for presentation to the Summit on May 19.
Their text watered down the agreement, especially in the key
area of shifting power away from the central bureaucracy to local
schools. The result infuriated Summit parnmpants Ken West
recalls, “I got up at the meeting and said, ‘I can’t figure this out:
we scemed to reach an agreement, and now I read this and it
bears no semblance to what we agreed. Are we shaking hands or
not?' " Coretta McFerren called the France document “a piece of
tripe.” Explanations ranged from incompetence to outright
sabotage. In any case, the Summit voted unanimously to reject
the text, The summit process was, to all intents and Jpurposes,
over.

While the Summlt thus ended without the legislation many
had hoped for, it had played a critical role in focusing public
attention on the schools and building a consensus behind basic
principles of reform. In particular, it was the place that the
essential alliance, between business executives and parcnt and
community leaders, was forged.

Meanwhile, by the time of the France fiasco, the momeéntum,
of school reform had shifted away from the formal Summit to an
informal coalition, in effecta “rump group” of Summitmembers
determined on radical change.

The ABCs Coalition

As we saw in Chapter Two, several groups had begun orgamz-
ing around school i issues, independentof the Summit process, in
the months before the 1987 strike. The mostimportant of these
were the Poverty Task Force Coalition (later the People’s Coa-
lition), which included many groups that had been working on
gang and dropout issues; and the CURE coalition (Chicagoans
United to Reform Education}, including Designs for Change
and its allied parent groups, SON/SOC, and Dean Mlchael
Bakalis, of Loyola’s School of Education.

From the time the CURE plan was announced in Apnl 1987
Designs for Change began carefully laying the groundwork to
build political and popular support. Don Moore used every
venue available.to him. He served on the formal Summit from
the beginning, less because he believed that it would come up
with anything substantial than because he saw it as an opportu-
nity to move the CURE agenda. He made informal presentations
to anyone who would listen; one .such presentation, at First
National Bank, impressed David Paulus and others that the
CURE plan might be an appropriate vehicle for business leaders
tochannel theirincreasing frustrations about reform. Heworked
to bring community groups, notably United Neighborhood
Organization, into the coalition. During the strike, Designs
spokespersons attended parent meectings wherever they could,
bringing their own ideas for broader-based reform.

Moore also attracted considerable resources ata critical time.
Designs had been funded for several years by major local foun-
dations. 1987 brought a major new supporter: commodities
trader Richard Dennis, Dennis had actually decided to support
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the work of Al Raby, a respected black leader who first came to
prominence leading boycotts against segregation in Chicago
schoolsin the 1960s. In 1987, Raby was the chief orgamzer ofthe
Poverty Task Force, and was also a principal in a ‘pohltx_c_al
consulting firm, the Haymarket Group. As the Poverty Task
Force was making the decision to concentrate its energies on
education (through its offshoot, the People’s Coalition), Raby
convinced Dennis to put up the money to secure the servicés of
the Haymarket Group, including strategist Tom Coffey, lawyer
Mary Dempsey, and Raby himself, Dennis contributed “several.
hundred thousand dollars,” according to Don Moore, to support
Dcs1gns work on school reform. The moncyboughtHaymarkct 5

“| do not blame [black |

school administrators] for
the problems with
education instituted while
we were still being o muld

in Miss Ann’s house, But
‘we do blame them for

perpetuating the
problem,”
~Corefta McFen'en

behind-the-scenes help, from fall of 1987 through the end of the
legislative session, that proved extraordinarily important in
building the coalition for reform and translating it into legisla-
tion.

Meanwhile, Designs’ lobbylst Larry Suffredin, began arrang-
ing meetings, throughout Fall 1987, between GURE coalition
leaders and key members of the Illinois legislature, many of
whom were angry over the strike and the failure of previous
reform efforts. Alternative plans for restructuring the schools-
including a proposal to create an elected school board, which
had been defeated once before, and. another breaking the
system into 20 autonomous districts on the New York model—
were floating around in Springfield. Suffredin’s work was aimed
at building a basis of understanding and support among legisla-
tors for the CURE plan as the most workable reform option.

Suffredin meanwhile pushed to have the CURE plan drafted
into legislation early, on the time-honored principle that the
first, most comprehensive bill on the table would become the
focus of future discussions, That task fell to the Haymarket
group; throughout fall of 1987, weekly meetings at Haymarket's

‘North Loop headquarters fleshed out the details of the bill.

" Bythistime the GURE coalition had attracted asignificantnew
partner, the People’s Coalition for Education Reform. PCERwas
a critical addition: it added significant minority, community-
based participation to what had previously been a white-domi-
nated coalition. (Although Designs’ “Schoolwatch” parentgroups.
were concentrated in black and Hispanic schools, and although’
Designs itself had multiracial leadership with figures such as
Renee Montoya and Joan Jeter Slay, it is often perceived as a
white, “downtown” organization. Don Moore is white; so are



Dean Bakalis and leaders of SON/SOC.) Respected black and
Hispanic leaders Sokoni Karanja, Ben Kendrick, and Tomas
Sanabria joined the coalmon. and with them came Coretta
McFerren. -

' McFerren was, along with James Deanes' of the PCC and
Bernie Noven of PURE, the most forceful and articulate, and
certainly the most visible parent leader (she is actually a grand-
parent) toemerge toprominence in theschoolreform movement.
Like Deanes, she had a long history of working in local schools
anda strong, family-based commitment to improving them. She
also had an impatience with tired excuses for the status quo; in
an interview with The Neighborhood Works in Decemiber 1987, she
expressed frustration with black middle class administrators that
she saw stonewalling reform efforts: “Ido notblame them for the
problems with education instituted while we were still bcmg a
maid in Miss Ann’s’house. Butwe do b!ame f.hcm for pcrpctuat—-
ing the problcm As black ad- 7 Lot

things within the family [i.e., Chicago]. But we thoughtall along’
that [state] legislation was essential for major restructuring.”

" As the Summit process wore on into March, many participants
became skeptical that it would be possible to produce anything
of substance out of it. Among the most skeptical was Patrick
Keleher, whowas then working for Chicago United. Like Moore,
Keleher had been convinced for some time that the schools
needed radical restructuring. He believed that the real hopefor.
bringing it about lay in business groups allying themselves with
parent and communify groups to create “a new political coun-
terweight” to break the power of the board and the unions. He
saw that alliance bégin to build in the Sumimit, but was uneasy
about the direction it was taking. “Everything was becoming™
Gerbérized: There was no City Hall leadership. I khew we had to
have something to take to Springfield. So we began to formalize
our rclatlonshlp [1 €., bctwacn business leaders and community

: groups]. We took the mltlatlvc,

ministrators in this-city at this
time, how can they sosoon forget
where they carrie from? We expect
more.of :them, bécause we suf:
fered to allow thcm to be wherc
they are.”

PCER leaders, along with rep-
resentatives of Designs and other
CURF.members (including Neat
North Devélopment Corpora-
tion), metweekly throughoutfall
and winter 1987-88, to argue
through the bill and make it re-
flect the new, and broader, coa-
lition. Ben Kendrick recalls those:

ach of lhe groups now coming togeiher
bmughf something ¢ritical to the reform

~ movement. The business community brought its
resources and its credibility, UNO brought its
cupucﬂy fo tum out people for public |
campaigns. The People’s Coalition brought
significant community leaders and o broad
network of organizations. The CURE coalition
brought its basic plan,

to réach out to the community’
leaders.” (Don Moore tells the
story a little diffcrcritly: “The
Haymarket people proposed
that we ask the business com-
‘munity to support our legisla-
tion and work with us: we’ll go
toyour meehngs, you come to
-ours.™) .
Whoever first reached outto
whom, by March of 1988 a
group of reformers had begun
meeting regularly, tinder the
auspicesof ChicagoUnited and
with Peter Martinez as

meetings as "a great experiénce,
Wewent through it point-by-pointand tore cvcrythmg apart. We
viewed PURE and CURE as two white groups, pushing a white
community agenda that seemed to coiticide with our concerns.
The question for us was, can we as African-Americans support
this and not view it as'a sellout?” Karanja, in particular, worked
forlanguage mandating a“multicultural curriculum.” He argued
that mirority children often fail in school because they “see
almost all they learn is European-developed; there’s nothing
from African or Hispanic development-—and theréfore there’s
no sense of positiveness about themselvés. That's the feason so
many drop out: they can 't find a place for themselves, thcy'dbn t
see anything that corrobora.tes them in the curnculum—or in
the woild.”

Thebasic text of the revised CURE plan went to the Leglslamrc
Reference Bureau in Springfield in February 1988. Thus, at the
same time that the formal Summit was attempting to fashion a
citywide, consensus-based school reform plan, the CURE coali-
tion had drafted its own plan, translated it into legislative lan-
guage, and spent séveral months building legislative support for
it. CURE répresentatives also participated in the Summit pro-
cess. McFerren emerged as one of the strongest voices on'the
Parent/Community Council (where she too pushed the
“multicultural curriculum” agenda). Don Moore was an active
participanton the expanded Summit, but remained skeptical of
it. “We saw the Summit as potentially dangerous to what we
wanted,” he says. “There was a strong sentiment to compromise,
to make things too watered down. And there was also the idea
that it was dangerous to go to Springfield; that we should keep
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convenor. This became the
germof the ABCs coalition (Alliance for Better ChicagoSchools).
Itwasa constantlyshifting and expanding group: “I'herewereno
invitations, no RSVPs,” recalls Keleher, “Anybody could have
come to that party.” With the Summit process foundermg, the
ABCs coalition became the focal pomt of school reform from
that point onwards.

The participation of Martinez s1gnalled another critical piece
that had been added to the puzzle: UNO. Martinez was both a
consultant to UNO and a deacon in Chicago United, on the
education committee; hewasa practical, expcrlenccd practitio-
ner at building coalitions for political action. He did not, how-
ever,. rcprcscnt UNO dlrectly, Danny SO]IS, UNO's executive
dlrector and a member of the Educatlon Summlt played that
role.’ :

The decision to join the s¢hool réform- coalmon wasa crmcal
one orgamzatlonally for UNO: Among community-based orga-
nizations, UNO is knowii for its hard-bitten power analysis of
issues, allies, and edemigs. It is notorious for being reluctant to
join coalitions, especially with partners whose ability to deliver is
unknown, and for being unwilling to take part in campaigns
whoseé agenda it-does not control. In signing onto' the school
reform coalition at this point, UNO by its own standards took a
major risk. Behind the decisioni lay UNO's frustration with its
own earlier school efforts, respect for the credibility of the school
reform groups (especially Designs and the Panel, whose 1987
legislation UNO had backed) and a belief, according to Solis,
that school reform presented an “opportunity for empower-
ment” that could extend beyond the schools.



House|Senate
Plan | Plan

Point | Campa;ign Platform

1L Parénts, teacher‘s, principals, C B
community representative and
students sharing i in local decision

making, with approprlate training.

2.-' ; The Chicago School Board and
administration accountable to

the local commbunity. , -
3 The prmapal in charge of all staff { G+
at his/her school

4, Allocal'.lon of resources to give C B
every student access to cqual
cducatlonal opportunmes .

B, Improved mstructlonal
environment: smaller class size,
climinate overcrowding in schools.

6. A streamlined central
administration; shift staffing
pl"lOl‘lthS to the local schools,
7. Strictly enforced standards and | D+
improved profess:onal training for |
teachers, administrators and staff.

8. | Availability of a quality core C+
curriculum for all students, with

enrichment to meet local needs,

9. Increased funding for implé_- ‘ F F
mentation of meaningful reform’

The Campaign for School Reform evaluated logislative efforts with vespect
to its stated goals.

Fach of the groups now coming together brought something
critical to the reform movement, The business community
brought its considerable resources, its credibility, its clout. UNO
broughtits capacity, unrivalled among community-based groups,
to turn out huge numbers of people for public events and
campaigns. The People’s Coalition brought significant commu-
nily leaders and a broad network of organizations, The CURE
coalition brought its basic plan, now refined through weeks of
meetings with the People’s Coalition and the Haymarket group
and drafted into legislative language ready for Springfield. That
plan was now modified further to reflect the new coalition
partners.

The business leaders were prepared to buy onto the CURE
plan as the most solid and comprehensive restructuring of the
schools, But still missing, they argued, was accountability: who
would monitor implementation of reform, and—in the event a
school council failed in the basic task of running the school—
who would take over? The business solution was the one Peter
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Wilmott had argued for in the Summit: an oversight authority.
CURE accepted the oversight plan, and the business leaders
signed onto the CURE plan.

UNO brought another key issue: equity. Changing gover-
nance alone was not eniough to improve the schools, argued
Solis, Most neighborhood schools were understaffed and-
underfunded to doadecentjob for children. UNO'sown reform
plan (drafted by Sabin principal Lourdes Monteagudo and
dubbed “The Neighborhood Schoolhouse That Works”) ana-’
lyzed what characteristics were needed for effective schools and :
what resources were necessary to support them. Such resources.
should be available, notjust to a handful of magnet schools, but
toallschools. UNQinsisted thata key principle of reform be that
school resources be spent equitably, and thatall children benefit.
fairly from resources spenton schools, Costed out by the Chlcago
Panel, the UNO proposals came to $584.6 million. However, in
practice, UNO did not play up the demand for more resources
butconcentrated on insisting thatresources be fairly distributed.
Similarly, UNO’s proposals were careful not to-attack magnet;
schools but to insist that the kind of resources that went into
magnets should be available to neighborhood schools as well.

The resource and equity issues were further refined by critical
contributions made by the Chicago Panel, Panel research had
demonstrated that the Board of Education was taking monies
specifically targeted to schools with large numbers: of ‘poor
children (Chapter. I money) and using it for other purposes.
Stoppmg such abuses would target more money toward schools
in poor communities (where, by law, it already belonged). This

position, on an issue that was extremely important to black

groups such as the Urban League and black legislators, was also
backed by PURE, the North Side alliance which included many
parénts and teachers from magnet schools.,

The Panel also focused attention on the question of cutl:mg
the central bureaucracy. Years of experience monitoring school
budgets had convinced the Panel of the creativity with which
administrators could manage to hold onto and expand staffs
even while ostensibly “cutting” spending, Diana Lauber, who
represented the Panel at ABC meetings, argued for language to
make specific the level of cuts that would be necessary and for
putling a cap on future expansion of the central administration;
such provisions were incorporated into the Panel's own bill that
was being prepared for Springfield.

The Panel was originally part of the ABCs coalition, but later
dropped out. The Panel is constituted as a coalition and is
governed by consensus of its members; some members were
supportive of Panel involvement, but others (notably the Urban
League, Chicago Region PTA, and League of Women Voters)
blocked the Panel from formally signing on to the ABCs. The
Panelhadits own bill {(which called for school councils, composed
of half parents and half staff, with control over principal selec-
tion, budget, and curriculum, as well as cutting the bureaucracy
and shifting Chapter I funds) prepared for Springfield

Other significant reform groups also declined to join the
ABCs coalition. Though ithad representatives at ABCs meetings,
the Parent/Community Council refused to sign on to the coali-
tion. In part this reflected real disagreement on issues—James
Deaneswas particularlyadamanton the question of the oversight
authority, and he questioned whether the attacks on the school
bureaucracy were “overplayed.” But it was also attributable to
growing suspicion of the style and motives of some of the lead
groups. Instead, the PCC had its own bill, based on its January



ABCs school reform principles -

B Local school decision-making: Grant a.uthdriiy tothe local
school governing body to determine programs, budget, and
_contract with the principal. o ' '

W Authority to principals: Grant the principal the authority to
hire, supervise, and fire all school staff. -

"W Teacher accountability: Remove an‘d‘ tram non-performing
teachers, ' ' ‘

. Ml Equity of resources: Allocate more resources to low-income/
low-achieving schools. ‘ :

[ | C_'u_tcmtralq@imin_:’strq;im: Reduce the power and size of the
central administration and place a cap on its future spend-
M Oversight commission with powm:-Establish an oversightbody
with powers to insure reforms ‘are carried out. .

proposal to the Summiit, prepared to take to Springfield:
Othets who stayed away from ABCs were the parent groups
PURE; Believe in the Public Schools, and others. They were
susﬁiciqus of the calls for increased: “¢ommunity representa-
tion,” which they believed would (as PURE put it) “make it
possible for extremist groups and ward bosses to take over ...
schools” and “pit parents against professiorial community orga-
riizers.” PURE and the others walked out of the ABCs over the
issue-of the constitution of the school councils: PURE wanted a
clear parent majority, along with more authority for teachers;
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“Don't come home without it.”

where the ABCs plan called for equal parent and community
representation. Believe in the Public Schoolswas another group
that had its own bill in Springfield.

PURE and the other parent groups had meanwhile joined
another loose school reform coalition, the Campaign for School:
Reform. This was organized by the Citizens Schools Committee,
along-established school advocacy group that had taken on new
energywith the appointmentof Ted Oppenheimer as executive
director. CSC made an effort to build the broadest possible
coalition, including everyone from the Chicago Teachers Union
and the PTA to UNO and the Chicago Panel, lined up behind a
set of reform principles. Unlike the ABCs coalition, however;
CSC never translated its principles into legislation.

By the end of May, the ABCy group had negotiated six
principles for school reform. With' Solis taking the lead, the
coalition organized a massive rally at the downtown' Bismarck
Hotel on June 6 to kick off thc "ABCs legislative campaign.
Hundreds of sign-waving, slogan-chanting parents and students
(and some teachers) showed up, On'the podium, in all theirwild
variety, were representatives of the groups that made up the
ABGs coalition at this point: business leaders, professional edu-
cation and child advocates, parent and community leaders.
Everyone sported bright yellow-and-red buttons with the slogan:

The flyer passed out at the rally spelled out what the ABCs
group hiad decided was the essence of Chicago échool reform;
any bill would have to'be evaluated against these principles (see
boxatleft, . . L 7 :

The people present on June 6 vowed to take their demands to
Springfield. There was, asyet, no single consensus bil, but there
was growing agréement on the basic shape of reform, and a

tremendous determination to make it happen.



CHAPTER 4: Through the Legislature

hile different groups in Chicago were getting set to

W come down to Springfield with their reform propos-
- als, the Legislature was bracmg for them. Legislators

had been struggling with Chicago school problems for years, to
little avail. They saw themselves as being asked continually to
pour more and more money into Chicago’s schools, while the
schools got worse and worse. For many downstate leglslators, the
problem was typical Ch:cago “big cily” troublc w:,th unconscious

racial politics. Other proposals-focused on decentralizing the
system: into smaller districts, on the New York' model. This
proposal was sponsored by Republican Sen. (now Lieutenant
Govcmor) Robert Kustra, of suburban Park R1dgc it attracted

“support for Republicans, suburbanites, and downstaters who
were tired of dealing with the massive Chicago;; district. But the
j__.rcal drmng force behind the plan had to do with something

‘_;’altogether mdcpendent of school reform: unjen polmcs The

Illmoxs Educatlon Assoctatlon

referred:to the city's schools as-
“a black hole” absorbing ‘every-
thing that came near it and
putting out nothing in return.
But city legislators themselves
were also angered at the failure
of the school board to imple-
ment the 1985 reforms, and at
the system’s bloated bureaucracy
and its seemingly endless ca-

{or thinly veiled) racism, they
L eg

WOI'SQ.

lslutors had been shugglmg with Chlcago
school problems for years, to [ittle avail. They
-saw themselves as being asked continually.to
pour more and. more money info Chlcagos
schools, while the schools got worse and

(aﬁ‘lhatcd with the Natlonal F.du-
‘cation Association) saw distrlct
decentralization as a strategy to
enable ittobreakthe powerof the
) T 7‘ ¢rs Union (an aff
' filiate of the riyal American TFed-
" eration of Teachers) With Chi-

cago divided into twenty districts,

the IFA could orgamzc in indi-

vidual districts to win the right to

pacitytoabsorbresources. When
the 1987 strike predictably ended with demands for more money
out of Springfield, the legislators appropnated an extra $5.2
million, butwarned that there would be no new monies without
significant reforms.

There were several currents in the Legislature in the sprmg of
1988 that-affected school reform legislation.

First, the state government was caught up in the struggle
between Governor James Thompson and House Speaker Michael
Madigan over a state income tax increase. Thompson, a lame-
duck Republican, wanted a tax hike, but in previous attempts
had been unable to deliver Republican votes; Madigan, a Demo-
crat, had watched Democratic supporters get clobbered by
Republicans running against higher taxes, and he wasn’t going
to-get trapped dgain. Despite a heavy blitz by the Governor, the
Speaker’s refusal to support the tax increase killed its chances.
That meant that any school reform proposal would have to be
“revenue neutral™: i.e., not cost more money. (To some reform
critics, that explains why the legislation focused on the “gover-
nance” aspects of the schools —rather than new programs to
revise the curriculum, introduce better teaching materials,lower
class size, or improve teacher pcrformancc—all of which would
have cost money.) :

Second, a number of proposals had been floating in recent
years for restructuring Chicago's schools. One proposal, de-
feated in earlier versions but still having some support, was for an
elected school board, a tricky proposition in a city with strong

_represent teachers away from the
CTU rather than undertakmg the formidable task of orgamzmg
all. over Chicago, The 1EA has consnderable clout with many

. downstite legislators : and pushed i its plan v1gorously
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A third factor aﬁ'cctmg the school reform issue was the fact
that there were relat.wely few high-profile issuesin Spnngficld at
the same time. Most of the drama centered around the tax
increase qucsuon, and that was a struggle not in the Legislature
but between the Speaker and the Governor, The other proposal
in Springfield that June was the proposed new publicly funded
stadium for the Chicago White Sox, which was voted through at
the very last moment: Other than that, there was littlé else going
on inthe Capitol-~and plenty of time for interested legislators to
take the time to crafta thoroughgomg restructurm g of the city's -
schools,

Finally, 1988 was a statewidé election year, and spring 1989
would bring an election in Chicago for the Mayor’s office.
Election considerations were obviously paramountin the struggle
over new taxes, but they were also important in school reform.
For speaker Madigan, itwas particularly critical to have the Black
Caucus line up behind any ‘reform legislation.

The Reformers Come to Spnngﬁeld

As the Chicago reformers prepared to journeyto Spnngﬁeld
the prospects for reform were uncertain. Desp:tc all the months
of trying to create a consensus bill, formally in the Summit-
process, then in the ABCs coalition, there was no one bill that



pulled together all the different groups. The ABCs group had
assembled the broadest coalition. But several important reform
groups had pulled out, notably the PCC, PURE, and the Chicago
Panel.

With reformers unable to get together on asin glereform bill,
they risked having the legislators get together to,write a bill that

suited them-—one that reformers might not like at.ail. Some:

observers, however, believed that, once the Chicagoans got
down to Springfield and discovered the plans that downstate
legislators had for Chicago’s schools, they would find a way to
pull together.

The reformers' differing ideas surfaced in Springfield as
several different pieces of legislation. The CURE bill was intro-
duced in the legislature in April 1988; sponsors included Reps.

Joreground, from left). The seéssions
(Chicago Tribune photo) '

Carol Moseley Braun and Al Ronan, and Senators Migut_:l del
Valle, William Marovitz, both Chicago Democrats, and Kustra, a
Republican, Other bills came from the Chicago Panel, spon-
sored by Rep. Ellis Levin and Sen. Richard Newhouse; the
Concerned Parents Network, sponsored by Sen. Dawn Clark
Netsch;and the Parent/ Community Council, sponsored by Rep.
Anthony Young. In addition, Kustra's bill, calling for decentrali-
zation to the district level, had strong, support among Republi-
cans and some Democrats in the Senate. YR .

Sen. Arthur Berman convened the Senate Fducation Com-
mittee to draft a version that would take the best from all the
plans into one consensus bill, This bill passed the upper house
on June 2 and was sent over to the House; it became the basic
legislative vehicle for school reform, : :

In the House, meanwhile, a Democratic Task Force on Edu-
cation, comprising: Reps. Joe Berrios, Ellis Levin, and Carol
Moseley Braun, had struggled to produce its own. version of a

Tﬁé school veforin bill was drafted in a series o], exira_é_irquﬁ ﬁzbh‘c sessions in Speaker Madigan’s office,
led by Sen. Arthar Berian, Rép. Anthotiy Young, Rep. John Cullerton (chair), and Rep. Ellis Levin (in
were attended by representatives of all the “interested parties.”
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reform bill but without success. (Gov, Thompson also had his
own Joint Task Force on Education.) At this point, House
Speaker Michael Madigan stepped in.

lThe Spegker Takes Control

Madigan convened an extraordinary meeting, in his office, of
both legislators-and “interested parties”—i.c., the board, the
unions, and various reform groups. At the meeting he made it
clear that he was determined to have a school reform bill that
would work, that he wanted it fo be drafted with input from the
“interested parties,” and that peoplewould have towork together
to hammer out a compromise.

Madigan's intervention also set the political terms on which
thelegislation would move, Ithad to be revenue neutral (because
‘ Madigan would not allow a tax in-

crease). It had to be acceptable to the

Black Caucus, a significant element in

. Madigan’s support in the Legislature

(a broader political reality was at stake

here as well: because more than 80

percent of Chicago schoolchildren are

black and Hispanic, as are many school
employees, it-was felt. that no reform
effort could succeed unlessblack and

Hispanic legislators voted for. it). The
© bill also had to be acceptable to the
. GTU and other school unions. Beyond

 that, according to Rep. (now Senator)
John Cullerton, they had “free rein” to
draft “complete structural change” for
the schools. b

Speaker Madigan is an extremely
powerful man in Illinois politics, and
his intervention at this point was criti-
cal. It signalled that a significant bill
would come out of the legislature to
reform Chicago’s schools. Madigan
himself has never been identified as a
particular education  activist; of all
Chicago legislators, he has relatively
few public school children in his dis-
trict. His decision to move on school
reform was not based on personal com-

o mitment but on political reality. It was
clear thatthe legislature wasgoing to have to do something about
the schools; there was strong sentiment among legislators and
mounting public and media pressure back home. The Kustra
decentralization, bill, which had earlier passed the Senate, was
anathema to the unions and opposed by reform groups as well,
The struggles in previous years over school funding had made it
clear that nonew school moneywould be forthcoming unless the
schools were changed and their bureaucracy curbed. It seemed
that the time had come to deal with the schools. By taking
leadership, Madigan could fashion a bill that met his terms, get
it passed, and take credit for amajor piece of legislation ata time
when editorial writers were castigating him as a naysayer on the
tax question.

Still, it was extraordinary that Madigan gave the group “free
rein” to reshape the school system top-to-bottom, and put the
prestige of his office (and one of his smartest, most trusted
lieutenants, John Cullerton) behind the effort. Whydid he doit?

b




Cullerton: “We sensed the politics of it. Frustration with thee
butreaucracy. Evcrybody butthe entrenched educators and umons
were fed up.”

Popularz Pressure

Cullerton, at Madigan’s request, convened-a committee con-
sisting of himself, Reps. Tony Young and Ellis Levm and Sen
Berman to “work otit the details.”

Usually, the “details” of legislation af this pomt are fhrashcd
through behind closed doors in small groups of legislators, their
staffs, and lobbyists representing well-funded interest groups;
only the final b111 is madc pubhc for c1t.1zen cbmmcnt Usua]ly,

When banker Ken West
addressed a group of
parents in Springfield,
“you'd think I'd given
the Geﬂysburg Address,
R The recepﬂon in ihat
 room.was just

| unbel:evuble. o

too, when concérned titizens want to influiérice legislation; they
write ‘letters, go to theé State’ Capitol, talk to-legislators, give
testimony at committee hearmgs, and then gct back on then'
buses and go home.
The process that produced the Chlcago school reform bl]l was
not business-as-usual on either score, i
Forone thing, itfeatured contmual a.ssaultWa
parents and community members; busirtess led
“nterested parties” descendingon Spmngﬁeld T

aind other

Y :
come on one designated day; they camic day 2 after day, week after
week throughout June, forming what one. cxpcrlcnced lcglsla-.

tive observer calls “a consistent: wgll” for school reform UNO
organized “five to ten” busloads of people; the Pcoplc § Coali-

tion sent six busloads. Chicago United paid for: many of these»
buses (Chicago United spent $30,000 on. Iravcl expenses| relatcd‘

to school reform in 1988). The Campaign for School R Y
under the auspices of the Citizens Schools Committee, orga-
nized car pools and four busloads of people. The P"I"Aps’tlmatcs
it sent “300 to 400" people (though their message was primarily
the need to spend more money for the schools).

Once they arrived in Springficld, the parentsand community
members fanned out through the Capitol, talking to legislators,
holding rallies, and—for those who were part of the ABCs
group—chanting the slogan- “Don't Come Home Without It.”
The ABCs members wore large yellow buttons with that slogan;
the yellow buttons seemed-to be everywhere in Springfield in

June 1988. UNO and the CURE coalition staged a mock “gradu- .

ation ceremony” to remind legislators of children who had been
failed by the school; the Campalgn for School Reform |ssucd a
“report ¢ard” on the various legislative proposals.
Sen. Kustra recalls the presence of so many parents and
community members as making a particular impression--on
Republican and downstate legislators: “They were people from

frcﬁocmers-
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all walks of life, racial groups, parts of the city, Our members,
after all, do not represent districts with lots of African-Ameri:
cans, We gotachance to listen tothem tellus how much they care -
about their children. 1 know that downstate legislators were .
impressed with the extent they [ parents] were willing togo toget -
control of their schools. I don’t think members of our [Senate-.
Republican} caucus would have been impressed with represen-
tatives from large, mainline organizations: we'd have asked, -
aren’t you paid to be here? It was the mothers of children in -
Chicago who most impressed us.”

At the same time, business leaders organlzcd by. Chlcago
United came down by corporate jet and met with every legistator
who would see them; pushing the ABCs bill. David Paulus of First
National Bank recalls that busiriess leaders came to Springfield
as “informed advocates: Thcy [business lcaders] had suffered
through hundreds of hours of meetings with parents, commu-
nity groups—they really knew what people were looking for; so
when we went into the mcctmgs with legislators, we knew more-
than they did.... The lesson is, you have to have business leaders
who can really argue with a passlon—not _]ust sit therc and sa.y,

‘we’re for better education.’ ” ’

Ken West, of Harris Bank, one of the rost passxonate of the

“informed advocates,” recalls-a day in Springfield that typified
the extraordinaryalliance behind school reform: “We [corporate -
leaders] had come down on jets. We ran into a bunch of parents
who came down on buses théy couldn’t afford. Coretta

[McFerren] and Danny [Solis] were running the meeting; Thcy
asked mé to say a few words. I thought to myself, what can'I say-
thatwill make these people think I’m everva human being? Then
they introduced me: You'd think you were ata high school pep
rally, they were clapping and cheering. And'when I'spoke, well,
you’d think I'd given the Gettysburg ‘Address. The reception in
that rootfi was just unbehevable Iwent over to hug Coretta. Wc
both cried.” i

‘While the busloads and Jcts full of people were coming and
going, a significant number of pedple were staying in town to'see
the legislation through. Any organization with' paid staff that-
could afford to sent representatives, Designs for Charnge, the'-
Chicago Panel, Chicago United, Voices for Illinois Children,
Kenwood-Oakland Community’ Orgatiization, UNO, and the’
Urban League all hiad staff people on hand, and the Haymarket
Group was there as well working on behalf of the ABCs effort.
Middleclass parerits who' could arrange work schedules’to be
preserit stayed for several days. (On the other hand, people such
as James Deanes of the PCC and Judy Budde of the PTA recall
that it was difficult for them to commit that kind of time to
Springfield. Soine groups later charged that they -had been
outlasted bylarge, bettérfunded, bettcr staﬂ'cd groups—notably
Designs for Change.) :

Thesame sense of urgency thatwas bu:ldmg in Springfield was
also building up back heme in-Chicago, as groups urged their
members to contact legistators to press for reform. PURE,
CURE, the Campaign for School Reform, David Paulus at First
National, all sent out mailings in June urging people to contact
legislators. Anne Hallett of the Wieboldt Foundation circulated-
a letter which was signed by representatives of seventeen local
foundations, urging action on the basic principles of the reform
groups; this was an extraordinary statement coming from
foundations, which usually avoid even the appearance of direct
lobbying. The Chicago Tribuheran a devastating series describing
conditions at the Goudy School in a poor nelghborhood on the



city’s North Side. Tribuneand Sun-Times editorials were:urging
action and warning against plots, by the CTU.or others, to delay
reform. (On the other-hand, Vernon Jarrett;in: the Sun-Times,
reflected growing anxiety in parts of the AfricantAmerican com-
munity in warning that the reforms being proposed would be a
dangerous experlmenl; in which black children would be the
“guinea pigs.”) ; . -

One plage that the urgency was not apparent was among the
city's long-established black community and civil rights groups,
such as PUSH, the Midwest Community- Council, and The
Woodlawn Organization. Kenwood-Oakland Community Orga-
nization had organized some parents to go to Springfield. PUSH
reportedly sent a representative at the very end of the month
expressing reservations about the legislation, and Leon Finney
from TWO showed up at the-end as well. The Urban League was
involved off-and-on, but it was uneasy about the direction reform
was taking. There were significant black leaders in Springfield
working on the reform legislation (notably James Deanes, Coretta

McFerren, Sokoni Karanja, and Al Raby—aswell as Jackie Vaughn .

and Erwin France, representing the CTU and Mayor Sawyer).
But few of the mainline groups spent much time in Springfield

on school reform that month, and none played a central role in

drafting the legislation—déspite urging by Deanes and Karan_]a,
among others, to get involved.

The Meefings in Madigan‘s Office

While parents and busmess leaders were roaming the. State
Capitol, holding rallies and talking fo any legislators who would
listen, Gullerton and his ad hoc.committee consisting of Rep.
Young and Sen. Berman (with occasional participation by other
legislators) were following Madigan's orders to “work out the
details” and to do so with participation from all the “interested
parties.” Cullerton chaired a series of meetings in Madigan’s
office that he recalls as “sixty hours, the last two weeks of the'
session, twelve hours a day.” : 4

Those sessions were, by the account, of most legxslators, ex-
traordinary. A major piece of legislation was being drafted, in
public session, with debate and compromise between represen-
tatives of most of those who would be affected: parents, union
leaders, principals, reform groups, business leaders, and com-
munity .organizations. As Sen. del Valle later: remarked, it is
common for paid lobbyists representing various interests to help
draftlegislation, but the level of direct grassrqots participation in
drafting the school reform legislation was extraordinary. And,
despite later charges that some groups were “locked out” of the
process, that doesn’t appear to have happened, at least at the
meetings in Madigan's office; Rep, Young.commented that
“anyone who came down would be allowed to participate; no
group that I know of was excluded—and I was in the room most
of the time,” L ‘

While there was consensus among most participants over the
basic outline: of reform—taking power away from the central
bureaucracy and bringing it to the local school level—it was
hammering out the details that took all the time. Among the
points at dispute, both in the sessions in Madigan’s office and
later on the floor of the legislature, were the following:

1. The role and tenure of the principal. Educational research
identifies the leadership of the principal as a key factor in the
success of the school. The old system had undermined the
principal’s potential for bringing about change in two ways: first,
by restricting the principal’s control over school staff through a
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variety of union regulations—so that principals could not choose .
teachers, for example, or give orders to cafeteria personnel or
school engineers (principals did not even have keys to the school
building—those were held by engineers); and second, by giving
principals lifetime tenure—so that principals whose schools
were clearly failing could not be removed except for cause.

-Reformerswanted change on both counts. Theysucceeded on
the second, stripping principals of tenure and establishing
instead three-year performance contracts (later upped to four
years in the veto session). This.change was opposed by the
Principals Association, represented by Bruce Berndt, to no avail.
(Later the principals brought a lawsuit charging that their
property rights in tenure had been taken away without due
process of law; thcy Jost.) ,

Theissue of control overschool siaffs was compromlscd under
pressure from school unions. The _principals got the right to
choose new teacherswithout regard to seniority, and proacdures,_
for remediating of getting rid of nonperformmg teachers were
streamlined. Principals also got theright to issue orders to other’
schoolstaff (engineersard food service); and theywcrc explicitly
given the keys of the school building. However, if nonteaching

_ staffdisagreed with the orders, they could take the the matter to

the districtlevel for resolution, This compromise was negotlatcd :
by the Principals Association and representatives of the other
unions (to the surprxse of many reformers, who were prcpared
tofightfor stronger principal authority and were dlsmayed when
Berndt backed off). It later came under fire (from Béerndt.
himself, among others) as a retreat from the basic premise that
if the principal;was. to be held accountable for overall schogl.
performani:e,,’he/she needs to be in.charge of all school pef—
sonnel.

2, Composmon of the local sckool councils, Makmg sure-that par-;

"UNO, under executive

director Danny Solis,
brought people and
pressure 1o bear on
legislators in Springfield.

ents had a dominantvoice in the councils was a critical point for
the Parent/Community Council and parent groups such as

'PURE; the CURE bill, on the other hand, would have given

communitymembersastrong representation and made possible
a majority of teachers, principal, and community members
outvoling parents. The parent groups won, with backing from
legislators such as Sen. Berman who felt that parents had the
greatest interest in the schools and should have the greatest
representation; the bill called for councils comprising six parents,
two teachers, two community representatives, and the principal.
(The greater weight given to parents was also challenged in the
principals’ lawsuit; the fact that only parents could vote for the
parent representatives—and thus their votes counted more—



was the basis on which the Illinois Supreme Court, in November
1990, threw out the entire act as an unconstitutional violation of
one person, one vote.)

8. Selection of the school board. The Mayor of Chicago has tradi-

tionally appointed the school

board, Some reform proposals
floated in previousyears—and the
-Kustra bill in 1988—had called
for elected school boards; other
proposals had devised various
schemes for having the board
elected from school and district
councils. The final bill allowed
those councils to eleet'a school
board nominating committee, but

aking sure that
parents had a
dominant voice
in the councils
was a critical
point for the

Parent/ left the appointment power in the
. hands of the mayor. To get re-
Communﬂy form efforts started even before
counCiI ﬂnd = thc-(':o.uncils c.o?xld be elected, a
provision (originated by Mayor

severdl parent  Sawyer’s representative, Erwin
France) was inserted into the bill

groups. directing the mayor to appointan

interim school board. According
to Rep. Young, the timing of this appointment became an issue:
Young pushed for the interim board to be appointed before the
mayoral elections scheduled for spring 1989, but lost. In those
elections, control of city government shifted from Sawyer (who
is black) to Richard M. Daley (who is white)—and Daley seized
the opportunity, as.one of his first acts as Mayor, to appoint a
“reform” board of education and. associate himself with the
school reform effort. o

4. Oversight authority. The idea for'an oversight authority to
make sure reform was being implemented-came from the busi-
ness community, and they were adamant about having an-inde-
pendent authority with strong powers incorporated into the
legislation. On the other hand, people such asJames Deanes saw
the oversight proposal as an attack, with racist overtones, on the
right of Chicagoans to control their own schools, and fought
strongly against it. Another issue with political implications was
the composition of the board, and whether the Mayor or the
Governor would appoint the majority; Democrats favored the
former, Republicans favored the latter. The business community
prevailed in getting an oversight authority with strong powers—
including. veto power over contracts—incorporated into the
legislation (the provision itself was written by George Munoz,
representing Chicago United). The Democratic-controlled
commiittee gave the Mayor the majority appointment:power—a
decision that was one of the key clcments that turned Republi-
cans away from supporting the finial bill.

5. Administrative “cap.” The reformers’ goal ofhmltmg thesize,
authority, and resources of the central administration merged
nicelywith Madigan’s fiat that reform had to be revenue neutral:
money required to implement the new bill (for example, run
clections, train councils, etc.) would have to come from some-
where, and the bureaucracy, which legislators and reformers
alike felt had grown far out of proportion and had successfully
stifled all previous attempts at reform, was the perfect target. But
how specific did legislators need to be in mandating cuts? One
proposal, offered on the Senate floor by Sen. Marovitz, proposing
reallocation of 1,000 jobs, was dismissed as impractical by Sen.
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Berman. The formula for the “cap” incorporated into the bill was
devised by State Rep. Ellis Levin and Diana Lauber, of the
Chicago Panel, which had for years followed in excruciating
detail the board's stratagems for protecting bureaucratic jobs at
the expense of classroom positions. Levin proposed setting a
“cap” on the central bureaucracy, allocating dollars equal to the
average number of dollars per pupil spent by other school
districts in the state. (In the veto session, this was revised to take
into account differences in the cost of living between different
school districts.)

6. Equity & Title 1. Equity was a key concern of black and
Hispanic reformers, who argued that the magnet schools, osten-
sibly established to promote desegregation, in fact created a two-
tiered system thatleft most minority children attending inferior,
poorlyfunded neighborhood schools. Another concern—raised
especially by black legislators and backed up by research by the
Chicago Panel, which had long spotlighted this issuc—was that
State Chapter I money to help educate disadvantaged children’
was not being appropriately targeted to reach those children.
Magnet school parents were strongly represented among the
reformers, and there was no serious attempt to destroy those
schools, Butin turn magnet school parents—especially those in
PURE—supported the reallocation of Chapter I money to truly
disadvantagcd children. The final bill passed after the veto
session contained a “hold harmless” clause which phased in the
reallocation of that money so that no school would actually lose
resources as a result, )

7. Choice. The original CURE proposals called for “increasing
choice within the public scheol. .

system,” and Chicago United
called for "choice of school for
parentsand students, intra-district
and inter-district.” Some business

he reformers’
goal of limiting

leaders wanted to go further and Ihe size,
introduce vouchers that would .

apply to private systems as well. Clﬂhﬂmy, and
But many reform groups—James resources Of ihe
Deanes was perhaps the most ve-

hement—saw choice (and espe- central

cm.lly vouchers) as an aftack on udmini 5"mﬁ on

the whole public education sys-
tem that would benefit wealthier
familiesat the expense of the poor,
The final bill passed after theveto
session backed away from man-
dating choiceand instead ordered
the school board to study the is-
sue and come up with a plan for
choice within the public system,
to be phased in during the 1991-
92 school year.

8. Role and job secunty of teachers. Like the principals, teachers
stood both to gain and lose through reform; but the teachers
were much more effectively represented than the principals in
the legislative process, and they understood the give-and-take of
bargaining. Through their representation on the school coun-
cils—and especially the professional personnel advisory commit-
tees, or PPACs (which were put in almost as an afterthought)—
the teachers gained for the first time a voice in running the
school (and a vote on the contract of their boss, the principal—
which some observers later criticized as a conflict of interest). On

merged nicely
~ with Madigan'’s
fiat that reform

"had to be
 revenue neutral,




the other hand, teachers agreed to a streamlined “remediation™
process to get nonperformmg teachers out of the classroom
more quickly. In akey concession, principatswere given the right
to choose new staff without regard for seniority. But the CTU
fought to protect teachers who might lose jobs because of falling
enroliment (called” supcmumcranes”)—-ademand that almost
derailed the reform bill and'drew an amendatory veto from the
governor. In the final legislation, such teachers could no longer
be guaranteed the right to “bump” other teachers in schoo! jobs,
but they were guaranteed the right to a job within the system,

-Don Moore, executive
director of Designs for
Change, who played a
critical role in pushing the
legislation to completion,

cxtherln aschoolorin the central office. (Contrast this guarantee
with the plight of pnnmpals, who were given no job guarantees
if they were denied new contracts.)

9. Training of council and board members. One frequcnt criticism
of the move to' decentialize authority was that, however well-
intentioned, parents and community members had little knowl-
edge of budgeting, curriculum, teaching methods, and other
skills involved in running a school. Sen. Berman and others
believed that to make reform work, it was essential that new
coun¢il members be trained to exercise their new authority; and
so language was put into the bill authorizing council members
the right to contract for training. The problem was that several
of the leading reform advocates (notably Designs for Change
and the Chicago Panel) also offered parent training, and could
be expected to offer their services to the new councils—which
they were helping to create. That immediately opened the
reform bill to the attack that, like school debates in the past, itwas
nothing more than a fight over jobs and contracts. The fact that
the training offered by the two groups is free (supported by
foundation funding) did not deflect the criticism.

10. “Educational” reforms. Many of the people who came to
Springfield were determined to push for features such:as early
childhood education and smaller class size—measures they felt
would have an immediate impact on the classroom, which the
structural reforms being written into the legislation would not.
Thiswas, for example, the position of the Urban League and the
PTA. However, given Madigan's opposition to the tax increase,
none of these features made it into the legislation. Thus the bill
was opened to the criticism: that it was really about power, not
about education, However, given the past experience of the
legislature in attempting to mandate reforms for-Chicago’s
schools, it was cledr that, tax increase or not, no new programs
would be funded until there was a structural overhaul of the
schools,

As these and other “details” were being worked out under
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Cullerton’s leadership, Mary Dempsey of the Haymarket Group
and Diana Lauber of the Panel played especially important roles
in drafting and redrafting critical portions of the bill and taking
them back to the people in Madigan’s office forapproval. Several
participants, both legislators and acfivists, commented on the
importance of the reformers’ capacity to process information,
make changes in a timely manner, kccp legislators and others
informed, and keep the process moving. Don Moore of Designs
also played-a critical role; one observer commented that “he was
invaluable: he'd been there before, he knew which: changes
would weaken the bill and which ones we could live with.”
Another called him “the great untiring convincer” in pushing
the process to corpletion, but added: “If it weren’t for the rest
ofus, the billwould never have had the qualityit finally did have.”

Meanwhile, June 80 (the last day of the legislative session) was
fastapproaching and the school reform bill still wasn’t complete;
as late as June 27, Chicago United was withholding support
demanding strengthening of the oversight authority, the prin-
cipals’ authority, and other features. Republicans, meanwhile,
were complaining that what Kustra called “these mysterious
meetings in- Madigan's office” were shutting thiem out of the
process, and:publicly vowing to block whatever Democrat-spon-
sored bill came out of Madlgan s office. Politically, their best
chance to do that was in the Senate; the House¢ had a solid
Democratic majority, but the Senate was nearly evenly split (31
Democrats' to 28 Republicans), With one Democrat, Sen:
Alexander, too ill to be in Springfield, the bill would need al 30
Democratic votes to pass, and:if the GOP held solid in its
opposition, they would need only one Democratic defector to
defeat the bill and force the Democratic leadership to recon-
struct it along lines more to their liking. :

Gelting through the Legislature

On the last night of the session, it fell to Sen. Arthur Berman
to introduce the carefully crafted plan to the Senate. The bill,
said Berman, reflected “the consensus opinion of dozens of
organizations and thousands and thousands of citizens of Chi-
cago.” He then outlined the bill’s major provisions (see Appendix),
making a particular pointofstressing that itwasrevenue ncutral
“Chicago reform with Chicago money.”

Senate Republicans, led by Kustra, immediately attacked the
bill for failing to come to grips with “the concentration of
bureaucratic and union power that has rendered the Chicago
school system helpless in educating its children.” Republicans
listed four objections, which were to be bandied back and forth
in a fierce political struggle over the next several days:

* 1. The oversight authority should be controlled by the {Re-
publican) Governor, not the {Democratic) Mayor of Chicago.

2. The oversightauthority should have the authorityto impound
funds if the Chicago Board of Education was not complyxng with
the reform.

8. The principal should have full authority over all staff in the
school; without regard to seniority or competing chains of
command. In particular,job guarantees for “supernumeraries”
were attacked.

4, Parents should have some measure of choice of where to
send their children.

The first two on the GOP list were opposed by the Black
Caucus (and other Chicago legislators) as giving control of the
city’s schools over to the Republican {and white) Governor. The
third was fiercely opposed by the unions; and the fourth was a



matter of some controversy in the reform coalition, some of
whom favored it and some who opposed it. Thus the GOP
objections attacked the political consensus Speaker -Madigan
had identified as being key to passage of school reform: that the
bill had to reflect the consensus of the reformers, and thatithad
to be acceptable to the Black Caucus and the unions, With those
groups lined up behind the Democratic:- : :
sponsored bill, the Democrats thought they.
had the 30 votes needed for passage, and
that: they could move ahead without. ac- -
commodating Republican demands.

But their plans went awry at the last mo-.
ment. A Downstate Democrat, Sen. Sam
Vadalabene, suddenly took sick and had to:
leave the Senate floor. When the bill was .
called, only 29 Democrats were on hand.to .
vote for it. No Republicans voted for it—
despite the fact that Chicago United and
the business leaders, who supposedly had ..
the most clout with GOP legislators, were
lined up behind it. The bill failed. The
reformers, and their legislative supporters,
watched in dismay as the legislature turned
to the final item on its agenda, the contro-
versial proposal to build a new publicly
funded stadium for the Chicago White Sox.
Ifthe votesweren’t there for school reform,
the governor and legislative leaders, in a
breathtaking display of political arm-twist-
ing, made sure there were enough votes for
the White Sox; and despite all the no-taxes
rhetoric, voted to spend $150 million for
the new stadium. (Sen. del Valle, who had worked tirelessly for
school reform, refused to join his fellow Democrats in voting for
the stadium out of disgust at the failure of the reform bill.)

With the last day of the legislative session passed, any billwould
now require a three-ifths majority—and thus the support of
Republicans—to pass and become effective immediately; bills
passed with only a simple majority would have to wait a full year
before becoming effective. The next two days saw furious bar-
gaining among the reform groups, the unions, and political
leaders on both sides of the legislature to craft a bill that could
attract the “supermajority.” At issue were the same pieces Kustra
had objected to: parental choice, the oversight authority, and
strengthening therole of the principals. Atone point, legislative
leaders reached a deal to incorporate most of the Republican
demands. But the Black Caucus remained adamantly opposed to
what they viewed as giving up local control to the oversight
authority, and the CTU put labor’s clout on the line in protec-
tion of job security for the “supernumeraries,” teachers who
would lose jobs because of declining enrollments. Their opposi-
tion was enough to break the deal: Madigan remained true to the
conditions he had set out at the beginning, that he would not
pass a bill without support from the Black Caucus and the
unions. :

Thus, on July 3, the original Democratic plan was back on the
floor of both houses. Republicans attacked it furiously as a
betrayal of the city's children in deference to union power. The
House Minority Leader, Lee Daniels, said “In the 14 years I've
been here I've never been more ashamed of your actions than [
am today because greatness was in your hands and you lost it,”
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Some Democrats also criticized the bill; Sen. Ted Lechowicz
called the provision for training of school councils justanother
grab for jobs and contracts, and others wondered again why
there were no provisions for early childhood, reduced class size,
and other “educational” provisions. But in the end,:in both
houses, the voting followed party lines. This time the Senate

While Iegislatbrs and reformers were dfaﬂing the. legislation inside, outside demonstrators were
holding a mock graduation ceremony for students who had dropped out of Cku:ago s schools.
(Chicago Tribune photo)

Democrats made sure their votes were on the floor; Sen,
Alexander came from her sickbed and others had been called
back from vacations to be there for the vote. The bill passed, in
its original form, but could not take effect for another year,

Veto and Ultimate Passage

The focus now shifted to the Governor (himselfa parentof a
Chicago public school student). The Illinois governor has an
amendatory veto, allowing him to change portions of legislation
he finds unsatisfactory; and Thompson did not hesitate to use it.
Calling SB 1839 “but a beginning” for reform, he used the veto
to insert nineteen changes into the bill. Many of them were
technical improvements; but Thompson also took the opportu-
nity to restructure the oversight authority along Republican
lines, add a choice provision, and drop job protection for the
supernumeraries. He then signed his revised version of the bill,
at Lane Technical High School, on September 27.

Predictably, Thompson’s changes re-ignited the partisan po-
litical fires that had surrounded the passage of the legislation.
CTU President Vaughn accused the Governor of making teach-
ers “a political football” when their cooperation was essential to
carrying out reform. Mayor Sawyer, in a move that infuriated
black legislators, backed off the demand for mayoral control of
the oversight authority for which they had fought so hard; in
response, Sen. Newhouse, chair of the Senate Black Caucus,
vowed “We're not going to give the governor the right to run the
Chicago public schools.” By making such- extensive use of the
amendatory veto, Thompson’s move was also seen as a challenge
to legislative leaders, especially Madigan.



The standoff between the Republicans and Democrats, the
Governor and the Speakér, lasted for most of the fall, with each
side trading charges that the other was playing politics with
schools and everyone else urging that the politicians resolve
their differences. A mid-November summit called to negotiatc a
compromise version was preceded by bickering over who had

invited whom and an attempt by the Black Caucus to exclude

Mayor Sawyer from attending. But ultlmatcly, as the Legislature
got set for a brief December session; a bipartisan.agreement was
forged that worked out 4 compromise on the critical points.
Instead of creating a separate oversight authority, the oversight
power was vested in the School Finance Authority, which had
been created to oversee board finances in the wake of the 1979
bankruptcy, and the supcrnumcrarles were guaranteed non-
teaching jobs-—a compromise that satisfied union demands
without diluting the principals’ appointment: power. Other

changes gave principalsfour-year, notthrec-year contracts;phased
in the Title T reallocations; rewrote the administrative “cap”;

Speaker Madigan’s office. Mayor Sawyer tried to have the bill
made effective immediately so thathe could appoint the interim
board, but was turned:-down by Senate President Rock; the
appointmentswere delayed until after the spring elections—and
thus put in the hands of Sawyer’s successor, Richard M. Daley.

- The bill still drew some fire: Rev, Jesse Jackson sentlast-minute
telegrams urging legislators to vote against it “in its past, present
and future variations,” and Rep. Monique Davis (an employee of
the Board of Education) charged that the bill was “designed to
create chaos.” Bruce Berndt of the Principals Association an-
nounced his intention to sue to block the legislation on the
grounds that property rights in tenure had been denied without

" dueprocess. But, with the Governorand the Democratic leaders,

as well as most of the Black Caucus, the CTU, and the major

' reform_ advocates signed on, the bill (renamed SB 1840) sailed
.- through both houses by wide margins (56-1 in the Senate, 98-8

- 'in’ the House). In passing. the-bill, many legislators took the

inserted the provision about studying choice; and revised the

languagc regarding: the PPACs. The changcs were. agam re-
viewed by members of thc reform coahtlon meetlng, again, in
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occasion to remind listeners that the bill was only a “first step,”
and thatit was on parents and community members that the real
work of. reform now rested. '



CHAPTER 5: What Happened Next

he purpose of this book, as explamcd in the introeduc-

I tion, has been to trace the ‘history of the pubhc policy
campaign to change the structure and governance of
Chicdgo's public schools. But the legislatorswho on the day of its

passage called SB 1840 a “first step” were right. For the school

reform legislation to translate into real school reform—--real
improvements in the way schools are run and in the learmng of

children—at least two more steps would be necessary. First, the:

legislation would have to be

to prepare forimplementation, They laid plans to begin organiz-
ing parents and communities to run for the school councils,

‘which were to be elceted the followmg fall, and to monitor

1mplemental:10n of SB 1840, Two months later; a new consor-
tium, Leadership  for Quallty Education, was formed ‘to put

. business muscle, and money, behind the implementation effort.

LQE, under the leadership of former AT&T exccuhve]oe Reed,
“announced that itwould make $1.2 million in grants to commu-
nity groups for the organizing

implemented: the fine words
about powers of local school
councils would have to be
translated into real power being
wrested away from the central
bureaucracy and given to the

f the passage of the legislation itself was a
Herculean task, it was trivial in comparison to
whet those next steps would demand.

effort—surely one of the rare
times that corporate dollars have
directly funded community or:
ganizing. (The ‘group' actually
only raised about two-thirds of
the $1.2 million commitment.)

councils. And second, the : -

councils themselves would have to struggle to find strategiesand
resourcesand people to actuallylmprove theday-to-daylearning
experience in schools. If the passage of the legislation itself was

aHereulean task, it was trlwal in comparison to what those next

I

steps would deniand,

It is beyond the scope of this book to describé in detail those
steps. Buton the other hand, itis 1mpossxble toleave thisaccount
without at least sketching in the broad outlinés of “what hap-
pened next.” For school reform has continued as a front-burner
issue in Chlcago In an era when issues come and go
(homelessness, crinie, drugs, the environmerit ,war), the attempt
toreform Chicago'sschools has continued during theintervening
two years to draw newspaper headlines, political rhetoric, and
public energy on an unprecedented scale. That in itself, for a
Chicagoan and a parent, has been heartening: the old attitudes
of hopelessness that for years surrounded school problems have
given way to creative turmoil that seems to offer real possibilities
for improvement.

This chapter presents in outline the hlghhghts of the first two
years of implementation of Chicago school reform, and then
describes a few indications of the beginnings of classroom-level
change.

Organizing for Implementation

Many of the reform advocates were, as we have seen, veterans
who had watched the Board of Education stonewall previous
reform efforts; they were determined not to let that happen
again. Theweekend after the reform legislation passed in its final
form, 56 representatives of community, parent, business and
civic organizations got together at a retreat (the first of several)
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‘ Meaniwhile, schéol reform had
become a rallymg cry in the mayoral elections, and the winner,
Richard M. Daley, promised to make education a top priority. He
appointed aDeputy Mayor for Education, Lourdes Monteagudo,
principal of 8abin School, who was affiliated with UNO and had
been one of the most outspoken advocatcs of reform—a rarlty
among school principals,

Interim Board Starts the Boll Rolling

But Daley's most important contribution was in naming an
interim school board thatwas ¢nergetically committed to reform.,
At the head was James’ Compton, of the Urban League, the oné
mainline black group that had given at least lukewarm support
to the legislation. Members included Joan Slay, of Designs for
Change; Adela Greeley, one of the founders of PURE; and Joe
Reed, of L.eadérship for Quahty Educidtion. Diana Lauber, of the
Chicago Pani€l, was named to head the board's trans:tlon budget
team.

The new board, which took over in May, faced a series of
monumerntal tasks over its one-year-plus of existence. It had to
negotiate a new contract with school unions to make sure the
schools opened on time; revise the budget, which had béen
preparedoti a business-as-usual basis by the central bureaucracy,
toreflect reform mandates and the new union contract (this task
had to be accomplished within six weeks after the board took
over); restructure Special Education services to prevent loss of
federal funds; decide whether to retain Supt. Manford Byrd or
hire a new superintendent; organize the school elections; and,
once the councils were in place, make sure the power and the
resources were turned over to them o run the schools.

The board’s first action was to throw out the staff-prepared



Ch:cago Teachers Union preszdent jacquelme Vaughn makesa pomt to Supmntmdmt Ted szbrcrugh,

hired by the interim board aﬁer a natwnwzde searck

budgct and start over. The resultwas aseries of cuts totallmg $40.”

million from the central and district offices; reduction in ¢lass

size, restructuring of Special Education, and restoration. of ...

music and art classes, which had been cutat the time of the 1979
fiscal crisis. The union contract was sigried in July, avsiding the
usual late-summer countdown over whether schoolswould open
on time, Next, the board decided not to renew Byrd’s conftract,
despite vocal complamts by Jesse Jackson and other. Byrd sup-
porters. (Atone point, the struggle over Byrd's job threatened to
explode in a racial conflict when board vicechairman Wﬂham
Smger was accused of describing TWQO’s Leon ancy as “pimp-
ing for Byrd.”) Aftera national scarch, the board offered the post
to Ted Kimbrough, a school supcrmtcndcnt from a rmd-snzcd
- school district in California. .

State funding questions were ﬁnally tacklcd in 1989 whcn the
legislature passed a special state income tax surcharge, with the
revenuesto be targeted toschoolsand local government. However,

 the legislation was only temporary; political struggles continued
over reauthorizing it or making it permanent. One permanent
budgetary effect of the school reform law was the shifting of

" almostaquarter-million dollars of state Chapter I funds to follow
the intended guidelines.

Probably the biggest challenge was actually getting the local
school councils up and running. By mid-September, there were
nowhere near enough candidates signed up. to run in .the
October election. But if Chicagoans know how to do one:thing,
it's turn out people for elections. A mammoth organizing effort,
both inside and outside the board, featured amajor media push,
a board telemarketing campaign, corporate campaigns to.en-
courage employee participation, and door-to-door canvassing
organized by the board as well as by UNO and other community

- organizations. The result was impressive; 17,256 people ran for
seats on school councils, which averaged out to three candidates
for every parent seat, four candidates for each community seat,
and two candidates for each teacher position; analysis by Designs

28

for Change showed that there were
enough candidates for contested elec-
tions in 98 percent of the schools. The
election itself drew more than 312,000
voters, in what Sen. Berman called “the
most democratic election in thc hlstory
of this country.” ‘

While theinterim board accompllshcd
much of what it set out to do in a very
short time, it had its critics. The settle-
ment of the union contracts and the
rewriting of the budget were accom-
plished with little or no opportunity for
public input—Iess, critics charged, than
had been possible under the old, pre-

. .reform board; The decision to-privatize
Head Start programs, taking them outof
the schools, drew strong protests. And

. the performance of Kimbrough, the in-
terim board’s choice as supcrinténdcnt

. has drawn mixed reviews, with some
critics charging that he is not rca]ly
committed to empowering local school
councﬂs as a true vehicle for reform.

Councils Take Up the Challenge

The eatly months of the new councils saw a prcchctablc
amount of confusion as councils sought to understand théir task,

. set up procedures, deal with conflicting deadlines, find appro-

priate training, and forge new relationships with the central
bureaucracy and the principals.

Among the key issues. that surfaced in the first year were
prmclpa.l selecuon and ovcrcrowdmg The legislation had speci-
fied that half l'.he school principals’ contracts- would expire in
spring 1990 (with the other half up the next year), so councils
had to decide whether to retain principals or hire new ones.
Agaln, racial conflict -surfaced when prmc1pals at several His-
panicschools (espcaally those where UNQ/is a strong presence)
charged that they had been removed because they were not
Hispanic. In all, councils retained 82 percent of principals in the
first year; in addition, many others retired (prompted at leastin
part by fear of the changes brought about by. the reform effort).

Overcrowding, .a particular concern at schools. in Hispanic
neighborhoo_ds' and on the ¢ity's Far North Side, found schools
organizing together to put pressure on the board to fund new
school construction; the board responded with.a $1.075 billion
capital development plan for new and rehabbed schools; to be
secured through Public Building Commission bonds. In District
92, on the North Side, the Board of Education left it up to. the
district council to determine how temporary classrooms should
be distributed among the schools. Meanwhile, school councils
also sought their own innovative solutions: Gale School, on the
Far North Side, decided to open school year-round. Other
school councils, discovering severe deterioration of the physical
facilities, including delayed asbestos’ cleanup, leaking' toofs,
collapsing ceilings, and warped floorboards, began turning to
the media to dramatize their case.

Analysis by the Chicago Panel of the firstyear of schoo] reform
found that school councils overall had a high rate of attendance
(70 percent) . At council meetings the main topics of discussion
were school program topics. (including curriculum, schoal im-



provement planning, administration, and overcrowding); 1L.8C
organization topics (procedures and training); building safety
and security; finance (budgets and fundraising); personnel
{principal and teacher contracts); and parent and community
involvement. Another first-year report, by LQE, surveyed councit
members and found that, by and large, they believed their
schools were operating better than'before, and they were opti-
mistic about future council efforts. Interestingly, teachers on the
councilswere reported to be increasingly optimisticaboutreform,

and black parents were more positive about reform generally.

Systemwide Confroversies

While the councils were commg to gnps w1th their tasks,
cifywide efforts continued. New

The. Constitutional Challenge

“The biggest challenge to school reform, however, came in
November 1990, when the Illinois Supreme Court threw out the
school reform act as unconstitutional. Ruling on the lawsuit
brought by the Principals Association (Fumarolo v. Chicago Board
0fEducat£on), the court found that by allowing parents tovote for
six parents while community members could only vote for two
community representatives on the school councils, the law vio-
lated the constitutional one person, one vote mandate. (The
court also, hiowever, threw out the principals’ main contention,
that abolition of their t.enure constituted a breach of contract
rights and due process D

‘In many ways, the Fumnarolo

groups—including the Cltymde
Coalition for School Reform and
the Lawyers' School Reform Ad-
visoryProjectcame into existence.
Community Renewal Society
started anew publication, Catalyst,
to “document, analyze, and sup-
portschool improvement efforts.”
The corporate and philanthropic .
investment expanded; by one es-

he prachcal impact [of the court’s. rulmg] was,
to challenge the legitimacy of everything: thot
had happened since the reform law came into
effect, including the actions of all the' L5Cs, and
fo force a rewrite of one of the most basic .
“el_ements of the bill, the election of the councils.

decision was an affirmation of
the importance of the school
reform legislation and in par-
ticular of the school councils.
The couirt reasoned that the
councils could be exempt from
the constitutionalrequiréments
if they were purely advisory
“bodies, or if theydealtwﬂh nar-
row topics outside the general
‘public ‘intérest. It concluded

timate, Chicago corporations
spent $17 to $19 million for school reform over three years. A
new academy, inspired by University of Chicago Nobel. Prize
winner Leon Lederman, was opened to. train pubhc school
teachers in the latest developments in math and science. And a
new coalition was started to challenge statewide inequities in
public school funding. '

But major conflicts over school reform continued. The ABCs
coalition charged that Board of Education bureaucrats were not
cooperating with school councils in any meaningful way, and at
one point proposed shutting down the central administration
completely to reorganize its resources in support of local coun-
cils.

Meanwhile, racial controversy kept cIoudm greform efforts. A
May 1990 article in Catalyst reported the frustrations of several
black leaders—including James Deanes and Nancy Jefferson,
among others—over the direction of school reform. It quoted
Deanesas charging that “the white boys [presumably Don Moore
of Designs and Fred Hess of the Chicago Panel] are making
millions of dollars on the backs of our children,” and it con-
cluded that “Some black activists fear that current events in the
$2.9 billion Chicago school industry may be part of a larger
scenario to rid the city of any vestiges of black political power.”
A group of African-American organizations began sit-ins at City
Hall demanding that Mayor Daley appoint a school board that
was majority black—a commitment Daley refused to make. Daley
also turned down part of the slate of candidates put before him
by the new school board nominating committee, before finally
choosing the full board (7 blacks, 3 whites, 8 Hispanics, 1 Asian
and 1 Arab).

Another major unresolved issue was the mandate in the
legislation that a plan be developed to atlow all students some
measure of choice among public schools, to be phased in
beginning in 1991-92. Choice has both advocates and fierce
opponents within the reform coalition, and no compromise on
the issue has yet been achieved,

29

' that the councilsmetneither of
these tests: that they held feal governmental powers in an arca
long recognized as an important public céncern, éducation, and
that for that reason they must meet full conshtuhonal reqmre-
ments.

But the practical impact was to challenge the legitimacy of
everything that had happened since the reform law came into
effect, including the actiofis of all the LSCs, and to force a rewrite
of one of the most basic elements of the bl“ the election of the
councils.

The leglslature moved quickly to remedy the first difficulty.
After lobbying by hundreds of LSC members, the legislators
voted in January 1991 to affirm the past actions of the councils
afid the board, and authorized the mayor to reappoint alt
exlsting councils, which he did. But at this writing the task of
amendmg the legislation to meet constitutional requ:rements is
still to be done. Meanwhile, a number of groups are coming
togethcr to propose otheramendments to the school reform act,
and the long-term future of the bill'itself is still uncertain.

" Two hopeful signs, however, emerged in the struggle over thé
constitutional issues: first, among the strongest defenders of the
bill were local school council members who, by and large, had
not been part of the original reform coalition. Many council
members went to Springﬁeld to push for reaffirmation of L5C
powers while the voting issue was being settled; and representa-
tives of 46 councils met in February 1991 to plan cooperative
cfforts to gain more resources and authority for LSCs. Doug
Gills, of KOCO, who is an LSC member, commented: “The real
question is whether L8Cs will be able to coalesce around a
bottom-up vision of reform, orwhether theywill be manipulated
by the board or others. Will we continue to be spoken about
through filters, or will we have our own direct voice? Whether we
can develop the leadership for a new parent-community coali-
tion—that’s up to us.”

Second, a new group emerged, the African-American Educa-
tion Reform Institute, including both supporters and opponents
of the original legislation. The coalition’s first public statement



urged: “Let us first empower the school board and the councils
to go forward with schoo! reform, and then undertake. the
quesnon of what the school reform law will ultimately look like
in a contemplative and democratic manner, and with l:he best
interests of the children foremost in our minds.”

Edutulionul Change

From the day itwas passcd cntxcs of SB 1840 charged that the
bill offered little or nothing in the way of genuine educational
reform—measures that would really change things in the class-
room with the children. Today there is evidence that school
councils are looking for ways to do l:hat---not on, a centrally
mandated, systemwide basis, but school by school. The Chicago
Panel report on the first year of council meetings, cited above,
found that “school program topics,”. mcludmg curriculum and
school improvement plans, were discussed morte often than any

ment Plan as a vehicle for change.

Onc potentialvehicle for classroomchangeis the Profess:onal
Personnel Advisory Committee (PPAC) representing teachersat
each school and charged with “advising the principal and the
local school countil on matters of educational program.” De-
spite some signs of activity, most observers agree that the PPACs
have yet to live upsto-their full potential, according to a recent
article in' Catalyst. The Teachers Task Force of the Citywide
Coalition has been energeticallyworking with PPACs, and teach-
ers have turned out tobe the most committed (and enthusiastic) ..
council members. But teachers haven’t yet become involved in
educational change on a scale that would really make a differ-
ence. John Kotsakis, of the CTU, chargesthatreformhas “changed
the place where decisions are made, but [hasn’t] changed the

- vision of how changes can be made.” And Fred Hess, of the

other issue., But the changcs are inevitably slow to produce. .

measurable 1mprovement m such thmgs as tcst scorcs and )

graduatlon rates. .
Among the notable cfforts to date is the, Algebra, iject an
approach developed bylon gtime civil rightsleader RobertMoses

to make mathematical concepts understandable to inner-city -
children. Argumg that mastery ofalgebraisa key. requirementto...

further educational, p.dvancemcnt Moses sought to overcome

student resistance and fear by creative approzaches such as'taking
children on subway rides to introduce them to the concept.ofa
numberline, Sixthgradersin six elementary schoolsare currently
trying out a program based on his ‘work and following. his
principles of inclusion (all students partunpate}, commumty
support .({local community groups must be involved at cach
school), and followup in future grades.- S
. :Other programs grow out of the detcrmmatlon to make
school curricula better reflect the culture ofthe students Sokoni
KaranJa, a leading reform advocate, argues that children will
learn tovalue school only when they see something thatconnects
with their own lives and culture. Melville Fuller and Alexandcr
Hamilton schoolswere both working to mcorporate the students
cultural backgrounds into the curriculum, while other schoo]s
were reportedly working to develop an "Afrocentric” currscu—
lum

Still other schools are working on plans to rcduce truancy and
gang activity, and struggling with the thorny question of- pro-
motion policy for underachieving students. And many schools
are taking seriously the mandate to crcate a School Improve-
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Chicégo Panel, commented that “Across the system, teachers

have not been-significantly involved in the reform process.”

: Questions for the Future

- The events of the first twoyearsraise several questions thatany
future history of the movement will have to examiner ! . -

B Can parentand communityinvolvementat the school level be
sustained over the long haul, so that competent, dedicated
people run for the school clections?

M Can a central staff be reoriented to serve local schools? What
tesourcesare really necessary for thatwork-—and how much “fat”
can really be eliminated?

B How will the councils effectively balance local school con-
cerns, on the one hand, and (a) systemwide concerns—e.g.,
union contracts—and (b) the rights of minorities—for example,
children with disabilities, or children bused in from outside the
neighborhood?

M Will the legislature re-examine the question of how Illmo:s
schools. are funded, and be willing to ante up the moncy for
future reforms? -
M Can the racial divisions that have threatened school reform in
the past be transcended? What will be the long-term effect of
school reform on the broader politics of Chicago?

M Mostimportant, howwill the school councils actually go about

the business of improving teaching and learning in Chicago’s

achools? Will they be able to achieve genuine change from the
grassroots level? How much time, what further changes, what
resources, will they need to do that? .



Conclusions and Lessons

t is, of course, too early to write the full history of the
I Chicagoschool reform movément. Chapter 5outlinesbriefly
what has happened inthe intervening years since the
passage of the leglslatlon But the real changes brought about by
this massive effort to improve the ‘education of Chicago’s chil-
dren will be much longer in taking eﬂ‘ect and much more
difficult to evaluate, 5 :

* Whatever the long-term prospects, however, itis poaslble draw
some conclusions about the first phase of Chicago school re-
form. The school reform movement brought about a ma_]or
¢hange in public ‘policy. The school reform act succeeded: in
restructuring one of the biggest, most imiportant public systems
in the State of Illinois, the Chicago Public Schools. It-was an
example of a successful organizing effort that built an effective
coalition behindareform platform, generated enormous popular
interest in the issite and much well-targeted popular pressure,
and won approval for legislation thatwentwell beyond whateven
the participants at times themselves expectcd How did this
happen?

In conducting the interviews with: partlcxpants we “sought
answers to several key questions:

* Why did school reform happen in 1988 rather than any
other year?

* Why did school reform take this parncular dlrectlon, rather
than, for example, focusing on curriculum reform, lmpro\;mg
teacher pcrformance, or generating more revenue’ -for schools?

» Whatwete the key groups that were responsible for makmg
school reform happen? Why did some groups choosc notto _|om
the fnovementy’ :

~ » Whatwere the key lessons to be learned that might apply to.

another campaign to change public policy around a major
institution?
We will look-at-each of these in turn.

1, Why did school refonn happen in 1988, ralher Ihon any other
year? .

The answer must point to both background and events, As we
traced in Chapter 2, the work in the early and mid-19804 analyz-
ing school problems and organizing around both.educational
and gang issues had built the background for school teform; By
1987, these groups had put in place’a solid critique of school
problems and the beginning of a consensus on what to doabout
them. Theyhadalso created enough populardiscontentwith the
schools to prompt Mayor Harold Washington to appoint the
Education Summit to tackle the issue; the Summit eventually
became the formal vehicle for moving the reform agenda.

Finally, previous attempts to improve the schools—whether
through communityactivism, managementassistance, or through
moremodestlegislative reform—had left many groups extremely
frustrated with the/intransigence of the Board of Education.

By summer 1987, then, there were already in place:

* Solid documentation of school problems,

® Plans for school reform that shared major agreement on
some important issues, cspec1a]ly bringing more control to the
local school level;

- » Anumber of groups frustrated at previous reform attempts
and looking for new avenues to tackle school reform;
. » A formal vehicle to move the reform effort.

“With that background in place, two events became critical in
setting school reform in motion, First was the school strike that
preventcd schools opening in September 1987. The strike, aswe
saw in Chapter 1, created a wave of parent discontent that was
unanticipated byanybody—board, unions, even the mostardent
reformers. During the strike anumberof parentleaders emerged
who not only demanded an end to, the, stoppage, but put the
strike in’ the ‘context of broader problems in the schools—a
connection ‘that- school' reform groups such as the People’s

Coalition and Designs for Change were of course eager to
" establish, The strike thus became the catalyst that enabled the

piecesof the reform effortalready in place to come together mto
the school reform movement.

The otherkeyeventwas the death of Mayor Harold Washmgton
in November 1987. By creating the Summit (and especially the
Parent/Community Council), by calling the October 11 public
forum and publicly committing to reform the schools, and (ina

‘broader sense) by the model of his own election campaign four

years earlicr, Washington had given an enormous impetusto the
reform effort. Hig death then effectively removed the dominant
figure in city government; creating a power vacuum in City Hall
and touchmg off a new round of city (and state) - political
maneuvering. Exactly how sympathetic Washington would have
been to the reform agenda is open to question; but whatever his
views, it is-arguable he would have been in a much stronger
position to enforce them than any other player. Withouthim, the
reform effort builtits own agendawithout effective local political

. control, answerable only to the politics: of the legislature.
~ ‘Washington’s death also meant, however, that much of the city's
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black institutional and political leadership became consumed
with the question of the- ‘mayoralty=—and did not therefore
concentrate their energies on school reform, '



2, Why did school reform take this direction, rather than any
other diredion {curriculum reform, teacher mnmng,
revenues)?

First, some form of decentralization or school-based manage-
ment was “in the air,” nationally. The Chicago Teachers Union,
as we have seen, was investigating a variation of school-based
management by spring 1987; Chicago United was interested
because it reflected corporate management models.

Second, prior efforts at improving local schools had con-
vinced many people that the
schools’ central bureaucracy
would be a2 major barrier to any
reform effort—andindeed that
the bureaucracy itself was the
heartofthe problem. UNO,for

he question of
attribution is
important in any
political effort, but
it has become
particularly
important in the
school reform
movement, At stake

to- solve problems at local
schools were always being. sty-
:mied by the central system.
Chicago United had found the
central bureaucracyresistantto
its. central management im-
provement recommendations.
The Chicago Panel, Designs for
Change, and-many.legislators

not only are "he were - frustrated - by. the
usual rewards of .bureaucracyfsfqot—?irag'ging_on

. R - - implementation-of reform leg-
VId'ory, but islation. .

Third, the people mvolved
in the school reform movement
were, by and large; not educa-
tors. They were business lead-

' ers, parents,.community orga-
. mizers; educatiopal advocates.
Rclahvcly few teachegs (except
in groups such:as PURE) were
mvo]ved andthe PrmmpalsAssoc:at:onwas activelyopposed. All
of this meant that the reformers tended to focus less on pure
educational strategies, and more on strategies to change the
governance of the system to atlow more partxmpatnon from non-

educators.

Fourth, the state polmcal sltuatlon—and r_he specnﬁc mstruc-
tions of Speaker Michael Madigan, under whose auspices the bill
was written—ruled out more money for the schools because it
would have meant a tax increase. That meant that the school bill
had to be revenue neutral, It couldn’t draw: on new resources,
only shift around resources that already existed. Hence no.new
‘programs (Teacher Centers, for example) could be created;and
improvementsin thingssuch asteacher-studentratios couldonly
be accomplished by taking resources from somewhere—the
central administration being the obvious target. The reformers
did not seriously challenge Madigan's dictate on new fanding;

something more
fundamental the.

fate of the reform
movemgni ns_elf_.

many of them, notably PURE, had made “no new funding until

reformisin placc”akeydemand. And black groups thathad long
called for “full and adequate funding for cducauon” did not
show up in force to press that demand. :

Finally, the school reform bill reflected the vxews of the
coalition that put it in place—particularly the ABCs coalition,
but others as well, including the Parent/Community Council.

example, had found thatefforts
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The essential features of the plan were contained in “Needed: A
New School System for Chicago,” released in spring 1987 at the
founding CURE convention. And the Parent/Community
Council’s plan, presented to the Summit in January 1988, also
contained many elements of what finally ended up in the law.

3. What were the key groups that were responsible for making it
hoppen? Why did some groups not join the movement?

The question of attribution isimportant in any political effort,

but it has become particularly important in the school reform
movement. At stake not only are the usual rewards of vactory—
press coverage, the right to claim credit in future organizing
efforts or funding proposals, etc.—but something more funda-
mental: the fate of the reform movement itself. Was school
reform created, and won, by a broad coalition that genuinely
represented different interests in the city? Or was it, as one
participant (Erwin France) called it, “a very successful coalition
of white people” dabbling with schools that are overwhelmingly
attended by black and Hispanic children? If most peoplc believe
the -former, then rcform has a decent chance to win. cnough
popular support to succeed over the long haul; if the latter
perception dominates—especially if enough African-Americans
believe that SB 1840 was foisted on them by whites—then the
reform effort coyld fall victim to Chicago’s racial politics.
. We asked our interviewees (except for legislators) to name
three groups they felt most responsible for school reform. It was
an open-ended question, and not surprisingly people answered
in somewhat different ways {one observer, for example, an-
swered “the board"—because, she said, its intransigence and
incompetence convinced everyone else that reform was neces-
sary). Counting allanswers (including those whonamed more or
fewer than three); the results were as follows:

Designs for Change (or “Don Moore”) 21 votes
Chicago United (or “the business

community”) 16 votes., .
UNO - 13votes,
Chicago Panel 12 votes
-People’s Coalition (or “Coretta S
McFerren & her people”) -1+ 10 votes,
PURE . . 4 votes
Harold Washington Bvotes
Parent/Commaunity Council - 2votes

Others receiving at least one vote: SON/SOC the Summit, the bba.rd

+ABCs coalition, Civic Committee of the Commercial Club, UrbanLeague,

-Citizens Schools Committee, Haymarket Group,

It should also be noted that some interviewees combined
responses. Designs for Change and the Chicago Panel were
several times mcnhoncd together undeér such terms as “the
downtown groups.” Similarly, the parentand community groups
(UNO, PCER, PURE, etc.) were sometimes lumped togcther as
well, Whenever a group was mentioned by name, whether singly
or as part of a group, it was accorded one vote. e

- Designs for Changewas by far the most frequen tly mentloncd
group, cither by itself or in association with the Chicago Panel.
Designs gets credit for several contributions: for having docu-
merited (along with the Panel) the shortcomings of the schools
in the years prior to 1988; for havmg organized the original
CURE coalition; for its expertise in arcas such as analyzing
proposals, producing position papers, handling media, etc.; for



having hired the services of political professionals Larry Suffredin’

and-the Haymarket Group, who provided invaluable services
during both the strategizing and the final legislative: push. But

most of all, Designs is credited with having “the plan” of school = -

reform that uitimately prevailed.

The business communlty (asrepresented by Chicago Umu:d)
is nextin line for credit; again, it shows up on most people’s lists.
Business leaders contributed three crucial eIemenl:s, in- the £yes

James Deanes; Dunny 50|I$,
Lourdes Monteagudo,
Corefta McFerren, Bemie
Noven (left), Joy Noven and
others like them becamie -
citywide figures during the
reform movement.

of most participants. First, legitimacy: :when major Chicago
corporations such asAmoco, First National Bank, Helene Curtis,
Harris Bank, and Carson Pirie Scott . committed themselves to
support the reform advocates and the parent/community lead-
ers, their presence changed the nature of the debate. Leaders
such as Danny Solis, Coretta McFerren and James Deanes could
not be dismissed as wild-eyed radicals when people such as Barry
Sullivan, Dick Morrow, Ron Gidwitz, and Ken West were stand-
ing by their sides. Moreover, it was Chicago United that, in the
waning days of the Summit, called together the “rump Summit”
of business, community, and: advocacy leadcrs that became the
nucleus of the: ABCs coalition.. b C

Second, the business- community: put significant resources
behind the reform effort (see below). This was particularly
significantduring the final June legisiative push: Chicago United,
for example, paid for the buses thal took-people down to
Springfield, day after day, to produce the consistent pressure on
the legislators that was a notable feature of the successful lobby-
ing effort; it also hired heavyweight lobbyisis Jim Fletcher and
Chris LaPaille, and the politically connected pubhc reiat:ons
firm of Jasculca-Terman. :

Third, and ultimately less 1mportant the busmess leadcrs put
their political clout on the line in-Springfield. However, since
business cloutissupposed to translate into Republican votes; and

since the June bill was passed without significant Republican
support (and with an amendatory veto by the Republican gover-

nory}, this contribution must bé judged as less significant.
. Of the remaining groups, four (UNO, PCER, PURE, and'the
PCC) might together be characterized as “parent/community”

groups. (Of course, to lump them together risks obscuring the -
significant differences between them: UNO is a network of

community organizations, while PURE saw itself primarily as'a
parent group; PCER was a network of community-based agen-
cies, and.the PCC, formally established as part of the ‘Mayor's
Summit, includes both parent and community groups. The PCC
was originally citywide, though ultimately it becamé a predomi-
nantly black organization; UNO is predominantly Hispanic,
Southwest and Southeast Sides; PURE is mostly a North Side,
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white and H1spamc group; and PCER was mostly black and
Hispanic:) : _

These groups supphed the commumty basa—and the bod ’
ies—behind school reform. They not only filled the buses and
showed up at the rallies (a particular specialty of UNO), but they_
also provided the mostvisible figurés representing the possibility
of new leadership for Chicago’s schools. James Deanes, Danny
Solis and Lourdes Monteagudo, Coretta McFerren, Bernie and'
Joy Noven and others like them became citywide figures during
the reform movement; the respect they earned from business’
leaders, legislators, and the media translated into a willingness to
trust that Chicago’s communities cotild produce grassroots Icad-
ers capable of turning around troubled schools. :

- Finally, the Chicago Panel was often cited, sometimes: (along _
with Designs) as a reform advocacy group, but often simply for -
its expertise on specific issues, such as school budgets and the
natire of the bureaucracy, Other groups found the Panel’s
assistance invaluable in fleshing out their own reform ideas; and
the Panel’s expertise-in Springfield in drafting key, comphcated
sections of the bill has already been mentioned. . '

Of the groups that-received the most votes, all could, in- one
way or another, lay claim to being multiracial. Designs for
Change hasastaffof 18, of whom two-thirds are African-American
or Hispanic; its Schoolwatch networks are organized in primarily
‘black and Hispanic schools. Chicago United includes white,
black, and Hispanic business leaders. The Chicago Panel is-
structurally a coalition, including groups such as the Junior
League, the Urban Lcaguc, the Latino Insutute, and UNO, The
racial makeup of UNO®, PCER, PURE and the PCCis descnbed :
above. |

If one goes by the most vmblc leaders, howcver, four had. -
predominantly white spokespersons: Designs (Don Moore—'
although Renee Montoya, who is Mexican-American, and Joan
Slay, who is' African-American, also played visible roles), the
Panel (Fred Hess and Diana Lauber), PURE (Bernie Noven),
and the business commumty (most of whose keyreprésentatives
were white, with'/thé' notable cxccptlon of Warren Bacon of
Chicago United). Of the remaining groups, UNO's representa-
tives were Hlspamc (Danny Solis and Lourdes Monteagudo),
PCER’s black and Hispanic (Coretta McFerren, Sokom Karanja, :
Tomas Sanabria), and the PCC's black (James Deunes).”

" Thus the coalition that pushed through schoo) reform was
genuinely multiracial. White parents and business leaders were
well represented, as were Hispanics. Black leaders, including
Sokoni Karanja, Warren Bacon, James Deanes, and Coretta
McFerren served asleaders for some of the major reform groups,
and longtime civil rights activist Al Raby, at that time with the -
Haymarket Group, provided crucial behind-the-scenes support.
In addition, the Chicago. Teachers Union, led by African-
American Jacqueline Vaughn, also played its ownrolein draftmg —
the final package.

- However, by and large absentwere the mamlme organizations
representing the black community: PUSH, the Urban League, -
the Midwest Community Council, The Woodlawn Organization, -
Kenwood-Oakland Community Organization. None of these
were significant players in the reform movement (though the
Urban League and KOCO were somewhat involved), and some
(notably PUSH) actively opposed it. ;

There appear to be several reasons for their absence. One is
the standard Chicago explanation: jobs and power. As noted -
earlier, the schools have provided a hard-won base of employ-



ment over the years for thousands of Chicago middle-class
blacks; thus, many of the jobs at stake in the central administra-
tion were held by blacks. Beyond jobs was the issue of power: by
1987, the General Superintendent, the President of the Board of
Education, and the head of the teachers union were all African-
American. Thus, an attack on the black-led educational estab-
lishment—especially one supported by the mostlywhite business
community—could be interpreted as an attack on black lead-
ership. PUSH, in particular, was responsive to this reasoning;
PUSH founder Jesse Jackson wasalong-time supporter of Manford
Byrd; PUSH denounced school reform as “school deférm.”

Butnotall of the established black organizations were actively
opposed to reform as it developed; many were simply not
involved. We asked several Afncan-Amencan leaders why. this
was so, e

Erwin France (political consultant, board member, aide to

Mayor Eugene Sawyer): “Itwas avery successful coalition of white
people. There were some blacks there, but they were part of
white organizations...window dressing. Blackinstitutional inter-
estswere not there, Why? Because blacks decided that the white
business community was going to have what it wanted, so they
retreated. Effectively there was no black community representa-
tion. 1 don't hold anybody responsible for that except those
groups... The black community hasgottolearn that,whenitgets
to fundamental issues, you can’t retreat, you 've got to stay and
fight.”

Warren Bacon: Reform
wasn't black vs. white...
‘most parents in the black -
and Hispanic communities
knew their children were
getting a lousy education
and something had to
change.

Leon Finney (former head.of TWO, member of Mayor's
Summit): “By spring of 1988 we’d run outof gas. The opposition
outlasted us, people who could afford to take off work [to go to
Springfield], people funded by foundations, PURE, Designs for
Change~-we weren't funded by our established organizations to
do that. Besides, theinstitutionalized civil rights groups were tied
upwith the mayoral election, theywere totallydistracted. Designis,
PURE, CURE—they were not vested in politics, they took over
the [school refortn] movement while we were away....
dropped out, between November 1987 and April 1988. I don't
blame the whites for moving in. The black community was
caught completely off guard.... Education, after all, is a black
issue, ever since Brown v. Board of Education; but by late 1987
something even dearer to the black community was at stake [in
the mayoral election]——and that's where the energy went. It's
not that whites threw blacks out; blacks left. It [school reform]
was a train anybody could have got on~—but that spring, it wasn't
the train: the train led to the fifth floor of City Hall.” -

Blacks
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Gwen LaRoche (Urban League): “We felt that it was unrealis-,
tic to ask people fo lead schoolswho experience failure every day
foryears. These are people who are often burdened with the task
of finding food, shelter, and who are often desperately lacking
the skills or the network to run their own lives—let alone a
complex school. We thought that to ask these poor blacks and
others to turn their schools around, as you would experienced
professionals in Hyde Park—who have conviction and skills—
was a bad idea.... But thingswere so bad. The teachers union and
the board—their structure was so embedded and full of rewards
for putting in time, The prevalent mentalitywas to get as far away
from the kids and make as much money as possible... Jim
Compton [head of the Urban League and later interim president
of the “reform” board] caughthell from many of his carlier allies
for going with the reform coalition,”

CorettaMcFerren (PCER): “[Black middle-classleaders] stayed
in their ivory towers because they had toomany friendswho were
part of the problem.”

Warren Bacon (former head of Chicago United):  “The over-
Slghtauthontyproposal teed offalot of people [who felt that] ‘as
soon as blacks get in control of a system; here come white folks
to take it away. You wouldn't have done this ten years ago.’ The:
strategy was divisive, and it was played up by the opponents [of
reform]. But [reform] wasn't black vs. white. There were plenty
of minority business leaders who knew the system wasn’t work-

.ing; most parents in the black and Hispanic communities knew

their children were getting a lousy education and something had
to change. There were minority organizations supporting it; but
PUSH is very high profile [and opposed it].”

James Deanes (PCC): “Everybodywas supposed togodown [to
Springfield]. But everybody didn’t go: Nancy [Jefferson] didn’t
go, Leon [Finncy] came too late, George [Riddick, of PUSH]
came too late, | was in and out. We begged them to go:Iwenton
black radio and said, you have to come, they're down there
writing it [the legislation] right now. One of the-most uncom-
fortable times in my life waswhen [ was summoned, by PUSH, to
a meeting:and told, you don't have the right to do this without
the endersement of PUSH, the MCC, TWO. And we believed
that, up to a point. But I said, we developed this, sent itto youfor
comment. They should and could have been there, they had the
organizations and the salary, but they sat {back], then had the
audacity to say what we should have done.”

Rep. Anthony Young: “The groups that were down there were
financed by somebody; and most African-American groups were.
not financed. The only groups with a strong African-American
presence were the Urban League and the PCC. I've heard those
stories about a ‘select few' [involved in drafting reform], but
anyone who came down would have been allowed to participate;
no group that I know of was excluded-—I was in the room and 1
wouldn't have let that happen.”

-Sokoni Karanja (Centers for New Horizons/PCER): “It's true
that the mainline black groups were not there. The Midwest .
Community Council-—I don’t know why theyweren’t there, they
should have been there, We tried to pull Nancy Jefferson in, but
she did not come out in support of it. There seemed. to be a
foreboding among established black leadership, and I don't
know why. It was clear to me that the educational system was not
working for kids in my community, and [reform} offered an
opportunity to get at the problems.”



4, What were the key lessons to be leamed that might apply to
another campaign to change public policy around a major

institution? Or; to put it another way, what critical factors made
the reform effort succeed? § '

First, a solid, well-researched analysis of the problem and a proposed
alternative—what one observer called “a big idea, well-thought-out, ata
scale that people think can make a difference.” o '

The work of Designs for Change and the Chicago Panel in the
years prior to 1987—documenting problems such as low reading
scores, dropouts, the growth of the bureaiicracy while school
enrollments and achievement a e

Thiswasprobably the sihgle mostoftén mentioned “lesson” of
the Chicago school reform movement: the importance of build-
ing coalitions among different interests, recognizing the dives-
sity of the people involved, but working to build on common self-
interest. Fundamentally, Chicago school reform happened be-
cause the business community, newly organized parent groups,
and long-established community organizations picked up the
analysis and the plans put forward by the educational advocacy
groups and used them to change public policy. No one single
group céuld have done italone: the power (both political power
and staying power) of the educational establishment, the board

S and the unions, was too great.

were falling—was critical in rais-
ing public and media conscious-
ness of the school problem. And
the CURE plan, which by spring
1987 existed in some detail, of- -
fered an alternative. Thus, when
parent groups spontaneously or-
ganized during the strike, when

everal parficipants suggested that a key factor
moving reform was the intransigence of the
Board of Education in failing to come-up with
its own proposals for genuine change.

Many of the participants
seem, in retrospect, amazed to
have found themselves with
such unlikely allies.: Some at-
tribute it to “magic,” and there
probably was some ‘of that. But
to experienced organizers and
political strategists, it’s not

community organizations began. -~ s
looking for a way to connect with the educationissiie, when the
business community, disillusioned with the Summit, was looking
for some way to focus its efforts, thére'was a ‘solid, credible
alternative in place. ' S e
The CURE plan’s sponsors made sure ‘it was the first plan
presented to legislators, drafted into !eg}slatioh, and introduced
into the Legislature. Similarly, the PCC's plan was the miost
comprehensive plan submitted to the Summit. When you con-
trol the plan you'set the terms of the debate, rather than reacting
to other ideas—a point acknowledged by both friends and foes
of reform. Bruce Berndt, of the Principals Association, com-
mented that if he had it to do over he would have gone to
Springficld with his own proposals, rather than just reacting to
what others put on the table: And several participants suggested
that a key factor moving reform was the intransigence of the
Board of Education in failing to come up with its own proposals
for genuine change, - i
Second, a solid organizing base. C
Interestingly, this point was put most articulately by an op-
ponentofreform, Bruce Berndt. Asked whathe would want todo
ifhe were ever again working on such a critical issue, hereplied,
“Involve the membership. Make them understand what's at

stake”—reflecting the fact that many principals realized toolate

how much their own jobs and futures had been affected by the
legislation thatmany had simplyignored. Many other participarits
made the same point in different ways. Bernie Noven, of PURE,
spoke of the importance of “organizing people as parents, above
all the racial dimensions.” Anne Hallétt, of the Wieboldt Foun-
dation, spoke of “mobilizing a lot of people around their own
self-interest.” David Paulus, of First National Bank, commented
on. the importance of business leaders serving as “informed
advocates” for school reform: because CEOs had personally
invested hundreds of hours in meetings thrashing out the details
face to face with parent and community leaders, they went to
Springfield committed, knowledgeable, and articulate about
what they were proposing and why. Sokoni Karanja spoke of “the
need to have a lot of levels and groups of people involved and
active.”

Third, building, and maintaining, coalitions among diverse groups
of people all of whom perceive that their self-interest is somehow at stake,
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; magic, it'shardwork of thekind
that pays off in victory. These people particularly stress the
importance of “recognizing diversity” in building and keepinga
coalition. Coalition politics arc tricky: participants thay be in-
clined notto trust each other because of prior history or present
stereotypes. They maybe uneasy atsettling for partial agreement
instead of a true “meeting of the minds." They may be suspicious
of hidden agendas and last-minute proposals (like, for example,
the “oversight authority” proposed by the business community
thatangered so manyblack leaders). It takes skill, and willingness
to compromise, to keep a coalition together; it also takes a solid
understanding of which fundamentals cannot be compromiscd
ifreal change ifto come about. All of these qualities developed,
over time, in the Chicago school reform movement.,

The same coalition-building skills apply, of course, to building
legislative support for a bill. It's important to- seek support
whereverit can be found—including from people whomightnot
otherwise agree with you on any other issue. Political profession-
als know this, and the reformers learned it: one, asked what she
had learned through the reform effort, said I learned I could
talk to' Republicans.” A ‘

© Fourth, vesources,
. The resources behind the Chicago school reform movement
were substantial, v ' o

Chicago foundations increased their educational funding
from $7.5 million in 1986 to an estimated $12 millior: by 1989,
according to. analysis by the Chicago Panél. Moreover, the
spending shifted from a concentration on direct services; sich as
tutoring and extracurricular projects, to support for the major
rescarch and advocacy agencies, the organizing effort, ‘and
support for systemicinstitutional change. A conservative arialysis
shows that, for 1987-88—the two yearsin which the reforin éffort
was organized and won—major Chicago foundations and cor-
porationsspent $1.9 millidh diréctly on the reform effort. (This
included grants to the major school reform’ groups such as
Designsand the Panel, anid grants to multipurpose organizations
when the grant was specified as entirely or in part for school
reform activities; excluded were general operating support to
such groups, and grants in late 1988 that were clearly targeted to
the implementation phase.)

Richard Dennis committed “several hundred thousand dol-



lars” (according to Designs for Change) to buy the legal and
lobbying services of the Haymarket Group for Designs for Change
during 1987-88.

Chlcago United spent approximately $350,000 on the reform
effort in 1988. Its expenses included a $42,000 grant to the
Gamaliel Foundation for
grassroots organizing,
$30,000for travel expenses

he imporiuncé of the

R ' (taking peopletoand from
money invested inthe  springficta), $76,000 for
M communications, and

mform e“m' over fime $145,000 for legal fees.

and particularly in
1988, cannot be
overemphasized, In
particular, nonprofit
and community groups
that worked on the
reform effort were
impressed with how
much easier their

. Fhese resources pro-
duced several results.
First, the foundation
funding enabled the ad-
vocacy.groups to build the
basis for the reform effort
that we have described
earlier: documenting the
problems and devéloping
the alternatives that ulti-
mately became the basis
for.reform. Foundation
funding also made pos-
sible, organizing and ca-

efforts were when pacity-building of com-

- munity groups.. Founda-

_ backed up by the _ tion funding was also pro-
resources of the vided at critical points to

new groupsand coalitions,
such as PURE and the
People’ sGoalition. Finally,
foundation funds sup-
ported both the advocacy and the community groups in their
organizing and lobbying efforts. Few prlvatc citizens can afford
to take off work and spend whole days in Springfield drafting
legislation and lobbying leglslators, only organizations with the
funding to support that staff work can afford to do it.

Second, Richard Dennis’ fundmg of the Haymarket Group
provided critical professional services that helped shape the
consensus plan, draft it into legislation, build. support; and
negotiate it through the Legislature. The presence of the
Haymarket people in Springfield in June made it possible for the
deliberations of the reformers in Madigan’s office to be instan-
taneously processed and translated into legislation, allowing the
reformers to keep control of the legislation and keep the process
moving.

Third, Chlcago United backed up its commitment to school
reform with money. They paid for buses throughout June 1988,
to take parents and community people to Springfield day after
day, tokéep up the pressure on the leglslators. Theyalso bought
legal, lobbying, and public relations services to back up theirown
lobbying efforts, They provided amenities such asmeeting space,
document preparation, photocopymg and faxing—the kind of
information-sharing services that were critical to keeping the
coalition together and on track. Finally, of course, they contrib-
uted hours and hours of high-priced executive time to the
reform effort and the task of lobbying.

business community.

36

'The importance of the money invested in the reform effort,
over time and particularly in 1988, cannot be overemphasized.
In particular, nonprofit and community groups that worked on
the reform effort were impressed with how much easier their
efforts were when backed up by the resources of the business
community. Phil Mullins, of UNO, commented that he learned
from the reform effort that, when community groups go up
against major corporations, “not only are we David and Goliath,
but we haven’t even got a slingshot, we're just spitting at them,
that’s all...., During the Springfield lobbying effort, they [busi-
ness leaders] could say, we've got a press release up here in
Chicago, the latest facts: and they could fax it down to us right
away. S0 now we work to get those resources.”

Before leaving the subject of financial support, we should also
note that Chicago foundations played an unusually active role in
the school reform cffort. Members of the Donors Forum Edu-
cation Group met regularly to share information and ideas. In
March 1988 they organized a public forum with representatives
from other school districts that had experimented with forms of
decentralization. Foundation representatives participated in
groups stich as the Poverty Task Force/People’s Coalition (Anne
Hallett of Wicboldt) and the Summit (which John Corbally of
MacArthur served as co-chair) and, as we have noted, wrote to
legislators in support of the basic reform agenda. They also
began planning for implementation even as the final touches
were being put on the reform law. Craig Kennedy of the Joyce
Foundation noted that the school reform movement saw donors
cooperating with each other, and with nonprofit and public
organjzations, in unprecedented ways; Kennedy commented
that in the process many donors came to view themselves “notas
dispassionate evaluators of education reform projects, but as
active and vé.luv_:d participants in the movement to change the
Chicago public school system.”

Fifth, staying power.

Durmg]une of 1988, leglslators complained, one couldn’tgo
anywhere in the State Capitol without running into reform
supportcrswcarmgyellow “don'tcome homewithoutit” buttons.
They just wouldn't go away. Unlike other people pushing a
cause, they didn’t just arrive in the morning, meet with legista-
tors, hold a press conference,and gohome leaving the legislators
to their own devices. They hung around that night, and the next
morning, and the next, until legislators finally got the message
that they wouldn't be allowed to go home withoutit. '

That kind of staying power was critical for gemng the bill
passed. But it didn't just. materialize, then vanish, in summer
1988, As we have seen, there was a strong institutional base for
edycational reform that had been developed, and funded, in
Chlcagoover theyears before 1987-88. And, justasimportant but
outlined only briefly here, the reform coalition didn't die after
SB 1840 became law. The weekend after the bill finally passed, in
December 1988, the coalition met to organize for implementa-
tion of the reform; this retreat spawned the Citywide Coalition
for School Reform. They understood that legislation is just one
step in bringing about change; and that, when important insti-
tutional interests and deeply ingrained patterns of behavior are
involved, fundamental change requires discipline and commit-
ment over a long period. That history of the Chicago school
reform effort is still being written.



Appendix: Summary of Senate Bill 1840

A. Local School Counclls—Con'posiﬁonISeIechon

*A llocal School Council shall be established for cach atten-
dance center, which shall consist of: the principal; six parents
elected by parents; two community residents elected by com-
munity residents; and two teachers elected by the school’s staff.
Parents and community residents on the Council may not be
school district employees. In addition, one student shall be
elected at each high school to serve as a non-voting member.
Members serve two-year terms.

* On adatein October set by the Central board, elections take
place in all-day balloting at each school.

* The Local Schiool Council shall elect one of its parents- or
community members to serve as the Council’s representatwe on
the Subdlsmct Coun(:ll

B. Local School' Counccl—-Powers/Duhes

Some of the key powers of the Local School Council:

¢ To directly appoint, upon seven affirmative votes, a new
principal to serve under a four-year performance contract. If the
Council fails to directlyappointa principal by castin 1g seven votes
for one candidate, the Council shall submit a list of three
candidates, listed in order of preference for the posmon -of
principal, one of whom shall be selected by the Subdistrict
Superintendent. Individuals sclected as principals must only
mect state certification reqmrements for an administrator, and
the school district may not impose addltlonal eligibility re-
quiremerits.

One-half of the Councils shall have the opportumty to select
aprincipal for a contract that begins onJuly 1, 1990, and one-half
on July 1, 1991, with the appomtments of current prmcnpals
terminating on these dates. The year in which a Council makes
its initial principal selection will be determined by lot.

* To negotiate and approve a performance contract with the
principal. The Council may add to the basic system-wide per-
formance contract, if such additions are not discriminatoryand
not inconsistent with basic contract provisions developed by the
Central Board of Education,

» To cvaluate the performance of the prmcipal and dcterrmne
whether the principal’s performance contract shall be renewed
at the end of four years.

*Tohelpdevelop and to approve a school improvement plan,
which spells out how the school will boost student achievement,
cut truancy and dropout rates, and prepare students for em-
ployment and further education {see¢ additional explanation in
Section C).

* To help develop and to approve a budget for the attendance
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center, drawing on a lump sum allocation of money from the
Central Board (see additional explanahon in Section D).

* To advise the prlnmpal conccrnmg attendancc and dlSCl-
plinary policies.

¢ To evaluate the allocatlon of teachmg resources and other
staff to determine whether such allocation is conslstentwmh the
school i improvement plan '

* Toreceive training in school budgetm g educat:onal theory,
and personnel selection, either from the central administration
or from an independent organization of the Local School

Council's choosing..

C. School Improvameni Plan =

* A three-year school improvement plan shall be developed
and implemented at each attendance center, With leadership
from the principal, the Local Schoo! Council shall help develop

.and shall approve the plan, workmg also with the Professional

Personal Advnsory Commlttee (see additional explanatlon in
Sectxon F. :

-¢. The plan shall focus on brmgmg student achievement,
attendance, and graduahon rates up to and above national
norms and’'on prcpanng students for further educanon and
employment. -

* Theplan shall analyze the school's strengths and weaknesses
and spell out major activities that will be carried out to ach:eve
these improvements in student performance,

“-*The plan shallspell out the major assumptionsand dlrecnons
of the school’s curriculum for reaching these objectives.

*The plan shall spell out any staff training needed by teachers
for carrying out improvements in the school.

* The plan shall spell out steps that will be taken to involve
parents and community and business groups in improving the
school and steps that will be taken to educate parents asto how
they can assist their children at home in preparing them to learn
effectively.

¢ The principal shall have the primary responsibility for
directing implementation of the plan with the Council moni-
toring its implementation.

D, Schook-Based Budgeting

* Beginning in the 1990-91 school year, the Central Board
shall appropriate a lump sum allocation for each attendance
center, based on the school's enrollment and on the spccml
needs of the student body.

* Within state and federal law and collective bargaining
agreements, Local School Councils shall have the flexibility to



allocate available funds to support those activities that they judge

most necessary to implement their school improvement plan.
*The Local School Council may request waivers of Central

Board policy from the Central Board or waivers of collective

bargaining agreements from affected unions to fac1htate the

implementation of their school improvement plan. :

E. Principal’s Authority

* After September 1, 1989, if any vacancy occurs in the
position of teacher or any educational personnel (including
assistant principals, counselors, and teacher aides), or if an
additional or new position for a new teacher or any educational
personnel is created at an attendance center, that position shall
be filled by an appointment made by the principal.

¢ The filling of new positions or vacancies for teachers and
other educational personnel shall be without regard to seniority,
but shall be based on merit and ability: to .perform in that
position,. Tenured teachers who lose their position in.a school
because of declining enrollment or curriculum change must be
considered for vacant positions in-other schools to which they
apply, but-need not be selected. However, such teachers are
guaranteed some form of employment by thee school system.

s Teachers rated as unsatisfactory may be dismissed by the
principal. after a 45-day remediation period in the classroom.
However, theé principal and the consulting teacher assigned to
work with the unsatisfactory teacher may, at their discretion,

extend the remediation period for up to a total of one year,
although the balance of the remediation’ may take place outside
the classroom.:Assisfant ‘principals, as well as principals, may
carry out the procéss of teacher rating and remediation. .

* The principal shall be; respons1blc for superwsmg all, edu-
catlonal staff. - ;.

*The “engineer in chargc of each attendance center shall be
accountable to the principal for the safe, economical operation
of the plant, and for the performance of all persons employed
under the direction.of the engineerin charge. The engineerin
charge shall carry out the.* rcasonablc orders” of the principal.

* The “food service manager is under the same obllgatlbn to
the principal as the engineer in charge. -~ . ...

¢ The principal shall. bewresponsible for provndmg leadcrshlp
in developing a school improvement plan :and.school budget
and -shall have the responsibility for carrying out the school
improvement plan and administering the budget.

_ #» The principal, with the assistance of the Professional Pcr—
sonnclAdwsory Committee, shall develop the specific methods
and content of the school's curriculum, within system-wide
curriculum objectives and standards and the spec1ficat|ons of
the school improvement plan. : :

F. Teacher Involvement =

» A Professional Personnel Advisory Committee shall be clected
by teachersand other certified personnel ateach school to advise
the principal and the Local School:Council concerning cur-
riculum, staff development, the contents of the school im-
provement plan, and the school’s budget.

6. Subdistrict Council and Superinfendent

. Subdlstnct Councils shall be cstabhshcd in each of the 23
exnsnng clementary and high school subdistricts. Subdistrict
councils shall be composed of one elected parentor community
member from each Local School Council within the Subdistrict.
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+ All Councils shall have the opportunity to select a Subdistrict
Superintendent for a contract that begins on July 1, 1990.

* Subdistrict Councils shall directly select the Subdistrict
Superintendent for a four-year performance contract if 60 per-
cent of Council members agree on a candidate. The Subdistrict

" Council shall submit three nominees for Subdistrict Superin-
" tendent listed in order of preference to the General Superin-

tendentif 60 percentofthe Council cannotagree on a candidate.
The General Superintendent mustselect one of these nominees.
Individuals selected as Subdistrict Superintendent must only
meet state certification requirements for an administrator, and
the school district may not impose additional eligibility re-
quirements.

» The Subdistrict Council shall negotiate and approve a four-
year performance contract for the Subdistrict Superintendent.
The Council may add to the basic system-wide contract for
Subdistrict Superintendents, if such additions are not dlscrnml-
natory and not inconsistent with basic contract prowsxons de-
veloped by the Central Board of Education.

* The Council shall evaluate the pcrformance ofthe Subdistrict
Supermtendcnt and determine whether hisor her performance
contract shall be renewed at the end of four years.

e The Subdistrict Supermtcndcnt shall identify schools that
are not taking appropriate steps to improve and shall initiate a
series of steps to remedy such non—pcrformancc, which include
the development of a remediation plan and probation. The
Subdistrict Council shall approve or dlsapprove the recom-
mendatmns ofthe SubdlstnctSupermtendent conccrnmg these
actions to prove non-performing schools. -

As a last resort, the Central Board may remove the Local
Schaol Council, the principal, or the: sthool staff at a non-
performing school, or close the school.

* The Council and Subdistrict Supenntendent shall promote
coordination and communication among Local School Councils
and schoolswithin the subdistrict on anumber of issues, including
the development of joint programs among schools

« The Subdistrict Council shall elect one of its members to
serve on the School Board Nominating Commission. -

H. Inferim Board of Education

' Thirty days after the effective date of this Act, the terms of
current Central Board of Education members are terminated,
and a seven-member Interim Board is created. This Interim
Board shall serve until May 15, 1990, or until a permanent
Central Board is nominated and approved (whichever is later).

* All members of the Interim Board shall be appointed by the
mayor, with the City Gouncil having power to disapprove
nominations within 30 days.

* The Interim Board assumes all powers and duties of the
Central Board but its actions are limited to those that wnll not
1mpede the Act’s reform provisions.

I, School Board Nommalmg Commission -

~ ®ASchoo! Board Norninating Commission, composed of one
member elected from each Subdistrict Council and five members
appointed by the mayor, screens candldatcs for the pcrmanent
Central Board. The Commlssnon shall submlt tothe mayoraslate
of three candidates for each vacant or new position ‘'on the
Central Board of qucauon

» Within 30 days after a slate of candidates is approvcd by the
Commission, the mayor shall select a candidate as board mem-



ber from the slate. If none of the candidates on the slate is
selected by the mayor or if the mayor’s selection is disapproved
by the City Council, the Commission shall conduct further
hearings to develop a new slate,

J. Central Board of Education and General Supeﬁnlencleni -

* Anew Central Board of Education consisting of 15 members,
selected by the ScHool Board Nominating Commission and the

mayor, shall take office on May 15, 1990, or as soon after thatdate -

as its members have been named.

¢ The Central Board has the powers and dunes ofa boa:rd of
education, as prescribed in state law, but these powers and duties
are subject to the other provisions of this Act, Among its specific
duties are the specification of system-wide curriculum objectives
and standards, supcrwsson of special education and. bilingual
education, provision of transportation and school meals, the
development ofa system-wide discipline code, and construction,

major renovation, and closing of individual attendance centers,

Further, the Central Board shall insure that all courses necessary
to comply with the Board of Higher Education’s increased
admission requirements for state universities are available to
students in every high school.

* The Central Board shall prepare a “system-wide educational
reform goals and objectives plan”which must be approved bythe
School Finance Authority. The Central Board must then
implement this plan to the satisfaction of the Finance Aut.honty
(sce additional information in Section N). :

* The Central Board selects a General Superintendent to -
implement its responsibilities.” After a national search, the -

General Supenntendent is selected fora threc-year performance
contract.

¢ The General Supenntendent is respons:ble for negottatmg |

al] collective bargaining agreements, which must then be ap-
proved by the Central Board.

K. Cutting the Central Admuhugj:jqﬁon

* Beginning in the 198990 school year and thereafter, i;he
Central Board shall implement a budget for its central admin-
istration that does not exceed the average proportion of funds

spent on central administration by school districts in the state,

This expenditure cap will result in a substantial decrease in
centraladministration expendituresas compared wnth thc prcsent
levels of expenditure.

¢ The Central Board can petition for one-year adjustments of
the expenditure cap if it believes that the expendlture cap does
not allow sufficient funds to support the minimum administra-
tive structure needed to: opcrate the system appropnately

L. Stote Chupler I-Funds

. Currcnﬂy, 60 percent of state funds generated by low-
income sivdents under a program called “State Chapter I” are
supposed to be distributed to schools in _proportion to their
enrollment of low-income students, while 40 percent are sup-
posed to be distributed evenly across the school system based on
each school’s enrollment. A four-year transition shall begin in
198990 through whlch at least 95 percent of State Chaptcr I
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funds will ultimately be allocated to schools in propornon to
their. enrol]ment of low—mcome students

* Currently, some State Chapter I funds are bemg used to
support central administration costs and dcsegregatlon busing
and other descgregation expenses. Begmmng in 1989-90, all
State Chapter I funds must be spent in local schools, except for
5 percent that can be set aside for desegregation.

* Currently State Chapter I funds are used as general revenue
to support basic school expenses, instead of funding supplemen-

- tary programs as originally intended. Over a fiveiyear transition

beginning in 198990, State Chapter I funds will be used for
specific supplementary programs, as determined by the Local
School Council.

M. Schoo! Choice

* By January 1, 1990, the State Board of Education shall
complete a’study of ‘strategics for increasing fariily choice of the
school that a student attends within the school district. -

. Begmnmg in 1991-92, the school system shall offer a plan for
phasing in increased family choice of schools within the school
district. However, this plan must allow students to attend the
schools involved through a lottery admissions process, provide
transportation for low-income students, and be consistent with
the Board of Education’sdesegregation consentdecree. Magnet
schoolswith officially-approved selective admissionsrequirements
are not part of this program.

N. School Reform Oversight

The exjstlng School Finance Authority assumes major powers
for overseeing reform for a five-year period:bieginning in July
1989: :

¢ To enforce the limit on centraladministration expenditures
as provided for ip the Act.

» To approve and monitor the lmplementatxon of the Central
Board’s system-wide educational reform goals and objectives
plan and to oversee the Central Board's implementation of this
reform plan. The Authority may prepare its own reform plan if
the Central Board fails to develop a satlsfa,ctory plan -and the
Central Board must then implement this plan, '

* To investigate any action or activity that may hinder the
progress of any part of an approved system-wide ¢ educahonal
reform goals and objectives plan.

* To. prohibit the. Central Board from entermg mto any
contract, agreement, or other obligation unless 1t is consmtent
with the reform plan. <

* To issue recommendations and dlrecuves o insure the
Central Board's comphance Wlﬂ‘l the plan,

* To impose sanctions on any “officer; agent, or employee” of
the Central Board who fails to comply with valid orders of the
Authority. These sanctions may include suspension from duty
without pay and removal from office.

* This Act is effective on July 1, 1989,

i

Source: Designs for Change; reprinted by permission,



Members of the Parent/Community Coundil of the Mayor's Education Summit
Appomlecl by Mayor Harold Washington (November 1987)

James Deanes (Chairperson)
Distrlct 7 Advisory Counc1l

Bobbi Cobb (Co;Ch_a;r_), .
Green PTO

Carlos Heredia {Co-Chair)

Por Un Barrio Mejor

Jan Metzgef"(CQLCﬁair) _
Pritzker Elementary Schoo!

Karen M. Berdowski
Grjmes School LSIC

Dr. Mary Hynes-Berry
Kenwood PTSA, pre51dent

Ernestine BlacKkwell
Dumas ‘LSIQ K

Jil Bradléy

Day Care Action Council

Julla Burgess, Fxecutive Director
Demico Youth‘ Services, Inc. '

Malcolm Bush
Voices for [ilinois Children .~

Gilberto Colon

31st Ward Fair Share [PO
'Nonnn Colon - o

Padres A_yunand'o Padres

Etta Davis
Englcwood ngh LSiC

Lydia Ehrman .
Kanoon Magnet LSIC, pre51dent

Jim Fields

Chicago Black United Communities
Tee Gallay :
Chicago Panel on Public School -
Policy and Finance

Vernestine Garngr
Stateway Gardens LAC

Torris Gatharlght
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For more information...

More 1nformatlon on current ac-

tivitiés o Chicago school reform can

be ‘obtained’from the following

groups:”

Citywide Coalition onSchoolReform,
228 S, Wabash, 6th floor, Chicago
1L 60604, (312) 663-3603

Catalyst, Community Renewal Soci-
_ety, 332 S. Michigan, #5800, Chi-
cago, 1L 60604, {312) 4274830

Chicago Panelon PublicScheol Policy

_ and Finance, 220 5. State, #1212,

Chicago, IL60604, (312) 939-2202

Deslgns for Change, 220 S." State,
#1900, Chlcago, IL 60604, (312)
922-0517

African-American Educational Insti-
tute, c/0 Chicago Urban League,
4510 8. Michigan, Chicago, IL
“ 60653, (512) 285-5800 .

Lawyers School Reform Advisory
Project, 17 E. Monroe, #212, Chi-

40

cago, IL 60603, (3] 2) 3322494

Leadership for Quality Education, 1"
8, Wacker, 11th floor, Chicago,IL .-
60606 (312) 592-6532

Parent/Community Council, 1603 5.
Michigan, #301, Chicago, IL
60616; (312) 427-8999.

Parenis United for Responsible Edu-
* cation, 1145 W. Wilson, #2424,
Chicago, IL 60640 (312)784— ’
PURE:. -~ :

ABCs. Coa]ition, ¢/o Prof, Wllllam
Ayers, University of Illinolsat Chi-
cago, Box 4348, Chicago,lL60680
(312) 996-5689 - -

Volices for Nlinois Children, 53 W'
Jackson, Chicago, IL.60604, (312)

4274080

General Superintendent, Chicago

Board of Education, 1819 W.

Pershing, Chicago, IL 60609,

(312) 890-3700.



