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INTRODUCTION

With the number and severity of wars
our country has had sinceitshirth, it issafeto
say that Americawas raised on fighting. Asa
result, it is also easy to see how violence il
permeates American society. Our nation's
children have been raised reading history
books describing bloody battles, and they seea
nearly constant barrage of violence on
televison. Primary and secondary schools are
far from immune as evidenced by recent
eventsin Columbine High and others
throughout the country. As much aswe would
like to have seen change since the 1960s, the
tensions of those times are just asrelevant
today. AsBailey (1970) put it nearly 30 years
ago, the leading themes and feelings behind
school violence are fear, prejudice, poverty,
arrogance, insengitivity, and brutdity. Lessons
that might have been learned from the 1960s
have not been learned, perhapsin part because
research did not focus on violence in schoals.
This report represents one step in addressing
thisomission.

There certainly has been no shortage of
studies conducted to determine the cause of
racia violence during the late 1960s and early
1970s (see reviews by McPhail and Wohistein
1983; McPhail 1994; Useem 1998). However,
that research has generally excluded the riots
that were related to organizations and
ingtitutions (e.g., schoals, universities, and
businesses, see Spilerman 1970; 1976; Carter
1983; Myers 1997; Olzak and Shanahan 1996;
DiPasguale and Glaeser 1998). Scholars
believed schooal riots, in particular, were of a
different nature than non-ingtitutiond riots, and
therefore removed school riots from their
research. These riots were thought to have
occurred because of conditions within the
ingtitution, not because of economic or
structura conditions within each community
that were thought to be most relevant to the
street rioting that dominated the 1960s urban
protest.
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In recent years there has been areviva
in the study of non-ingtitutiond riots (e.g.,
Myers 1997; Olzak 1992; Olzak and Shanahan
1996; Shanahan and Olzak 1998; Bergesen
and Herman 1997; DiPasquele and Glaeser
1996; Myers 1996). However, the study of
ingtitutional riotsis till being neglected by
scholars, which may be producing erroneous
conclusons. Between 1967 and 1969, the
three peak years of racid rioting, 39% of riot
events happened in colleges and universities,
prisons, or schools. (In this report, we will use
the term “schools’ to indicate those
educationd facilities teaching kindergarten
through twelfth grade students. Theterm
"college" will represent both colleges and
universities) Approximately 70% of these
ingtitutional riots occurred in schools. Inthe
worst case, where school and collegeriots are
not independent of urban riots, the neglect of
such ahuge number of riots could introduce
serious bias into the results found by prior riot
studies (evidence is mounting toward this
claim with respect to college racid riots; see
Buoye and Myers 1999). Even if school and
campus riots were shown to be distinct kinds
of events, our knowledge of schoal riots and
their sourcesis very underdevel oped.

Stephen Kemp Bailey, who produced a
report on school riotsin 1970, forwarded the
notion that there is a continuum aong which
school disruptions occur--societal causes are
on one extreme and within-school causes on
the other, with most school disordersfaling
somewhere between the extremes. He
believed that the causes of school disruptions
usually began within the larger society, then
became focused on in-school issues, and then
eventualy were again drawn from the outer
society. Despite presenting aplausible
argument about these disorders, Bailey did not
present much evidence to support histhesis. In
this research report, we present data from
severa sourcesthat corroborate and qualify
Baley'sclams.



DATA AND METHODS

We compiled data from severa
sourcesfor thisproject. First, we andyzed a
set of riot event data generated by the Lemberg
Center for the Study of Violence a Brandeis
University. The Lemberg Center
systematicaly collected newspaper articles
from 1967-1969, processed them, and
tabulated them into a compilation that reported
the date, location, severity information, and a
narrative summary for each riot event. From
thisinformation, we coded each event
according to whether it occurred in aschool,
college, other ingtitution, or urban environment
and ran severd regresson analysesto
demondtrate that racia disturbancesin schools
were not independent of occurrences outside of
the schoals (in the community or in colleges).

Beyond a quantitative demongtration
that the school, community, and collegeriots
were inter-related, we a so wanted to carefully
examine the causes of school riots. Our
research objective required athorough
examination of individud riots. Determining
which race-related issues were most prevaent
and most caused the escalation of racial unrest
is atime-consuming task which would have
been impossible to conduct for the over 500
school riotsthat occurred from 1967-1969.
Therefore, we narrowed our study of in-school
riot causes to two cities: San Francisco,
Cdlifornia, and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. We
chose these two cities because of the level of
detail recorded about the two school digtrictsin
the Lemberg Center data and the possibility of
tapping supplementary materials related to
each city (such asthe Roper Associates Survey
and the Lemberg Leadership Interviews
discussed below). Thesetwo citiesaso
provided a contrast due to the differing levels
of racia violence observed in each city.

Our next task, then, wasto search
through the original newspaper articles and to
extract detailed data about each school-rel ated
riot in the focus cities. These clippings
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provided the essentia background for the
study by explaining the details and context of
each individual riot. The newspaper articles
not only alowed us to document the existence
of eachriot, but they also provided explicit,
first-hand accounts of theriots, their
precipitating incidents, and the subsequent fall-
out fromtheriots.

In addition, we were ableto use a
survey commissioned by the Lemberg Center
and conducted by Roper Associatesto further
determine the opinions and attitudes of Blacks
and Whites towards conditions in their
communities and schools. Thissurvey,
conducted from October 26, 1966, through
April 9, 1967, was administered to 500 Black
and 500 White respondents in each of our
target cities (San Francisco and Pittsburgh).
The questionnaire covered amultitude of race-
related and riot-related attitudinal questions.

The find eement of our data came
from the Lemberg "Leadership" interviews.
These interviews were conducted in 1967 and
1968 by employees of the Lemberg Center
with forty to sixty individuasin 12 cities
including our target cities. The respondents
ranged from common citizens to people with
professiona rolesin civic organizations or
governmental ingtitutions. The recorded and
transcribed statements of school officias and
parents were especidly useful for obtaining
unique indghtsinto the context of each riot, as
well as community factors contributing to
them.

The four sets of dataalow usto
demongtrate that the mgjority of the causes of
schooal riots are neither independent of what
was happening outside schools, nor aresult
only of tensonswithin the schools. The
regression analyses give evidence of the
interdependence between society’ s and
schoals' racid problems. The in-depth study
of San Francisco and Pittsburgh poignantly
illustrates that the issues, tensions, and
conflicts leading to school riots consisted of
both community and school influences, while



only afew arose solely from problems within
the schools. In the remainder of this report, we
illustrate how societal and in-school causes, as
well asamix of the two, contributed to school
racial unrest in the 1960s.

RESULTS

Other studies have theorized the effects
of society on schooal riots, but none have
offered empirical evidence to prove their
theories. Through agtatistical approach to the
tabulated article data, we produced regression
analysesto illugtrate that thereis a positive
relationship between community riots and
school riots. These results suggest that
whatever is causing the school riotsisrelated
to those issues and problems causing riots
outsde of schools. The regression analyses do
not tell uswhy they are related, however, so
the in-depth study of riots in Pittsburgh and
San Francisco helps us to better understand
these relationships.

Regression Analyses

Our first step in preparing the
regression analyses was to separate theriots
into five' categories depending on where they
occurred and who was involved: in-school
riots, collegeriots, off-campus riots by school
students, off-campusriots by college students,
and riots in the community by non-students.
Next, we counted the number of riots
occurring each day in each of the five
categories between January 1, 1967 through
December 31, 1969 (including zerosfor each
day in which no riots occurred). Also, we
included another "dummy" variable named
"Summer," in which we placed a 1 for the days
of the summer months June through August.
The summer dummy was used to account for
the fact that during the summer thereis no
school and thus no in-schooal riots.

! We diminated the five prison riots found in the
data because they had little influence on our study.
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Using the number of riots occurring
each day in schools as our dependent variable,
and the number of riots occurring each day in
each of the other four categories as our
independent variables, we first regressed the
occurrence of school riots on each individual
category of riots (and included the summer
control in each modd). The regresson
between school riots and college riots
(presented in Table 1) show that for each
collegeriot, there was a highly significant and
positive relationship with school riots: for each
additiona collegeriot, therewas a.3%4
increase in the number of school riots on the
same day. Regression resultsgiving the
relationship between the school riots and the
other three types of riots also yielded positive
results: each additional off-campusriot by
school students, off-campus riot by university
students, and community riot resulted in,
respectively, a0.833, 0.724, and 0.075 increase
in school riots occurring the same day. (The
summer dummy variable had the expected
negative effect on school riotsin all models
caculated).

Because more than two riots may
occur on any particular day, and we wished to
see the effects of other types of riotsin their
complete context on schooal riots, we ran
multiple regressions of school riotson all of
the independent variables. The results
(presented in Table 2) show that there was not
ameaningful relationship between school riots
and community riots (p > .05) when the other
types of riots were controlled. Further
investigation into the Pearson correlation
matrix (Table 3) that underliesthe regresson
analyses reveded a problem of strong
collinearity among the variables. The
relatively high standard errorsin Table 2 and
the associated p-values appear to be the result
of multicollinearity between the three non-
ingtitutional variables. This essentialy means
that the three non-ingtitutiond variables are
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Table 1: Individual Regressions of School Riots per Day to Riots per Day of the Other Categories

Modd 1 Modd 2 Modd 3 Modd 4
Riotsin College 394 **
(.050)
Riots Off-Campus by School Students 833x**
(.200)
Riots Off-Campus by College Students 24
(119
Riotsin the Community 075***
(.012)
Summer -.320%** - 370%** =378 ** - 453 **
(.054) (.053) (.054) (.055)
Congtant 368+ ** AQQ*** A28+ ** AQ4x**
(.028) (.027) (.027)
R-squared .095 .100 076 077

*** < .001 (two-tailed tests). SEsin parentheses.

Table 2: Multiple Regressions of School Riots and All Other Riots

Modd 1 Modd 2
Riotsin College 336*** 351k **
(.049) (.011)
Riots Off-Campus by School Students B638***
(.107)
Riots Off-Campus by College Students 274*
(.136)
Riotsin the Community 021
(.014)
Non-Ingtitutional Riots .066***
(.011)
Summer -.330%** -.382%**
(.054) (.054)
Congtant 33gx** 3A0***
(.028) (.028)
R-squared 152 126

* p<.05 *** p<.001 (two tailed tests). SEsin parentheses.



likely to be measuring the same thing and are
not distinct constructs.

A common diagnostic tool for
identifying problematic multicollinearity is
when the correlation coefficient between two
independent variablesislarger than the
correlation coefficient of either or both of the
independent variables with the dependent
vaiable. Ascanbeseenin Table 3, the
correlations between schoal riots and each of
the non-ingtitutional riots are less than the
correlations among the non-ingtitutional riots.
To defest this problem, we created anew
category called "Non-ingtitutional Riots' by
adding and combining the numbers of riots
that occurred in the three non-ingtitutional
categories for each day. We then ran another
multiple regression with our new variable and
again with our “ Summer” variable. These
results (Modd 2 of Table 2) show how the
occurrence of non-ingtitutional riots, together
with the occurrence of collegeriots, markedly
increase the incidence of schooal riotsin any
given day. We kept collegeriots as a separate
variable because colleges have ingtitutional
problems of their own that, in many cases,
causeriots but have insgnificant effect on the
schools environments.
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Mixed Causes

Asour data above points out, thereisa
positive relationship between societal
(community and off-campus) riotsand in-
school occurrences of riots. Our regresson
analysesin Table 2 show that for each
additional college or non-ingtitutiond riot,
there was an increase of 0.351 and 0.066 riots
in schoals, respectively. Theresultsled usto
hypothesize that when racialy provoked issues
arisein sudents community environments,
they are likely to respond insde the schools. A
large mgjority of the riots we examined in
depth were caused not only by school issues,
but were dso grestly influenced by the current
eventsin the city and nation, aswell asthe
leadership of college student activists.

Local Influences. Riotsin schools became
more probable when students were involved in
the issues causing tension in the community, or
when they participated in riots not occurring
on school grounds--both are good indications
of tendgon. For each riot occurring off campus
in which students were involved, an additiona
0.833 riots occurred in schools on the same
day. Contrary to previous studies that
excluded school riots, reasoning that they were
soldy aresult of intraringtitutional 1ssues,

Table 3: Correlation Coefficients among the Occurrence of Different Types of Riots

Schools College OC-school OC-college Community
Schools 1.0000
College 0.2572 1.0000
OC-school 0.2466 0.0940 1.0000
OC-college 0.1847 0.1639 0.2907 1.0000
Community 0.1387 0.0957 0.3703 0.5139 1.0000




our results suggest that tensions outsde the
classroom were very likely to be brought
insgdethe schools. An alternative perspective
might be that riots or tensons outside the
school were influenced by in-school unrest,
which in turn influenced schoal riots. This
perspective would suggest that even those
school riots that appeared to result from street
riots were actualy the result of prior school
incidents. The chain of events required for
such apattern is highly implausible, however.
Itisnot likely that ariot would have erupted in
a ghetto because of demands for curriculum
change and then another riot would erupt the
next day in school because of the street riot.

Second, the demographics of the
school --reflecting demographics of the local
population--also affected the likelihood of
unrest. When Black and White student were
more equally represented in aschool, tensons
were more likely to erupt. Inaschool that
conssted of mostly Black students, amore
"Black" point of view was present, just asa
"White" point of view dominated in a school
with amgority of White students. Thus,
points of views had more opportunities to clash
when Black and Whites students were more
equally represented.

This also meansthat the likelihood of
confrontation between White and Black
students increased with the integration of the
school (Bailey 1970: 12). Asthe schoolswere
more integrated, the opinions of both races
were more equaly voiced, increasing the
incidence of riots; whereas a school with a
maority of either race had less disruptions
since one opinion overpowered the other.
Thusthe challenge of integration was
exacerbated by students bringing outside racial
tensonsinto the schools and the result was an
increased chance for ariot.

An example of thistype of process
occurred in October of 1968 in San Francisco,
when a Black student at Denman High School
waskilled in ahit and run accident. Although
thisincident was not ariot, it intensified
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tension in the community. Rumors spread that
the student had been shot to death by some
White youths. Students responded to this
event with several assault incidents at the
school, ultimately leading to ariot where 100
to 200 Black students roamed the halls,
smashed glass display cases, and terrorized
students and teachers. The police had to be
caled to disperse the students. Preceding these
incidents, the Black students (comprising 53%
of the school) had been demanding coursesin
Black history and “soul food” in the cafeteria
The combination of both the hit and run and
the demand for a change in curriculum
provoked theriot. Had the outside occurrences
not happened at the same time students had
demanded changesin the curriculum, it is
highly unlikely that the riot would have been
assevere, if it would have occurred at al. This
caseis but one example of how schooal rioting
was not caused by school issues done.

National Influences. Local incidents were not
the only externa sparksfor schoal rioting;
nationwide events influenced the incidence of
riotsaswell. Among others, the nomination of
Walace for president in 1968 and the
appearance of the dogan "Black Power" on t-
shirts and posters added fud to severd
disruptionsin our focus cities. During
September of 1968 in Fittsburgh, many fights
between Black and White students were
brought on by White students' reactionsto
Blacks wearing "Black Power" sweatshirts,
and Black students' anger at White students for
wearing "Wallace-for-President” buttons.

In an incident in 1967, the principa of
Oliver High School had banned swesatshirts
displaying thedogan "Black Power." Tension
between the two races rose, and soon &fter, a
group of Blacks students from the school were
kicked, pushed, and pelted with bottles by
White youths on the way to a Halloween party.
Following this event, students responded with
severd riots at the school. Theincident was
brought on by the tensions about a school issue



(the banned shirts) that arose from a national
issue ("Black Power"). Again we see how the
mix of an in-school decision and a national
issue spurred rioting.

College Influences. We aso found aclose
relationship between the occurrence of riotson
and off college campuses by college students
with the outbreak of riotsin schools. Thelatter
relationship may reflect the fact that college
students were rioting about community issues
and sometimes influenced school studentsto
participate in riotous behavior at school. The
reason for the relationship between on-campus
collegeriots and school riot isnot clear
because we do not know whether a collegeriot
occurs because of issues within the college or
because of societa issues. Societa issues may
affect the incidence of college campusriots
just asthey affect the incidence of schoadl riots.
But the relationship is not completely clear
because the relationship between college
rioting and community rioting is relatively
weak (dthough gatistically significant).

Nevertheless, there is evidence that
college students directly contributed to events
in schools. One such incident occurred in
December of 1968 in San Francisco. Ten
Black youths at Balboa High School created a
disturbance when they broke two windows and
assaulted ateacher. A student from City
College of San Francisco was reported to have
ingtigated and led theriot. We found similar
patterns of college influence on schoal riotsin
severa other incidents.

Purely Societal Causes

School riots were not away's the result
of acombination of school issues and societal
issues, occasiondly, societa issueswerethe
only influence. In our in-depth study of San
Francisco and Pittsburgh, we found afew riots
that were solely initiated and fueled from
outside sources. In October of 1969 in
Pittsburgh, trouble arose at South HillsHigh
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School when 14 "outsiders' moved through
the school armed with knives. When students
went outside during lunch, a Black non-student
read something from a piece of rolled
cardboard. She and two other youths were
arrested, during which time 200 students
yelled, shoved, and pushed, protesting police
action and the use of dogs. Two weeks later at
the same high school, 200 Black students
waked out of school to protest the arrest of a
student for drinking. Protestors claimed that
police had been unnecessarily rough with the
arrested student. The actions of police had
been the cause for the disruptions and did not
have anything to do with school issues. In
both cases, outside influences were the
sngular precipitants of unrest.

Another cause of unrest wasthe
success of civil rights protests in the 1960s.
Black Americans were protesting against
unjust laws, and they were doing so by directly
opposing established authority. Adolescents
across the country saw that authority can,
indeed, be wrong, and those subject to
authority can cause change. Not only did
protests and riots occur; they were broadcast
on national television, so that theriot climate
could rapidly diffuse from one end of the
country to another. The media aso broadcast
images and printed powerful words related to
school riots, and press coverage of school
problemswas rarely helpful. Ingtead, it
exacerbated troubles within schools and help
spread unrest from one school to another.

I n-School Causes

Internal causes of schoal riots stemmed
from three main sources. school adminigtrative
practices, school curriculum, and
desegregation efforts. The genera category of
school adminigtration includes al the
supervisory components of acity’s school
system: principds, teachers and staff, the
school board or board of education, and the
school superintendent. In both San Francisco



and Pittsburgh, desegregation usually took the
form of busing students from one district to
another,often for the purpose of relieving
overcrowding in some schools, but more so to
achieve amore racialy-baanced school
composition.

School Adminigtration. In San Francisco,
Reverend Douglas Siden summarized the main
problems of Blacksin that city during his
persond interview. First, Blackslacked a
sense of their own community; second, they
needed more jobs; third, they wanted a better
educationa system; and findly, they desired
decent housing. Education was a paramount
issuein the civil right movement leading up to
the outbreak of rioting, and this did not change
with the onset of violence. Unfortunately,
progress was extremely dow. In San
Francisco, many interviewees reported that no
efforts were being made to raise standards in
all-Black schools. These schools were
academically inferior because of school
curriculum, facilities, student-teacher ratios,
classroom conditions, and especidly, the
attitudes of White teachers. Teachers,
interviewees felt, were not dedicated to
motivating Black children. And the low
numbers of minority (especialy Black)
teachers on staff in most schools dienated
minority students and exacerbated tensonsin
schools. Tensions were further inflamed
because school employees fdt that the school
system had become a " punching bag" for
anybody with acomplaint or dissatisfaction.

Certain school practiceswere also
known to multiply student dissatisfaction and
trigger serious disruption.  Unimaginative and
traditiona control devices produced
counterproductive results; students felt like
victims of authoritarian whims, not subjects of
equitable law. Tensons and violence
increased, especidly with the presence of
uniformed policemen (and their dogs) in the
schools. Our research in these two cities leads
usto believe that more disruptions were
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caused, rather than deterred, by police.
Furthermore, the principa’s place in this mess
was an extraordinarily uncomfortable one.
Principas prime role was conflict
management. They believed that disruptions
were rarely planned, and they usudly worked
hard to create a setting that would minimize
the probability of explosion, but prepare the
saff if it did occur. They were responsible for
convincing the school and community that the
administration would make the most of its
limited persond and financia resourcesto
ensure a positive and controlled learning
environment.

Not al principals achieved thisimage,
however. Intervieweesin both focus cities had
complaints with certain principas. The
principa of Mission High School in San
Francisco was called "psychotic" and
"prejudiced" by more than one respondent.
Pittsburgh residents voiced considerably more
anger. Mrs. Marian Finkelhor, director of the
Pittsburgh Neighborhood Y outh Corps, stated
in her interview that:

...when you get down to the school
systemitsdlf, the caliber of the school,
the morality of the school, the
openness of the school, and so forth,
it's very dependent on who'sthe
principal. The principal operatesasa
little duke and the superintendents may
come and go but the principal goeson
and on forever and we' ve got some
people who' ve been hanging around
the school system for an awful long
period of time ... and this, | think, is
quite a big problem.

She went on to say that the main problem is
convincing individual principasto ingtitute a
complete change in their approach to their
schools. For example, the principa wasa
major cause of grief in the Oliver High School
riots. Some protestors said that Principal
Crowley was not listening to the students



problems. One mother declared that Crowley
couldn’t enforce discipline. He separated
himself from the students, and was afraid of
the "tough ones." A number of other students
mothers claimed that neither he nor the school
superintendent could maintain order in school,
and the police, once called to the riot scene,
were the only ones who could achieve a
semblance of order. At the sametime, the
mothers were critica of the police intervention
and their behavior in the schools. The Parent-
Teacher Association asked Superintendent
Marland to fire Principa Crowley, while
mothers of Gladstone High School students
also cdled for the resignation of their "racist”
school principd.

Many principals understood the
importance of student and parental
involvement in school policy, but did not
aways know how much and what types of
involvement to allow. Generdly, the four
main issues in which students wanted a voice
were socid codes (dress and grooming),
policies regarding extracurricular activities,
athletics and cheerleading, and curriculum
planning. Most principas knew it would be
absurd to refuse to allow studentsto help form
conduct policy. Moreover, engagement of a
school’ s "natural community” was of utmost
importance. Parental involvement often
curbed disagter, and standing, versus ad hoc,
crisis groups maintained positive school
climates. Large city school syssemswere
forced to do alot to disspate the distance and
impersondity associated with them and with
the school board.

Oftentimes problems in the schools
were attributed to school boards that were seen
as uninvolved or unsupportive of the faculty
and principas effortsto dea with disorders
and address the concerns of parents. In his
persond interview, one captain in the San
Francisco police department stated that the
school board wastoo lax: kids didn’t have
enough discipline or structure at home, and
they didn't have it at school, either. An
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editorid in a Pittsburgh newspaper voiced
disappointment in the school board sfallureto
deal promptly and firmly with student
agitators.

Mrs. Lois Barnes, a White Education
Committee chairwoman of the San Francisco
NAACP, aswdll as chairwoman of the Central
City Branch of the Education Committee,
caled San Francisco schools “the worst in the
nation in terms of rigidity and attitudes.” And
Clinton Jeffers, Black president of the
Ingleside chapter of the NAACP, Assistant
Attorney Genera, and amember of the
Department of Justice, had more harsh
commentsto add. According to this man, the
board, like the school superintendent, was not
in favor of doing anything more than busing,
and never made a Sincere attempt to integrate
schoolsin the fourteen years since the Brown
vs. the Board of Education decison. “Thiscal
by the militant sector of the Black community
for al-Black schools had now given the
administration the rationaization it needed for
not doing anything on the basis of the
proposition of the Black community doesn’t
want to integrate its schools, and we are trying
to be respongve to itsdemands.” Lieutenant
Andreotti of the San Francisco Police-
Community Relations Department expressed
the sentiments that, in general, the community
of San Francisco was very disenchanted with
the whole school system in terms of educating
minority groups youth, despite the fact that a
couple of new board members were more
progressive and had commitments to
minorities.

In Pittsburgh, the school board seemed
to be more progressive, according to
Superintendent Dr. Sidney Marland. He
himsalf maintained a policy of being available
and ready to talk at al times. Under his
direction, aforma Negro history course was
being developed to become part of the regular
program. He said that the School Board, his
office, had arranged for Black schools and
classes to be smaller than other classes.



Another important group in the school
setting is the teachers and staff. Because these
peopl e represented the frontline contact with
students, their behavior was critical. San
Francisco newspaper articles often focused on
the prgjudicia treatment of Black students by
teachers and faculty in predominantly White
schools. At Rittsburgh’s Braddock High
School, approximately 75 students walked out
on October 14, 1969, to protest what they said
wasthe refusal of ateacher to make apublic
apology for dapping a Black student.

Findly, the school superintendent
himself was amgjor cause of strife in school
riots. In San Francisco, former Superintendent
Spears (prior to Dr. Briggstaking officein
September of 1967) was accused of being
“...weak and more concerned with keeping a
lid on ghetto schools, rather than doing
anything to constructively change the
educationa system. He failed to deal with
problems, and instead ignored them and waited
for them to go away.” Just asthe principas
were in adifficult position, so were the
superintendents. On the other hand, another
interview respondent said that: “the
superintendent was getting clobbered pretty
badly by some groups fearful of integration
and busng.” Charles Shreve, aWhite man
and the regional director of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, thought that
Superintendent Spears was excdllent. He
claimed that the school system had all the
funding that was available, and was using the
most innovative programs. The only criticism
he was aware of was the busing situation:
“White racism raised its head when busing was
introduced to the public.”

School Curriculum. Demands for greater
participation in the decision making of societal
and political ingtitution was another important
contributor to school disruptions. Outside of
schools, marginalized and low-income groups
had begun to insst on being participantsin the
formation of American public policy. Students
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in schools followed this model demanding
more say in their educationa environments.
Students wanted to participate in school
government, socid affairs, and creation of
policies over rules on hair, clothing,
attendance, smoking, and other aspects of
student life and behavior. Y et they often felt
that they had no voice in decision making, and
they often complained that their classes lacked
redl-life relevance.

Dissatisfaction with the curriculum
eventually led to some of theriotsin the
schools. Black studentsin the November 1-3,
1967 Oliver High Schoal (Pittsburgh) riots
threatened to boycott the school until the
Board of Education would discuss curriculum
demands, such as replacing history books with
more Black-representative texts. On
September 26, 1968, 50 to 75 Black students
from various Pittsburgh schools charged into
the superintendent’ s office to demand
curriculum changes. When he refused to agree
to their demands, the students threw chairs
around his office and shouted threats. Nick
Flournoy, a Black man and the Director of the
Religious Agency for Human Renewd,
effectively reiterates the feelings of many
Pittsburgh Blacks at thistime.

...Most of our schools are segregated,
| don’t object to that. The curriculum
iswhat | do object to. Thereisno
consciousness of the Negro having
gpent any time in this country as an
historical figure, thereisnow a
resurgence of feeling among Negroes
that there should be some
representation of Negroesin history
and current events and the kiddy tot
books that they use in grade school-
primers.... But the Pittsburgh School
Board has made no real progressin
thisdirection.. .they' re not really out
there doing anything for the ghetto
schools, the school whichistotally cut
off fromthe outside world in terms of



curriculum.... Kids must be taught
something about Negro history,
something about Negro culture and
contribution to America. | went to
schools and they had a paragraph on
Carver | think and the peanuts. | think
it hasto be a little more serious than
that.... Thisiswhat givesa kid a sense
of identity.... We come out of school
thinking the White man freed us....
Thisisawarped concept of history.

San Francisco residents expressed
smilar opinions. Mr. E.A. Anderson, principal
of Mission High School in San Francisco, had
persona experience with rioting in his school,
and in one incident, "outside agitators' invaded
the school and distributed fliers. In hisJune 8,
1967 interview, he reiterated the content of one
of thesefliers: “Something’ s got to give.
African History, Negro History, and African
culture must be taught. Latin-American
History and how the U.S. has unjustly
dominated must be taught. Blacks and Latinos
of the ghetto must teach these classes, not the
anti-poverty phonies or those ‘community
people who walk the halls guarding against a
riot.” Nevertheless, Mr. Anderson said that
Negro history and culture were emphasized in
his classes, and there were Human Relations
courses available in the school curriculum. In
addition, there was a showcase of famous
Blacks in the main hallway of the schoal. It
included usua names like Martin Luther King,
but also lesser known artists and statesmen.

Desegregation and Busing. Underlying many
manifest precipitants of school riot events was
enduring racism. 1960s Americawas built on
separate Black and White societies. More
graightforwardly put, White racism and overt
and covert discrimination were fundamental
causes for mogt of thetrouble. At the same
time, Blacks often sought revenge in the form
of riots, to get back at "whitey" for the
injustices Blacks faced. Some Blacks believed
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that dl Whites areracist, and that only Black
rage against historic oppression would bring
Whitesto their knees. The most overt
expression of these kinds of sentiments came
through reaction to school integration attempts.
When districts bused numerous students to
other schoolsin order to achieve more
integrated ingtitutions, it often highlighted
racial, ethnic, and income differences that
produced disruption. Generally speaking,
disruption in schools increased as integration,
or desegregation, increased.

33 of 122, or 27%, of San Francisco
schools were "highly segregated” in the late
1960s, while the remaining 99 were in the low
segregation category. In contrast, 89 of 122, or
72%, of Pittsburgh schools were in the highly
segregated category and only 23 were dightly
segregated. In addition, only two of the forty
most segregated schools on the list were
located in San Francisco, while the others were
Pittsburgh schools. Therefore we conclude
that Pittsburgh area schools were considerably
more segregated than those in San Francisco.
In other words, San Francisco had made more
progress in desegregation efforts by the time
rioting became a common tactic and therefore
tensions over new desegregation efforts were
more extreme and prevaent in Pittsburgh.

Many parents of both the Pittsburgh
and San Francisco school digtricts were not
necessarily pushing for, or in favor of, school
desegregation. They were more likely to
accept busing as based on efforts to improve
the quality of education. Pittsburgh School
Superintendent Sidney Marland stated: “We're
busing some youngsters from over-crowded
Negro neighborhoods to less crowded or
dightly under-populated schools in White
neighborhoods. Thisisworking reasonably
well....” Parents also knew that
predominantly White schools offered better
education, but integrating these schools was
not seen as a step that would solve dll
problems. Nick Flourney stated in his
interview that:



We shouldn’'t really be talking about
such things as busing our kids or
talking too strongly about integrating
our kidsin classrooms with White kids
cause all it does- it teachesthe kids
that you got to be over there with them
White folksin order to beright, in
order to make progress you got to be
with the White folk. This teaches
Negro kidsto didike other Negro
kids.... | don’t think that solvesthe
problem.

Theracid climate at Oliver High
School, the site for the highest number of
Pittsburgh school riots, had been tense since
May of 1967. At that time, an announcement
was made of anew Columbus school and the
plan to send Black and White students back
and forth to blend the racial composition.
Some opponents of busing went asfar as
gtarting their own school, which they held
ingde aloca church, to avoid busing.
Meanwhile, Pittsburgh School Superintendent
Sidney Marland was trying to remedy the
school problems through the Great High
Schoolsplan. Caling it the largest single
effort in the country, he thought that building
five new Great High Schools could dso
improve racid integration in the middle
schools by moving those students to existing
high schools. The schools would be "reaching
over larger service areas, thereby embracing a
more planned articulation of racia badance....
Idedlly it would be good to have al of our
elementary schools integrated as the first
concern.”

Across the nation in San Francisco,
there was also agreat swing away from
demands for school integration, according to
Alan Cline, Educationa Editor of the San
Francisco Examiner. In his June 15, 1967
interview, he said: "Whites never wanted
integration; Negroes are saying 'to hell with
it!"... I think what they want is good schools!"
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He went on to add that schoolsin San
Francisco were very sharply segregated, and
approximately 1600 students were bused
because of overcrowding. Heclaimed: "...if
integration is going to be done, it hasto be
done right—there has to be cooperation, and |
don’t think you' re going to get away with one
way busing." Moreover, the NAACP wanted
total integration, while the group Mothers for
Neighborhood Schools opposed any busing
whatsoever. For the most part, the White
community was against busing, as were Black
mothers. Their mgor concern, asthey saw it,
was more about the inequities of education
rather than the racia mix of students.

In summary, the data we examined
revealed that the greatest complaints among
Blacks during this period were over alack of
quaity education for their children, and
problems with integration. The numerous riots
in schools symbolized the nation-wide,
extensive hodtility and resentment that citizens
felt toward an educational system they
believed to have failed them. Schoolsin both
San Francisco and Pittsburgh were
overcrowded, and standards were not "up to
par." Discipline in schools (when it was over-
zealous and when it was lacking) was amagjor
ingredient in schooal riots, especidly in San
Francisco. Often discipline was seen as
completely lacking: "[ The Situation in schools)|
is not one of saf-discipline or administrative
discipline, but amost one of letting students do
what they want in the classroom just asthey do
it on the street,” but even when present,
discipline was not administered justly or
wisdly.

COMMENTARY
Trajectory of School Riots
We have dready seen from the

regresson anayses that situations outside
schoals can influence what happens inside



them. However, itisdifficult to fully see how
outside and inside factors combined to affect
the propengty for schoal riots. In our report
we have presented evidence that helps us better
explain the dynamic contribution of both types
of influences.

In our in-depth study of the two target
cities, we found that San Francisco had atotal
of 16 schoal riots between 1967-1969, while
Pittsburgh had 17. The total number of school
riotsin each city does not reveal much, but the
total number of school riots per year in each
city does. Thedistribution of riotsisas
follows: Pittsburgh, 1967: 2; 1968: 2, 19609:
13; and San Francisco, 1967: 3; 1968: 5; 19609:
8.

The patternsin both cities are
consstent with our previous findings
concerning how societal issues affected school
riots. Pittsburgh showed a dramatic increasein
1969 while San Francisco showed a steady
increase throughout al three peak years. Also,
our study unveiled that in San Francisco, both
school and non-school issues were
significantly present in schoal riots, with
school issues having the strongest effect at the
end of this period. On the other hand, more of
the schoal riots occurring in Pittsburgh were
solely school-related. Throughout the three-
year period, San Francisco experienced alarge
number of societd riots, while only afew had
erupted in Pittsburgh. Not coincidentdly,
issues about integration, busing, and
curriculum a so became stronger at the end of
1968 and throughout 1969. The dramatic
increase in the occurrence of riotsin 1969 in
Pittsburgh was due to the school issues
previoudy mentioned, combined with the fact
that there had been no earlier riots caused by
societal tensions. However, in San Francisco
there was a steadier increase in school riots
because at the beginning, there were severa
schoal riots caused by societal issues. Our
findings suggest that school-related issues did
not have much of an impact on the incidence
of school riots until 1969, and theriots
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occurring before 1969 were mainly influenced
by societal issues.

Future Directions

While we have demonstrated severa
important patterns related to school riotsin this
study, awider range of cities should be studied
to verify our observations. Additional cites
should vary dong a number of characterigtics
including the amount of rioting that occurred
and the progress of desegregation efforts.
Furthermore, citiesin the South should be
examined in addition to cities outside the
South.

If the patterns documented represent a
mode generd pattern of schoal rioting, then
they suggest certain strategies for preventing
and coping with schoal riots. Of chief concern
isarespect for, and inclusion of, cultura
differences within the school curriculum.
Learning can proceed through lessrigid and
circumscribed approaches to subject matter.
Furthermore, administrators should be more
aware of the kinds of problemsthat can
develop when students and teachers from
different backgrounds are present in the same
school. Whether this mixing of cultures occurs
from an attempt to reduce segregation or
samply from American society becoming more
diverse, proactive efforts to promote
understanding, reduce apparent socioeconomic
differences, dlow for culturd pride, and to
minimize turf wars will be essentid to
achieving and maintaining peace in schoals.
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