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It  INTRODUCTION
‘The value of any historical gtﬁdy is pﬁrtly determined by the limits
it sets for itself or which are set for it. This study of the history of
€CCC was conducted under the pressure of time thus limiting the kinds and the
duaﬁtity of records that were consulted by it. Within the time limitation,
it sought to serve two functions: firat-éf—all' it sought to provide some
. basic historical data that was not readily available to the ptincipal of
the school, Betty Edmonds; seqondly, it sought to tell the story of the
i school citing sources so ‘as to be useful to thése-wanting to know about the
past of the school and about resources for stuéyi'ng _that past.
This study is primarily an administrative history of CCC. It is a
_view of CCC as a "political" institution caught in certain relationships
. *

wlth other groups and institutions. Thus; there are many aspects of the

‘history of. the school which are T;?&%ﬁ%ed primarily because there was not

time to delve into them. The ~Teacher Group (PTG), the teaching staff,

G

the boarding Bouse, and to gﬁu&
& &
The central role of CCC @ﬁ:'Chiangmai foreign community receives no

xtent even the students are largely ignored-.
study. In sum, a gre gﬂéﬁi that "should" be included in a "complete"

o ; .
history is not found here.

On the other hand, one of the truly unique elements making CCC the
school that it has become is just the_administrétife and "political"
challenges that have faced the school. Before one can appreciate the
-céc teaching situation or its role in the Chiangmai foreign community or -

any of the other topics relevant to ccc, one has to understand how the

school came to be and why 1t.has be run the way it has been. Therefore,

this study, like most historicals studies, it preliminary in nature. It is

a aturting point.

Prior to this study, the history of ccc existed only in records and
filésland the living memories of people involved in it. It may be truly said
that, in general, the history of CCC was unknown. And most of what was
known was handed down through "oral traditions," which were not always so©
accﬁ?afe. Three major sources of records were consulted far.ﬁhis study:

1) The records and files of the CCC at the school. These date from roughly

1952 to the present and are in general good condition although kept in an ]

order thaﬁ {s not always easily used; 2) The Records of the Board of Directors
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of the CCC, 1954=-1975, a small records group but one filled with wvaluable
information; and 3) The Records of the American Presbyterian Mission, 1845-1979,
containing a small amount of material on CCC esp. for earlier periocds. In
additién, the as yet unprocessed records of the American Baptist Misslon

dating from the early 19508 to the early 1970s were also consulted brlefly.
Other than the files of the CCC itself, all of these records groups were
consulted at the Manliscript Division of Payap College.

My "qualifications" for writing this history include nearly four
years residence on the grounds of the school with my wife, Warunee Swanson,
a teacher at the school. As Head of the Manuscript Division of Payap
College and an ordained Presbyterién clergyman, I have had the advqntage
of being familiar with the available records and with the Presbyterian
"system" of which CCC was a part. These "quallfications" also make me
something less than an unblased observer esy;gsince in my experience 1
have found CCC to be a very good little a@ﬁg@iﬁgiving a unigue educational
environment in which its students iﬁgﬁ? .

It should also be said gggﬁzggﬁid not write this history of CCC with
the intention of producing a%@alar" history. Rather, this study is for
the use of people connected with the school who need or want to know its
history and for those researchers who want some idea of the history of the
school either as a starting point for their own research or as a time-saver

for those who cannot undertake thelr own research.
II: ONE STEP FORWARD, ONE STEP BACK 1949-1951

The history of the Chiangmai Coeducational céﬁter properly begins
with the years immediately after World War II. It also begins with the
American Presbyterian Mission that was trying to re-establish its work in
Thailand in those years after having abandoned Thailand to the Japanese
during the War.

To go back a little:, The Presbyterian Church in the United States
of America began its work in Siam in 1840. In a short time, it became the
largest and most influential of the Protestant missions located in Siam.
In 1867, the Rev. Daniel Megilvary and his family . opened the first mission

station in northern Thailand when they arrived in Chiangmai. From very
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humble beginnings, the Chiangmai Station soon expanded intec a full=fledged
mission of its own with a total of six stations including one in Yunnan
Province, China. This mission was known variously as the North Laos Mission,
the Laos Mission, or the North Siam Mission until finally in 1920 it was
merged with the South Siam Mission, centered on Bangkok, into one “merican
Presbyterian Mission for the entire country.

World War II proved to be an era=shattering experience for the
Presbyterian Mission in Thailand. iThe missionaries in the North had
warning enough after the Japanese invasion in the early hours of December
8, 1941, and they were able to flee the country by way of Burma and India.
The missionaries in Bangkok did not escape and underwent a pefiod of intern-
ment prior to their return to the United States. The War years marked the
first time in over one hundred years that there was no #merican missionary
presence in Thailand. Things were bound to %%fnge. They did.

With the end of the War, the Churc ‘iﬁfgﬁ&hrlst in Thailand sent an
official request to the Board of Fcreig sions of the Presbyterian
Church asking that the Presbyterian <é&ﬁ'ionaries return to Thailand.‘ This

invitation was quickly a:cePted in the last years of the 1940s the
' “merican Presbyterian Mission waﬁf about the task of reconstruction, Among:
the changes taking place during this period was the fact that the mission
force was increasingly made up of younger couples who had not been in
Thailand.previously. .The older generation of missionaries either did not
return at all or did not last very long. People such as the Paul Eakins',
John Eakins', Herbert Stewarts, and Dr. and Mrs. Cort were all gone from
Thailﬁnd by the early 1950s. The bulk of the missionaries were younger
people just starting their careers and their familiés.

The guestion of education for the children of the Presbyterian
Miseion soon arose. The early correspondence indicates that the first
thought of those returning to-the newly recovered mission field was to go
back to doing thinge the way they had been done before the War. There had
been no school for mission children in Thailandfl Children had either been
taught at home or at some school in the Asian region or sent back to the
United States. Many children struggled through a combination of these types
of education. There is no evidence that prior to 1941 there had been any

¥

thaught given to changing this education strategy for mission children.
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Thus, the first reaction of the returning missionaries was to search
for a school in the Southeast Asia region that would be acceptable for their
children. Hong Kong, the Philippines, and other locations were considered.(1)
However, most serious consideration was given to Kingswood School at Kalaw,
Burma, reputed to be a very good school in an excellent location. A member
of the Presbyterian mission, Sinclair Thompson, visited the school and
sent back a very favorable report.(2) Problems soon arose eventhough the
children of the Forrest Travaille did attend Kingswood School in 1948.(3)
Burmese independence brought with it political changes that closed that
country to Presbytarian missionaries in Thailand.

In the meantime, the problem of educating children of the Fresbyterian
Mission was growing more sericus. An und?Egﬁgfgﬁgrt written in 1947 or

<
1948 suggested that the problem would_gg@? ome meore critical with time.

o

It also pointed out that no effisiggﬁﬁﬁgen made to do anything to correct
the situation. At that timeii?&i mission had thirty-five children under
the age of eleven, and the report urged that the mission consider
establishing a school on Doi Sutep, the mountain at Chiangmai, for these
children. A staff of one couple plus one other teacher would be needed for
such a school.(4) :

The first official step aimed at solving thé"problem raised by that
report was taken in July, 1948, when the Executive Committee of the
American Presbyterian Misslon voted to establish a committee to look into
the need for a school. Margaretta Wells, a veteran of the mission who first
came to Thailand in 1927, was appointed chairman of the committee. The
Executive Committee suggested that the school should be in Chiangmai and
that the old house of Dr. McGilvary was availahle.(é?

In October, 1948, the Wells committee reported back to the Executive
Committee that a school would be opened in Chiangmai beginning in January,
1949, and the committee also reported that this school would be using the
Calvert Course curriculum which was éenerally used by mission families in
their homes.(6)

Mﬁs. Wells' committee was officially known as the Committee on the
School for Missionary Children and was responsible for the school during
its short existence. The school did begin classes in January, 1949, with

Mrs. Wells teaching senior highs and Miss Amala Rose Wood teaching the
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younger children. There were only five children involved when the school

opened, these being two children of Mrs. Wells herself plus three children

from thé Travaille family.(7)
‘Relatively little is known about the School for Missionary Children.

It is clear that the school operated through 1949 and 1950 as a further

report given by'Mrs. Wells at the epd of 1950 portrays an active pfogram

for that year including the addition of four non-mission chiidren to the

school. Plans were clearly being made for 1951, and mission reports show

that the Committee for the xhool was elected in the regular way for 1951
with Mrs. Helen Welles elected chairman for that year.(8) To what extent

these plans were carried out is not clear. The report does mention that

the school would be lossing the services of Miss Wood, however replacements

had already been made.(9)

r What is certain is that the School for Missionary Children did not
; P W _
continue intoc 1952 having ceased opeﬁ% n sometime during 1951. It is

N
not difficult to surmise as to thqé% ses of the demise of the school.

-Qu.

The immediate cause was that bog? e Wells' and the Travailles' were due

to leave on furlough at the a@ g} 1950. This meant that all of the original
children of the school plu?§§§§iounder and driving force behind it, Mrs.
Wells, would be gone from the field. Add to this the loss of Miss wdod,

and it hard to believe that the school could have possibly operated for

very long in 1951 if it did at all. In a more general sense, it seems

that while there were many Presbyterian children few of these were of school

age, thus there was not an immediate need for the school beyond the Wells'

and Travailles' families. The pressing need would not come for two or three
more years.

It is difficult to measure the impact of this first attemptat at a
school for the mission's children. The reports we have suggest that it

was not envisioned to be as great an enterprice as the later CCC was

expected to be. There is no mention of permanent facilities or full-time
missionary staff for the school.

And yet, it is important to note that the Committee on the School for
i. Missionary Children continued to be the regularly appointed mission committee
responsible for mission education. Although its school in Chiangmai closed

sometime in 1951, it work .continued uninterrupted, and we know from mission
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= that the Committee was working on plans for opening another school

parly as 1952. By that time the chairmanship of the Committ;e had passed i
'to Mrs. Mary Chaffee.(10) There are also some striking parallels between

: .- the first little school and the later school which became CCC., Miss Amala
Wood was the original teacher in both. Both used the old McGilvary house.
Both based their course of instruction on the Calvert School Course. Both
were products of the same mission committee. To what degree the later

founders of CCC learned from the examples of the first school is now

impossible to say, but it would be very surprising if there was no carry-
‘over of experience from the Wells' school to the latter school.

What can be said is that the need for taking measures to educate the
children of the Presbyterian Mission did not end wilh the school for

mission children established by Mrs. Wellgﬁphghe need for such a school was
o

AR K
Children underlined the mriginal(@ﬁ%& or such'a school and suggested the
A o
&
manner in which the need could§hg§ﬁbt.

ras
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IIT. ORIGINS: GATHERING BY THE RIVER (1952-1954)

growing even greater, We might also *‘ii%ﬁ%t the School for Missionary |

|
The first school was not long gorne when plans for a more permanent ; i

school began. Attached to the Minutes of the Executive Committee for

August 13-15, 1952, was a report by the Committee on the Education of

Missionary Children (CEMC), the old Committee by ancther name. This

report noted that the 1952 Annual Mission Meeting had voted to establish

a mission center in or near Chiangmai, which center was for the furthering

of the education of mission children. The report called on the Executive

Committee to take the necessary steps towards estaglishing such a center

including asking the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church |
for the necessary funds and personnel. This yeport foresaw opening a

school by May, 1954 noting that prior to that time there was only one

Presbyterian chlld 1n need of schooling.(11)

Attached as part of the CEMC report was a further report of the '"Site f
Committee" of the CEMC. This committee agreed that the permanent site for . |
the school should be on Doi Sutep where it would have a cool, insect-free
1oc;tion that was safe from malaria. The site of the school would be close

to the Buddhist temple. As to a temporary sité, several mission componds
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in Chiangmai were considered including the river site of the MCGilvary
house.(12) :

A report presented earlier in the year had shown that the need for
the school would be pressing as there were forty-one mission children under
the age of nine in May, 1952.(13) 1953 saw steady movement toward solving
this problem and meeting the need. Among other actions, the Executive Committee
made its initial request for funds from the Board of Forelgn Missions as well
as approving the plans for the school as drawn up by the CEMC. Those plans
were héing_r&fined. Miss.Wood was contacted and agreed to be the teacher
for the school at a salary of between 2100 and 2500 baht per month. The
school calendar for 1954 was set up with the opening date moved back to
June 1st. There were to be three terms for 1954-55, and they were organized
around the Thai school year. Some equipment purchases were considered, and
the location for the school was temporarily designated as the porch of
the Thompson house (on 01d Doi Saket Road). Tuition was set at 4100 ba;t
per year.(14)

In the history of CCC, there has been relatively little debate about

. the purpose of the school. The need has gg erally been so self-evident to

those involved that debate over "reason ;gr its existence just did not

occur. There was to be much concern ised over the legal and the
institutional connections of theﬁﬁ y but the schoel itself has continued
to exist simply because it m%g?é rceived need. Definitions of purpose do
not abound nor do they seem Eﬂ}have been taken particularly seriously.
However, at this early stage the Committee on the Education of Missionary
Children did undertake a preliminary statement of the purpose of the

school saying that it was to, "provide a Christian surrounding and education
similar to that obtained in our 'prep' schools in Ameri{:a that students may
qualify for the N.Y. Regents."(15)

This statement, tentativé though it was, does capture the basic functions
of the school that informed its work for years to come. Lt was to be Christian.
It was to be American. It was to be prepatory to further education.’ In short,
it would be, likes its founders and clientele, a middle class American
school. In light of this statement of purpose, it is of soﬁe note that the
school that evolved would tioughout most of its history up to 1979 resist

and squirm out of attempts to make it essentially a Christian school. Such

institutions as Bible classes and required chapel were occasional and often
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| -ineffective. That is to say, that in terms of observed forms the school
actually showed few ogxthe marks of a religious institution especially after
a few years had passed. It can be argued that "Christian influences" were

tc be very important to the sdhool in less easily seen ways. At the same

time, it must also be noted that the school fell easily and permanently into
the mold of an American school. :
1952 and 1953 were the years of prelude and planning. 1954 brought the
- prelude years to fruition and the pace of preparation picked up ever more
quickly as the months moved on toward June and opening day. The problems
facing the people involved were numerous and not easilylsolved. Some of
these problems were related to the overcoming of inertia which is a part
-of the founding of any new organization. ©Other issues were related to the
unique situation of tHe about-to-be school and woula naot be solved for years
to come if ever.
As plans moved forward, the people i :nged in the schocl learned to
.f_solve the complex, often inter—locki%§§§ : ues before them on a practical,
1 : problem=by-problem hasis. Lit'tlel : pt was made to establish long=run
if_strategies in advance. Poliiégéﬁ' emed ‘to involve learning by experience
and evolved out of those exp:kz@ﬁes. Only in the general areas of site
and of leadership did there seem to be long=range planning, and even there
changes were numerous and thinking often nebulous at best. I
In January, 1964, the number of students for June was uncertain. In
fact, it was not even clear as to what groups would or would not be
consldereq for admission to the school. On the one hand, there was some
contact made with a Seventh Day Adventist family to see whether their

children would be interested. This contact produced no results.(16) At

the same time, the CEMC and its chairman, Mary Chaffee, was facing the problem

of an application for special consideration and scholarship aid from a

L; family belonging to a Bmalllfundamentalist mission. The problem was two=fold:
F could the school afford to be giving financial aid to students at that time?
Secondly, would it be wise to allow fundamentalist groups to send their
children to the Presbyterian school as there could be tension and dissatis-
faction on both sides? In this case, money proved to be the more crucial
iséue and the family in question had to be told that the school simply could

not give scholarship assistance in its early, fragile state of developme nt.(17)
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These two inter-related problems are indicative of how some issues
facing the school in 1954 were inherent in its situation while others were
simply initial problems. The question of how many students will there be
next year was a constant one for CCC. Enrollment figures could be erratic
and extremely uncertain as the nature of the Chiangmai foreign community
changed in response to political and economic events in Southeast Asia.

There was little that the school could do but try to respond in absorbing
both rapid increases and decreases in enrollment.

On the other hand, although the question of admitting ultra=fundamentalist
mission children woul§ come uﬁ-again, in general the school was to follow the
policy of admitting anyone who could afford the tuition. The guestion of
scholarships would not become a serious problem until later in the 1960s
'_-when tuition rates were to skyrocket.

Other problems arose as doubts reared their ugly little heads ofer yet
another facet of establishing the new schoo%k that of curriculum« Here
too, there were twin concerns, the one beiﬁg;gﬁkﬂter than the other. There
was some concern expressed about Miss :Fé? d her teaching methods. Her
training and inclinations were thofgﬁééﬂy British. The parents and the
; Committee on the Education of ﬁéﬁ§§§#§ry Children were concerned that the
school pro¥ide the best Bmeriégéggaucaticn possible. It was nearly inevitable
- that there would be some tension.(18) Jean Thompson, one of the most active
i of the founders of the schocl, was one of those that expressed the concern
that- Miss Wood was likely to use English books and outmoded methods that did.
not compare favorably with American books and methods. Although this kind
of attitude would cause a few hard feelings a little later, it does not seem
to have lasted long. Miss Wood's record at CCC indicates that this initial
fear was basically unfounded.(19) The greater concern over curriculum was
related to the Calvert School Course which was to be used by the school.

Even before the school opened sbme were worried about the gquality of the
Calvert materials, and as we shall see Calvert became a burning issue by 1955.(20)

Mary Chaffee was a key person in these pre-June, 1954, events serving as
Chairman of the CEMC, Her contribution is all the more impressive as she
herself lived in Bangkok and would seem to have therefore had no immediate
nor pressing concern about the school. Bangkok already had an English language

schoole. It is evident that she put a great deal of effort into the founding
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of the school.(21) However, just prior to the opening of the school she

had to return to the United States to care for her 111 mother. At that

time she wrote to the members of the CEMC about the needs of the school.

The heart of her presentation was that there was a serious need for developing
some policy for the school. What groups'should be include(;i? Were any
special tuition ﬁonsiderations to be made? Would Presbyterian parents send
their children to a mountain school?(22) Minola Buker, who tock over the
chalrmanship for Mary Chaffee, echoed these same questions some six weeks
after the school had opened. She saw a pressing need for policy development
at two levels: on the one, the Board of Foreign Missions needed to have a
policy in regard to the school; on the other, the CEMC needed to have its
own set of ﬁolicy guldelines regarding such things as whether Presbyterian
children should be required to attend under pepalty of loss of financial

support for their education if they did notﬂﬂ?3 Inspite of such calls for

[

e
policy statements, no recorded actions werge en during 1954, and the

development of policy continued to deesﬁﬁ n what sorts of cases arose.

In the c&ase of the Board of Foreig i ions, there never would be throughout
the history of CCC a clear policjﬂgé%arding CCC nor even a clear institutional
relationship between the Board and the school.

Related to the question of policy was that of leadership. Prior to its
birth and during its infancy, the school was under the direct control of
the CEMC which was a committee of the Presbyterian Mission and under the
authority of the Mission and its Executive Committe. The CEMNMC was concerned
with the total educational needs of Fresbyterian missiocn children and not
just the running of the schoel in Chiangmai. It was alseo involved in sending
older children overseas, arranging for student housiné,'and working with
the developing international school in Bangkok. Its membership was drawn from
mission stations throughout the country. Thus, the ﬁommittae was a cuﬁbersome
mechénism for administering a local school especially since all of the members
of the committee had other missionary responsibilities and couid not devote
full-time to the school.

The result was a leadership problem of serious dimensions. All major
decisions required heavy correspondence and meetings. Lines of responsibility
were unclear. Minola Buker, while chairman of the Committee, felt this

weakness and urged that steps be taken to form a committee for the school.




=11

. Either the Chiangmai schoeol should have its own committee and budget or

a school "council" should be formed in Chiangmal under the aegis of the

. CEMC.(24) Nothing happened. As best as cah be told from the records,

‘me permanent and effective local committee was set up in Chiangmai until
sometime in 1958.

The needlfor a local committee had not heen generally perceived priocr

to the opening of the school. The need for full-time leadership in the
school itself was recognized very early, Back in 1952, the CEMC listed
-among its reguests to the.Executive Committee one that the Board of Foreign
‘Missions send out personnel for the school.(25) This request soon became
‘more specific: the Committee wanted the Board to send out "a couple"

‘who could be both boarding house parents and serve as principal and teacher
in the school.(26) Repeated requests from the CEMC would be frustrated

by events until some three years late%é?
A

b o
Issues and problems and distancg$§‘ hwithstanding, the school did

eet its June 1, 1954, deadling;ﬁ' cooperative effort to start the
e
school underlined the essent§§%§§ volunteer flavor of the early years of

‘CCC. Only Amala Wood, th@? 1-time teacher, received ‘a regular salary.
Thus, CCC was an organization dependent upon velunteer labor and as such
‘experienced some of the confusion and lack of coordination that often
goes hand-in-hand with velunteer-run instituticns. At the same time,
however, there was an air of enthusiasm and adventure in getting ready
for and opening the school, the flavor of which was best captured by
Miss Wood herself. éhe wrotet

"There was no school when I arrived in the middle of May
of this year. The morning after arrival, Mr. and Mrs. Thompson
and T went to inspect the third riverside hingalpw, which had
once been the home of tte Rev. Dr. Campbeli. Mfs. Grether
came with us. We chose the north wing of the house....and
with Dr. Buker's approval the partition were /sic./ ' = . pulled
down, making ong long classroom..,.The.walls were painted a
: cool, apple green, and later, the ceiling was painted white to
- reflect the light, after it was found that the children complained
: of headaches....That first day, the furniture, the books, the

supplies had not arrived. The day before school opened, there
were crowds of parents, children, and friends all assisting in
getting the classrooms ready. Furniture was being unwrapped
and mended, shelves being painted, books being put away, supplies
being ¢arried up, cupboard doors being made to fit, sweeping,
dusting and polishing! It looked like an impossible rehearsal
for a play, in which one hoped that it would all be all rlght
on the day!ssssssssaWe opened on June 1st, with a thrilled and
excited class of children, who were delighted with their
schoolroom which they had themselves helped to assemble, and

- would be continuing to create throughout their young school
days..«.We have worked on Calvert School system~basically,
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but allowed for more time for crafts, constructional play,
dramatics, music and art, then laid down in the Calvert daily
work programsejecssess A FuT.A. meeting with Mrs. Smith, the
wife of the Pmerican Consul, presiding, closed our first
semester....«We have a really lovely selection of bookS.ess
and you should see our doll house, made by Mr. Thompsonl!

The children have been making furniture and drapes. There's
a sand tray also for Nature and Geography projects....And

now I must read through tomorrow's story and check the
flannelgraph-- material. And I must think of what I shall
tell the missionaries at Mission Meeting. Wish that they could
all visit us."(27)

Migs Wood's description is also the only real indication of the activities
of the school in ites first months;

The house referred to by Miss Wood as the "home of the Reve
Campbell" was, in fact, the M&Gilvary house which had been used by the

former School for Missionary Children. The old house was steeped in

- history and was still in good condition in 1954, In a sense, the old

house gave CCC roots into the first age of the missionaries in North
Thailand. The site of the house was Drigig%ié# chosen by the Prince of
s A .
3

&
Chiangmai in 1868 for the house of Dr.éﬁfh éry and family.(28)

o

- P 2
The house itself was the first mission structure in the North and

most likely the first western-st¥}efbuilding in the region. Because it
{E&‘ '

& g
was the first such buildingﬁ& e were problems invelved in construction

as local workmen were unfamiliar with the skills necessary to build such
a house. It took years to complete the building which was finally ready
in 1875.(29)

By the end of 1954, the school had developed to the point where once
again there was felt a need to do more on long-range planning. The CEMC
appointed a "Study Commission on Curricula and Teaching Methods" for the
schpol. Its purpose was to set policy and make.plans and to act in an
advisory capacity to Miss Wood who served as its chairman. Sinclair
Thompsori and Dorce Bradburn served with her.(30) The school also took
on a more settled look as a8 permanent set of officers was selected for it.
Mrs. Betsy Guyer served as the first treasurer of the school. Dra. Ed
McDaniel was the first duly appointed manager. #fnd Yean Thompson was
selected as librarian, a job she had already filled unofficially and

proficiently. All three positions were, quite naturally, volunteer.(31)

The CEMC Report to the Presbyterian Mission for 1954 noted the progress

that had been mgde during the first year while once again asserting the

. need for the school by saying that the mission then had a total of
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sixty-six children on.the field only seven of whom were over the age of
ten. Forty-five were under five years of age, ahd forty-five lived
outside of Bangkok.(32) Minola Buker then reported to the mission that
the schoeol opened on June 1st using the north side of the McGilvary house.
There were eight children on opening day, four being Presbyterian mission
children; by the end of the year, three more cﬂildren had been ﬁdded
raising the total number of Fresbyterians to six and also including one
Baptist child, three children of “merican diplomats, and cne child of a
businessman. In light of later developments, these figures are enlight-
ening as they show that the school was never to be more Presbyterian nor
more church-oriented than in its earliest years.

Mrs. Buker reported that the library had ordered or had received in
donations a total of 649 books. Finﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁlly the school had spent a t?tal
of 72,240,271 baht or some $3,612 ( §i§§§; to the U.S. dollar) from January
to September, 1954.(33) It migg§h§§§;dded here that finances do not seem
to have been a problem in thisﬁ_" ; stages of the school. At least,
Horace Ryburn, Field Admiq$§§ tor of the Presbyterian Mission, reported

3
to.the Boérd of Foreign Midﬁiéns_that the mission had enough funds for
the school in its first vear.(34)

With the clese of 1954, CCC had beguh to take definite shape and was

moving out of ites initial stage. From 1952 to 1954 the schecol had been

fh translated from an idea to a reality. Great measures of time and concern

were expended by people who were seeking the best education they could

find fo} their children. This parental concern was the great strength of
the school in this first stage eventhough it was also a source of frictilon.
It is also obvious that the ideas and dreams of thﬁée working with the
school did not end with its founding. Although the school was still ‘loosely
structured and depended on volunteer services to a great extent, there was
still a strong vision of what the school could and should become. That
vision included building good facilities at a compatible site as well as
sécuring professional, full-time missionary teachers. It was this vision

that would serve as a sSpring board for the later development of the school.

IV: THE EARLY YEARS: FROM HOPE TO HOPE (1955-1957)
"1955 marked the first full year for the new school. The school

continued taking shape as the problems it faced became more familiar 1f ho
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less complex. 1955 was thé vear of great hopes dashed and renewed, and
the most persistent and insistent theme of the year was the longing for
the couple" that would come and put the school on solid ground. The
year began and ended on this theme.

January found Mary Chaffee writing to Jean Thompsen that word had
not yet come about a couple for the school. Chaffee was concerned that
the parents would be disappeinted if there was no couple in the near
future and that this would make things far more diffi&ult for Miss Wood.(35)
Great hope was invested in "the couplg.ﬁ It is evident from Mary Chaffee's
concern for Miss Wood that there was a somewhat impatlent hope on the part
of the people in Chiangmai. Chaffee herself shared this hope feeling that
when the new couple came it would mean that "we shall take our second
real step forward in the progress of th? School."(36) The school was being

held in a kind of suspended animatiogl ing the arrival of permanent

leadership. By 1957 there woulg@ﬁg air of almost messianic expectation.

This hope was almost gﬁﬁzfgain 1955 when, in April, word came that
the Board would be sen@dﬁ%@fﬁg Richard Covington family for the school.(37)
Their credentials sounded excellent including both educational and pastoral
experience for the Rev. Mr. Covington. (38) The excitement didn't last long.
By mid=May, further news came that the Covingtons' declded not to come to
Thailand at that time. The immediate reaction in Thailand was to renew the
plea for a couple urging the immediate need for help in providing a good
education for the mission's children.(39) By December, Chaffee was again
'in correspondence with New York about possible couples for the school, and
it was at this time that the name of the Charles D. Messingers' was
first mentioned.{(40)

In the meantime, the schoel was growing, and there was concern that
Miss Wood could not handle the entire load of full-time teaching even with
the assistance of wvarious speéialized peopie such as Carolyn Kingshill who
was teaching music. 1955 had opened with twelve students. After
considering several alternatives, it was finally decided that Jean Johnson,
a parent already deeply involved in the school, would be asked to help.
Although Johnson was termed an "assistant," she actually became a full-time
teacher for the Third and Fourth Grades and had her own classraom. Wood

became the de facto principal although a title of 'coordinator”" might have
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been more accurate. The staff now included three regular teachers counting
Carolyn Kingshill in music.(41)

One of the most gerious issues of the early years was that of the
curriculums The school was using as the basis of its courses the Calvert
School Course which was produced by the Calvert School in Baltimore. This
home course study included materials for Kindergarten through Grade Nine
;and was designed specifically for use by parents who had te teach their
.children at home. It was the course of study generally used by éresby—

. terian missionaries in Thailand for teaching their children who had no

access to a western school. One of its main features was that the Calvert

The concern over Calvert was held both by teachers and by parents, and
‘ there is some indication that there was something of a contest of wills

L involved, Mary Chaffee seems to havgghgen the primary promoter of the
-_-E‘-

]
‘ Calvert materials feeling that using{ ch materials gave the school some

fstandards. She herself saw the llﬁi tions of the curriculum but felt

&

that the school was too new to trﬂ“ﬁb develop its own curriculum.(43)

L33

Chaffee's counsel to those who diqghot like Clavert was to keep that

hh

" uneasiness quiet as it might ugd§im1ne the confidence of the parents.

Jean Johnson responded with théageellng that Mary Chaffee was "sold" on

s Calvert.(44)

Jean Johnson did not like Calvert. She felt that Miss Wood was also

- drifting away from iﬁ.(45) But what is most apparent is that the parents
themselves had strong misgivings about the school curriculum and the

- gquality of the education of the new school. In March, 1955 and again in

§ January, 1956, meetings were held with the parent;'about the school curriculum.
Although the March meeting does not seem to have focused on Calvert as suchy

it was obvious that there was dissatisfaction. The parents expressed the

feeling that their children were not getting enough education and that the

" mothers wanted to be able to visit the school more often in order-to see

~how things were going.(46) The dissatisfaction of the parents did not
lessen durihg the year, and Chaffee herself reports having heard that the
Presbyterian parents were unhappy with the school.(47) The issues became
more clearly expressed in the January, 1956 meeting which was led by a

panel of school leaders.

: R AR .
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It was at this point that goals became a concern, and ‘the panel
outlined three major goals for the school: 1) sound educational standards;
2) developing the social "fitness" of students; and 3) developing the
"awareness'of spiritual realities" of the students. Many questions about
Calvert were raised, and it was acknowledged that Caivert was getting out
of date, that it was using outmoded teaching methods, that it was too
rigld in its approach, and that it was geared to individual rather than
classroom instruction. Yo the question, why use it? the only answers
given were that the school had developed that way and that 1t did give a
basis to instruction.

However, the panel did insist that the fundamentals of a good education
were being taught. Other résources were being used to supplement Calvert,
and not all of Calvert was being used where it was irrelevant. Yo he
guestion, can the parents be assured thaf their children are getting the
basiecs, the reply was given that there is never any assurance -anywhere.

Parents who taught their children .8

home had none. But the parents did
know what the school was tryift complish and with cooperation at
o .
home much could be doneﬁdﬁhﬁ

1\

Available :e %@H§$not indicate whether or not this meeting proved
satisfactory to tﬁ&ge unhappy with Calvert and the teaching standards of
the school. However, after this time there is far less mentian regarding
the curriculum of the schoocl. We may infer that a consensus emerged from
the ferment over Calvert in which it became generally understood that
Calvert was a temporary expediency that had to be lived with in the short
term. Given the slender resources of the school during these early years,
it is doubtful that any other approach would have been possible.

It is important to note, however, that those working in the school
were swimming in a kind of fish bowl. Parents and others with an interest
in the school maintained a critical approach and do not seem to have been
reticent in expressing concerns. It should also be noted that the debate
over curriculum did not extend to the quality of Miss' Wood's teaching.

In fact, over the years there wés to be relatively little complaint about
Amala Wood (or, Rgse, as she was called in later years). There was a
growing appreciation for her role in the school and her importance to it.

he was a particularly creativk individual. Children liked her and parents
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'~ trusted her. She seems to have left her stamp on the school most
especially in her love of drama and plays and artistic activities that
were to become an important part of a CCC education.(49)

Long-range planninq for the school emphasized finding permanent,
trained leadership and establishing a permanent site for the school. The
hopes for a couple remained unfullfilled in 1955, and theplans for a
permanent site had to be changed twice in the course ofthe year.l Pirst
came the news that the mountain site was no longer possible: & breshyb
terian official in New York argued against the site for reasons that are
nogf recorded, and the government was reluctant to renew the lease for the
land. It was decided by March that the compound containing the McGilvary
house would become the permanent site for the school.(50)

i

Pefore the end of the year, site plans were changed again. - After

contacting Herb and Jeanne Grether and obtaining their approval, the

Y Committee on the Education of Missionary Children voted to request that
the Executive Committee make the Grethquﬁquound the permanent home of the

school.(51) There were two primary rggigﬁs given for choosing the CGrether

&
compound over the River siter in gﬁ%'ﬁ%rat place, the latter property
ol

o

was in a location too conspicu0q§§ aﬁd, secondly, there was not adequate

§ room for expansion if and whe@}t school grew to be 40 to 60 students
; in size. Wheread, at the Greth:r property that old mlssion house could
be used for the boarding house while there was plenty of room for
building a school building.(52) The Grether house, as it was then called,
was actually built sometime around the turn of the century by Dr. James
W. McKean, then head of the McCormick Hospital and later founder of the

¢

Chiangmai Leprosarium eventualy known as McKean Hospital.

~ The question of the relationship of other misslons to the school

had aiready been brought up. It was an issue that would not die easily.
In 1955, there was some discussion about Pringing both the United

B Christian Missionary Society (UCMS - Disciples) and the American Baptist
Mission into partnership with the school. Both mission groups were

approached informally(53), but it was decided that for the time=being the

two missions might join the school as "related missions but that the time
was not right for full cooperating partnership.(54) None of the three

missions took any action toward establishing even a nyblated" mission
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status. This would be a pattern followed in latter years particularly
with the Disciples. Eventually, the Baptists would become closely invelved
: ;
in the work of CCC as a "junior" partner in its work, howevef, at no time
did the Presbyterians give up their status as owners and "senior" partners.
1955 marks the origins of another theme that would be woven through

the history of CCC over the years. For the first time but not the last,

Horace Ryburn, Field Administrator of the Presbyterian Mission, called

. for fiscal responsibility on the part of those in charge of the school.
H; In this instance, his concern was for the total budget of the CEMC, and
j;j-he urged that the committee understand its budge& structure and keep
.?.strictly within the budget.(55) It seems that Ryburn chose for himself
%;;. the role of fiscal watch-dog in relation to the school, but it would not

| be until nearly ten years later that this role would have its full impact.

.And what of the little school itself amid all of this razzle-dagzzle?

" One might note that slowly it was ak@@%k?p the name of Chiangmai Childrén's
t

i Center although it was still not ﬁﬁ C it would soon become.(56) Supplies

gm

' were being ordered. Procedqﬁﬁi re being refined. And the still meager
'ﬁ facilities of the schog&ﬁﬁ&aﬁ? being lmproved thanks to the efforts of
b Dr. McDaniel, school maB%gcr.(S?) By the end of 1955, the school consisted

§ of two classrooms, a library, and a music and worship room. Bible and

Christian Education were regular courses in the curriculum. Four afternoons

i each week were devoted to special classes including Thal conversation,

i carpentry, rythm band, film programs, and a class period entitled "Our

Friendship Group"™ which was led by Acharn SeeThong Arlawongse and provided
a time to learn Thai songs, dancing, and meet with Thai childrea.(SB}_
Inspite of the problems encountered in the fouhding of the school,
rapid progress had been made, and the school was beginning teo stabilize.
In a letter to Miss chd, Mary Chaffee sounded an optimistic note saying
£hat the school had progressed far more rapidly than the CEMC had expected
£rom the survey it conducted before the school opened.(59) Perhaps the best
indication of the initiél success of the school was Miss Wood's own feelings.
Inspite of some of the tensions, her first year had been a happy and
satisfactory one, and she had indicated her desire to continue with the
school for at least four more years.(60) :

The January, 1956 meeting of the CEMC underscored this progress
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:suggesting that out of all of the concern about the Calvert Course some

sense of a mutual understanding had, indeed, been worked out. Calvert

‘did remain the basic element of the curriculum, but there were modifications

and supplementary material was used. The CEMC was able to make a stab at

ﬁﬁ_outlining an eight-peint ploicy statement. Duilding plans were moving

ahead, and the Committee was peondering the'possibilities of adding a

Kindergarten to the school. The Committee alsc noted that during

- December of 1955 the school had put on three different Christmas programs.
. The school seems to have continued with some variation in much this same

§ manner throughout 1956 and early 1957.. In that period the fourth grade

had to be dropped as there was only one student and no teacher for the

i grade. The duties of treasurer were transferred from Betsy Guyer to Jane

Arp. The library books were cataloged and =srranged in a more orderly
fashion now numbering some 2500 volumes. Flans were made for introducing
Thai language instruction into the curriculum on a more formal basis. Jean
Thompson was to be approached after her fﬁg%%pgh in tegards to teaching.(61)

] -
February, 1957 marked the end of Mafn@haffee's leadership in the
"‘-\. -

" school as she was soon to be leaving of@rlouqh.(ﬁ?) Among the founders

a.

. of €CC, she was certainly a key 1nd£§i§§al. Her role is all the more

impressive as she was removed geog$apé§cally from the &chool living as she
did in Bangkok. Her correspondeé?e*%ef;ected a genuine, positive, and
active concern for the school. H:ﬁ place was taken by Fran Hamlin.

The distinquishiné characteristic of 1956 and of 1957 was the sense
of expectancy ﬁs the school awaited the arrival of "the couple." In
January, 1956, there were three couples who were mentioned as possible
leaders for the school, among them the Charles D. Messingers.(63) It was
the Messingers, a young couple recently out of theological seminary with
two children, who were finally accepted by the Board for the job of
principal-teachers—hduse-parents of CCC.

Although the correspondence between he- Messingers and the people in
Chiangmai abounded with enthusiasm and the Messingers certainly looked
forward eagerly to coming out to Thailand, in retrospect it is evident
that they were going into a situafion where they would be asked to do

great wonders and that on meager resources. The school had never had a

fFull-time principal before. There was a strong expectation on the part
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of the Chisngmai people that the new principal and his wife would be the
answer to all of their questions, the cure-all for every ache and pain.

Mary Chaffee said it for everyone when she wrote to the Messingers
that,

We have purposely called the work to 'date that of a

"temporary center", because we want the couple that comes

to build for us both a fine educational center and a whole-

some family boarding situation that will provide for the

physical and spiritual needs of the children.(64)
In the same letter, Chaffee referred Lo the expected missionary couple &s
"sur great need."(65)

The Messingers' were expected to take the lead in the school's

expansion program, to work toward the involvement of other mkesions in the

school, and to open the boarding department putting it on a stable,

L permanent base. JThey were expected to take over the administration of
the school, to set up a full-rounded educational program, and to revise
the entire curriculum of the school. In short, the Messingers' were
expected to turn the tempoary center into a permanent school.(66)

: T

[ The result was something of a mlsapoﬁﬁﬁsggion on the part of the

| Messingers'. The whole weight of theQEE spondence they were rece1v1ng

i from Thailand led them to the cnqg@h &ﬁn that they were going to Chiangmai

t\\\ 4*5‘\‘5
to open a school. It was almgﬁtuﬁk if the first three years of the school
did not exist, as if nothing ﬁ%d been done at all.(67)

Whether this misunderstanding was a source of later tensions is not

clear. What is clear, however, is that the period 1955 down to the time

in 1957 when the Messingers' arrived was very much a period of development
during which solid achievements were made. The very facts of the school's

f continued existence and its continued expansion arqué'for the accomplishments

of the period. Things had happened.

V: NEW DAY A' DAWNIN' ~ (1957-1960)

One of the most striking features of the history of ¢cec 1s that
its development'aimost always entailed a price. One would not expect such
a small institution to have such a rocky, interesting past. The years of
the Messingers' would be a prime example of the way in which the school
has lumbered from crisis to crisis, problem to problem. These were

unhappy years, and yet they marked a period of important change that
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2 " saw the school become stronger and take on an increasingly permanent

aspect just as those who called the Messingers' to Chiangmai hoped it would. ¢
1956 and much of 1957 were, in a sense; a period of prelude to

September, 1957 when the school was opened wifh a full-time principal for

the first time. The correspondence was filled with the detalls of prepar- :

=

. ation by thé Messingers' for coming to Thailand and by the Chiangmal people

" +o receive them. After the Messingers' arrived, plans and changes moved

)
1
I
i

‘along on several fronts. The plans for the new buildings were approveda.
Messinger began to plan for the step-by-step replacement of Calvert beginning
f with Grade One. Messinger also begaﬁ to establish systematlc records for
' each child that included regular testing.(68) Plans also moved ahead for

the occupation of the Boarding House, that is the Grether house itself,

i which was scheduled for August 1, 1957.(69) The problem of finding

b enough teachers for the 1957=58 school year had to be dealt with, and the

i ) - i i

i RBaptists agreed to allow Fig. cecil CaﬁéﬁgstEECh'(70) !
& y

One of the significant changes qﬁ’@is period was the regularizing

('

)

£ of the financial situation of the 1. The new treasurer, Jane Arp,

&y
.y

f initiated the process of bringing?g‘f of the finances of the school under
_%'the control of one person and£§§§§§n9 a new account for CCC set up with

E Xhun Suty Gunanukara, treasuf§£§of the missione. OPe of the problems Arp

" had encountered was that there were tooc many peéple ordering things without

coordinating the situation. #nother problem had been the confusing of CCC

charges with those of the larger CEMC. Thus, CCC was given its own account

under Arp.(71) She summarized the situation best when she wrote,

The school started as a very small things, and the
accounts were kept in a little notebook, without much i
system. That was all right then, but we feel now that there |
should be something better set up, and more business-like i
methods used in the school.(72)

I As cCC approached its 195758 school year, the theme sounded by Arp

about the growth of the school became more and more a reality. Fran Hamlin,
- now chairman of the Committee, also noted that there was a need to get
things established in a more "husiness-like" way ag CCC was "growlng into

quite an institution."(73)

- And CCC was growing. Its September, 1957 enrollment numbered 22,
a jump of just over 50% from 1956-57, the largest single increase percentage-

|
wise in the history of the school. The school was forced to hire its ‘
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| second full-time teacher with salary, Joy Jacobs-Larcum, who taught
| Pourth and Fifth Grades for one term. 1957-58 was also the first school

year that the school opened all elght grades. 1957 marked the first time

b Ll

{. that CCC had a boy scout troop sponsored by the school.(74)

Chuck Messinger, being a young man and just out of seminary, needed
|, to have a sense of accomplishment and worth that is typical of such men.
" The role of CCC was important te him, &and he felt strongly at that time
that his work at CCC was "-.Eulﬂllii:g a great need™ because it freed

missionary mothers to work and gave mission fathers "peice of mind."(75)

There is evidence that he was not far from wrong in his estimation of
| CCC's rele although he may have over stated the case glightly. The Rev. it
{ Pick Bryant, commeniing on his family life as a missionary family in

D
Chiangmal in the 19508 and early 1960s, xﬁ ted his feeling that the

school played an impertant and very m@vn part in that life. The

scheol provided not only &n educlt.inﬁnt l.'l.llo a community for children

BRI SSa——aaa

and the opportunity for a nurlgo al® American environment for children

e

. that would one day have to lm’ﬁ the United States.(76) The primary i
' role, then, of CCC at that da‘é% was that of support mechanism for the
work of the Presbyterian missionaries in Thailand. It was still primarily

" a mission school.

& L]

The "Msssinger Years" extended from 1957 to March, 1961. These were

~ years of rapid growth and of tension as well. The school emerged from its
F "temporary™ shell into a state of near permanence. From temporary quarters,
f a stop-gap curriculum, a financial maze, and an ill-defined administrative B
[ hierarchy, the school moved inte permanent quarters, and developed its own li
[ curriculum, regularized financial procedures, and established a committee i
specifically responsible for the scheol. l
Several important themes run through this four year period. Important
among these was the basic but confusing question éf just who was responsible
to what degree for the scheol. Until sometime in 1958, the CEFWC was the
committee most directly responsible for CCC. The problein was that it was g
. a national committee with wider responsibilities. It had been recognized __
since 1954 that the school should have some kind of committee responsible l
- for it and it alone. Thus, was born eventually the Sub-Committee for CCC i

of the CEFWC. Just when and how the committee came into king is not clear.




=2 3=

The first reference to the sub-committee was in 9ctober, 1958. In that

month, Messinger presented a report to the sub-committee which discussed
various policy and other needs of the schoel.(77) Shortly thereafter
Roberta Lewis, CEFWC chairman, wrote a letter to Messinger and Betsy

Guyer in which she referred to the work of the sub-committee. Since this

' letter was addressed to Guyer it hasto be assumed in the absence of eother

evidence that she was already chairman of the sub-committee at that time.(78)

But what was the sub-committee? 1In its imitial stages, the role of

the sub-committee was unclear. By August, 1959, chairman Betsy Guyer said

| that the CEPWC felt that the sub-committee was to be something like a

school board in the U.S.(80) This concept seems to have been fairly widely

. accepted by 1961.(81) However, in that year there developed a serious

_. controversy between the original sub-committee and those that were elected

s that the sub-committee should be an

| to take their places in 1961. The problem that arose was that some felt

board while other felt that

I:,

=

it had to be a managing board. Fran Min. chairman from 1961, reflected
the first view while Sinclair muplm- old the secend.(82) The centroversy

between these two views came when thbagtnrally new sub-committee decided

i to formulate clearly the authority: fié F SIS TINeY SETIRpE
B 6o 2y s Balber that would nd:qa it essentially advisory in nature.

| The old group who were now off the'tomnittee falt that their right to make
| the decisions they had made was being EVREEANNES ISRE=alay THIE TR the
i"'.uh-ceus.tne had to be more active.(83)

¥What both sides should have realized was that the actual situation of

L the school defined the role of the sub-committee in ways that made paper—

i policy controversies irrelevant. The situation of CCC was that the least
i moblle, least transient office was that of subw-committee chairman. In the
. twenty year peried from 1958 to 1978 only five persons would hold that

- position, all of them long-term Presbyterian missionaries with close

: connections to the school. In that same peried, thirteen individuals weuld

B

: assume the duties of principal.(84) Teacher turn-over would be very rapid.

The turn-over in the community would also be great. Authority came to the
sub-committee and esp. its chairman simply because it was the only organ-
ization related to the school that could effectively use it, (35)

The clarity of the role of the sub-committee worked itself out with

e
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with the years. The relationship between CCC and the Presbyterian Church

would never become clear. In February, 1960, DickBryamnt , then President

of the PTA of the CCC, visited the New York offices of the Commisslon on
Ecumenical Mission and Relations (COEMAR) of the United Presbyterian Church.(86)
The result of his discussions with COEMAR officials was that they agreed

that the Cﬂmcc relationship wap unclear. The general sense of the

meeting was that COEMAR did have a responsibility to¢ provide personnel

for CCC, but it was up to the Fraternal Worker's Affairs Committee ln

Thailand to make requests for personnel and to define the Presbyterian
ﬁzatimhip to ccc.(B7)(88)

Perhaps the most unhappy story of the period was the story of the
Messingers themselves. A letter Roberta I-en;u wrote to Chuck Messinger and
to Betsy Guyer suggests the problem. ug;g;b ﬁd spoken with Rev. Ermest
Fogg, Acting Field Representative, Ill;l\ll‘ s Messinger, and the development
of the school. As a result of ::?‘crlaﬂon, Lewis urged Messinger to

be more "relaxed" and "self-agsy She says that he has accomplished a
o &

. &
great deal in a short time. wéé: she said, had expressed his own admiration
for what was being done, and Fogg hoped that the project would "get over
feeling the defensive."(89)

Messinger was insecure, but the problem seems to have gone even deeper.
Both Chuck and Marge felt overwhelmed by the responsibilities hanging over
them. They felt themselves to be working too hard. They felt that they
had too many different things to do thus feeling a conflict in priocrities.(50)
There is also some evidence that their P reshyterian missionary cohorts were
also a source of unhappiness for them. It was a small commugity in Chiangmai
where everyone could peer over the shoulders of -e‘.iraz'rone else. The principal
of CCC was bound to be in the limelight. The Messingers felt that they
came in for Ialgrent deal of criticism much of it unfounded and lacking in
"Christian charity."(91) it came to the point where they believed themselves
to be subject to malicious and unfounded gossip and were caught between
power groups,(92) The tragedy of their situation was compounded by their
desire (esp. on the part of Chuck) te get out and work with the Thai peopl.u.
It came to the place where Chuck got involved in work at Fang and was making
plans for working full time there upon thelr return from fnrloﬁgh.(?l’i)

However, it turned out that the Messingers had no future in Thailand.
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By December, 1960 Rybufn had decided that Messinger should mot be called
pack to Thailand, and he had notified the Messingers of this decision.
i:: Ryburn felt that Chuck had not found himself in terms of elther his vocation
| or his personal maturity. Thus, by March of 1961 the Messingers had left
| both the school and Thailand.(94)
' However, it must be noted that the Messingers, whatever their faults,
did make a lasting and significant contribution te CCC. They had been put in
a situation without precedent, and when tle left in 1961 they left behind
them a fully developed curriculum that was to remaln generuliy intact for
years to come. They left a sound system of testing and records keeping.
They showed some flexibility in their teaching methods and definitely saw
to the improvement of teaching standards, They put in a great deal of time
and effort into improving the bearding house phys;eany « They moved the
school into new facilitiles in 1958.(95) Perhaps they could have done more.
| Pernaps they should have tried to do less. a‘!i‘mp- they could have done
things in a better way. There is plenty qﬁ ke for speculation. But the
fact rua:l.nl that in 1956 the Ch.'l.-nq-d gn e were locking for a couple
who would put the s€hool on a parnnan.ﬁg é‘;mg, and lluuing-u did just that.
By 1961, t-.he teaching staff Lngg: & four full-time teachers: Edith
Fagerbourg, a short-term Pﬂlh]‘tﬂl.'i’#s missionary who arrived in 1959; Edythe
McCary, an American Baptist missionaryj Mrs., Jean Thompson of th.- Presbyterian
Mission; and, the ever faithful Miss Wood who was now generally knowa by
] her middle name, Rose. It was a good staff. Miss !'agerboﬁng was the first
':’ person sent out specifically for the school since the Messingers. She
enjoyed her work very much and was an excellent teacher. Her music program
| continued the traditions of the School that had started with c:mlyn Kings-
hill, and on the whole she made a very strong contribution to cecd® Edythe
!:dythn McCarty came to CCC in 1560as the first Baptist missionary appointed
full-time to CCC. She too was a fine teacher and added greatly to the program
of the school(97), but she was scon bitten by the bug that had hit Chuck
Messinger so hard, the I-want-to-be-areal-missionary bug. She enhjoyed her
work and stayed with CCC the full term, but she {:‘ally wanted to also get
out and work with the local churches.(98)

By 1961 the school had moved to a "departmental™ structure for grades
three to eight. Grade One had its own teacher, and Grades Two and Three.




-26=

wel’e taught as one class by Miss Wood. The emtire curriculum had been
re-done and included various standard American curricula such as Scott-
Foresman, Houghton-Mifflin, and the like. Thal langhage was required
from second grade up, and German had been taught to the sixth and seventh
grades in 1960-61. The greatest weakness was in the area of Bible where
Hpssinger had never been able to establish a good program.(99)

On of the most important dates in the history of CCC came in June,
1958 when the school moved out of th; McGilvary house and into new quarters
it the Grether compound, The plans for the two new buildings were drawn
up by Acharn An in 1957. At first it had been thought that the bulldings
would be constructed of brick or comstruction blocks, but the cost of
these materials proved to be prohibitively high with the result that
wooden structures were bullt instead. They were expected to last twentye
five years.(100) The building program wap completed at a cost of 420,000

baht, and the school moved during 1t§r\ rm break, June 17=24.

&

The dedication of the new bui . place on August 13, 1958.(101)

g
The "Messinger Years" hgﬁ &&fhsf themes that can be mentioned only
F

in passing, 1958 marked th&'%inmg of semi-formal Baptist involvement
&
in the school that would brillg a number of teachers to CCC.(102) The next

year found the CCC staff embrolled in its first serious test over discipline

in the case of a particularly rowdy, ill-mannered boy who was eventually
dismissed from the school.(103) By 1960, the Boarding House, important as
it was to the scheol, was beginning to be a serious financial drain.(104)

The year that the Messingers arrived im Thalland CCC had an enrcllment

of just 14 students. Their last school year saw this enrollment jumpto
37. It is the mark of accomplishment of those four years that the school

was able to adjust to an ever grewing studeant body.
VI: TRANSITIONS (1961=1964)

The years from 1961 to 1964 mark the years of Doug Stubblefield
as principal, but if any one person was dominant it would have been Fran
Hamlin who served as chairmen of the Submcommittee. This is not te detract
from the contribution of both Doug.: and Helem Stubblefield. But it does
underscore the personality differences betwemn the Stubblefields who tended

to be quiet, behind-the-scenes people and the Messingers who had been more
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visible.

The Stubblefieldd were appointed as missionaries to serve at CCC in
September of 1960. They came highly recommended by the people in New
York. They had been living in Louisville where they were attending the
Presbyterian seminary, and unlike the Messingeras who had twe children, they
had no children.(105) The changes of the past fow years at CCC cean be
seen in the contrast between the messianic expectations of 1956-57 and
the more measured reaction to the coming of the Stubblefields. People
were now ready to ask more searching questions, and they did.(106)

The Stubblefields arrived in July, 1961, and they were soon to lay to
rest the concerns of some about their qualificatians and to prove thelr
worth to the school. Fran Hamlin writing two years later credited them
with doing fine work. The bearding house and the school were in excellent
condition as were the grounds which laﬁhﬁg very good.(107) Through the
years, thelir most particular contriﬂ:y‘é: was in the boarding house where
they provided an exceptional homaﬁgigﬁ for the children who stayed with
them,(108) As professional edug§i§§i, thelr role was that of consolidating

i

de  af
the ghAins made in previous yagﬁiggsin the great battles and issues of these
l";‘

years, their voices are genqé%?f& quiet.

Tt was not a quiet period. Battles were waged. Pempers were frayed.
And some of the fundamental assumptions upon which the school rested were
called into question.

The most important single event of the years 1961-1963 was the attempt
by the school to regilester itself as a legal entity with the Thal government.(109)
The story may be summariged quicklye. Frior t? 1961 the question of regis=-
tering the school had been explored from time to tiha, but nething was
done about it. There seems to have been a verbal understanding with
local officials that sufficed.(110) Sinclair Thompson had begun to look
into legatization when he waslkilled in a train accident in July, 1961.

Fran Hamlin with the assistance initially of Acharn Kua of the Church of

Christ in Thailand (CCT) and later Acharn Muak of Prince Royal's College

(PRC) in Chiangmai carried on the process. It was a long, complex

éi procedure which extended over two year's time. The result was that in

. July, 1963, the formal CCC request to become a legal school was turned down.(111)

Of importance to the school second only to that of registration was the
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wBattle of the Budget" that exploded into a mini-war between the CCC Lj
lité
|

leadership and Horace Ryburn. Events began quietly enough in the early ;if

|

L

|

'
1960s reaching a climax in 1964 and then receeding agaim. The heart of . e

;

the matter was deceptively simple: who would pay for CCC?

In its first years, the school was entirely dependent on New York }%é

money for its existence. The Presbyterians paid for the new bulldings. fE

-;_ They provided staff. The bulk of "tuition" was paid by the Board for ; h@
Presbyterian children, and only a very small amount came from non-mission %E

sources. For erample, budget estimates for 1957-58 put CCC's total if

.~.- T
o ln e e e T T e

expected income at 126,560 baht of which 108,560 baht or just over B85%

e ik S

came from the Presbyterian mission.(112)

The school was an expensive investement. It was Ryburn's concern to

put the school on an entirely self-supporting basis as soon as possible. It

A major step in this direction was taken when Edith Fagerbourg came out.
A1though she was a special-term Presbyterian missionary, her "fleld salary"

was the responsibility of CCC to be cover rom its own income.(113) By

)
ey

1962 it had become the avowed policy Gf
£

e ‘school itself to become fully

self-supporting. (114} &

a3

While the school acceptedd;ﬁf'fau .oll, the pressure for reaching it clearly
came from Horace Ryburn. Eﬁ? te to New York in February, 1963, that
"we are putting the p:oject‘%n a cost basis..." saying that the missionary
replacement for Fagerbourg would be fully pald for from CCC  income

including travel and other benefits.(115) It was in 1963 that all overt

i
d
i
o
¥

grants from COEMAR came to an ende. The result was that the scheol had to

ralse its tuition rates to meet costs, and it also adjusted its schedule

of rates so that Preabyterians no longer recelved sfécial consideration.(116)
The "battle" breke out in June, 1964, when Rybuim wrote to Doug

Stubblefield regarding the CCC budget and future expenses. The details are

complex, but in short, the school was expected to pay the full costs of

Peggy Powell, about-to-arrive Fresbyterian, for the Baptist replacement for

Edythe McCarty, and for the Stubblefields when they return from their

i
H
|

furlough in 1965. Rybrun closed by saying that CCC tulition would have to

- -

be raised sharply. PFren Hamlin was fit to be tied. Ryburn's tone and

demands were in her eyes unkind, unreasonable, and his whole letter was

"horrible."(117) : |' ;
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Ryburn responded. He demanded that the school make up a budget that
showed its actual costs. He demanded that the non-Presbyterian families
pay their fair share. The previously prepared budget including tuition
rates was totally inadequate and would have to be re-done.(118) Ryburn's
letter was so sharp and uncompromising as to be virtually imperious. From
this point on the correspondence flew quick, thick, and heavy. New York
soon became inveolved. Ryburn made it clear that the school was still under
the thumb of the FWAC. Hamlin argued that the school could not be entirely
self-supporting yet because of the high cost of the boarding house. She
was particularly upset about the Stubblefields because their primary
contribution after 1965 would be in the boarding house. It was not fair
to non=boarding families to have to pay for the expenses of the boarders.
Ryburn ignored the argument and continued to demand a new budget.(119)

The issue dribbled to a finale. In September, Hamlin went home on

a2

£y

furlough and Charlotte McDaniel took ﬁ?
&
helped as McDaniel did not engage ifi®

‘aces The change in personalities

confrontational style of Fran Hamlin.
e
Support from New York came to thg§q¢

3 Sl
Ryburn had over-stepped his bogﬁqggon this one. Ted Romig wrote that COEMAR
I;Q‘\

stance of the schoel showing that

would continue to carry thelsi ses of the Stubblefields thus lifting one
&7

'

real financial burden off of "¥he school. Charlotte McDaniel played it ceel,
showing in detail all ofthe problems that Ryburn was not taking inte account
and asking his advice about how to solve those problems. The school had
made certain commitments that could not really be broken or changed,
especially its signed contract with the Joint United States Military
Assistance Group (JUSMAG). Ryburn continued to sputter about the inadequate,
peorly thought out budget and to demand tuitionlihcreases. Eventually it
turned out that CCC had to pay only part of the cost of its missionary
teachers, Presbyterian and Baptist.(120)

The most trofibling aspect of this confrontation was the attitude in
Bangkok that the FWAC was fully in charge but was not about to pay fod
anything.(121) The extensive correspondence also indicates that the
school itself really was self=supporting but that the problem was with the
boarding department which occupied an old building, used a large staff, and
had a relatively small clinetele, many of whom were still Presbyterlan

children.(122) Ryburn never showed that he understood the problem, .He
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certainly was not sympathetic. And his bang~the-door-down, damn-the-
torpedoes apprach falled to accomplish what he was after: CCC self-
sufficiency.

The Hamlin-Stubblefield years were filled with issues to be confronted
and problems to be solvéd. Many things were still working themselves out,
and the school had not taken on an air of stability quite equal to its
permanence as an institution.

At the core of many of the issues and problems was the changing nature
of the school and its increasingly rapid growth numerically. By 1964,

CCC was becoming less of a "méssionary school"™ and more of a school for
the international, primarily American, community.(123) Enrcllment was .
also expanding, as is shown in that enrollment in September, 1960, stoeod

Y

at 22 while in July, 1963, it reached 35, increasing of nearly 140%.
The results of this increase was agi,‘h ;r shortage and over-crowding.
Both of these problems were regg.'ﬂiﬁ near-crisis proportions.(124) '

Additions to the huild%ﬂé ﬁcme imperative, and in 1962 one class=
room was added to the lﬂhuoﬂ-ﬁ:ile in 1963 the auditorium was added.(125)
Perhaps no one thing more aptly describes the adaptive but somewhat piecemeal
characteristics of CCC any more clearly thanh its physical plant. In aperied
of less than twenty years, four major additions and several minor alterations
were made. CCC has seldom planned its reactions to changes or even been
aware that they were coming, andyet it has managed to react and adabt in
ways fitting to the problems confronting it.

Prior to the 1960s, CCC's institutional relationships were tied
entirely to the Presbyterian Church. But in the first years after 1960
there was a quiet shift towards widening relationships primarily with the
U.S. government. CCC signed its first contract to educate America;a
military children in 1960, and it was in that year that two members of
JUSMAG made a private contribution to the school to help improve the
water filtration system of the school.(126) Aid-in-kind began in ‘196%"
when the school received various educational equipment and teaching materials
after the school had been inspcted by AID representatiyes and found worthy

~ of such ald. The school again received aid-in-kind amounting to $1,500
in 1964.(127)

The years 1961-1964 brought other changes. In 1962, ¥ru Patraporn
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became the ﬁeaﬂ Teacher and Thal language teacher of the school. In

later years she would also help with the office work staying with the

school until the early 1970s. In 1963, the first CCC yearbeok, The Chiangmai
Clarien Call, was published by theEighiy Grade class. The Clarlon Call

for 1964 included the first dedication, most appropriately it was to Miss

Wood and written by the "last of the orlginal CCC students,"™ Pam Bradburn.
The 1964 Clarion Call alse included the school emblem which was designed in
th,t year by Mr. W. A. R. Wood, father of Miss Weod and long-time British

Consul in Chiangmal. The motto for the sféhool was "Cra et Labora" or

"Work and Pray."
1963 was also the year that the Kindergarten became a mini-issue. It
was being run by a group of mothers but on CCC grounds. It had become a
real nuasiance, and after some debate a new agreement with more stringent
rules was worked out. The school did allow the Kindergarten tc be run on
school grounds, but it was not yet a part ofthe regular school program.(128)
Finally, the period brought one mrﬁﬂktng change, and that was in

the name of the school itself. The sc @f&d developed its name in the

oo

o
days when it went only up to Fifth Gr

« But- the older students disliked

6!
the name "Chkldren" arguing th “sﬁ‘ﬁ certainly N!J!ra not children! By 1964,

the school was so generally by its initials that even the local
people referred to it as "RD;EQien SeeSeeSee" (l.e. CCC School). After
some casting about, it was declded to change the name of the school to the
"Chiangmal Coeducational Center" thus preserving the all-important middle-C
of CCC.(129)

VII: THE LITTLE SCHOOL THAT COULD 1964 - 1568

The themes of this perliod are continuations fron_ihe years before.
What marks these four years off is that they encompassed both a period of
extreme challenge and of quite remarkable achievement. September, 1964,

began with a new principal and a temporary sub=committee chairman. The

school plunged into a time of crisis that saw enrollment scar leading to a
critival shortage of space, of teachers, and of funds. The irregularities
of CCC's institution situation continued to produce tensions and strange
paradoxes. Yet, by September, 1968, the school had achieved a high degree
of stability and managed to handle most of its problems deftly.

1965 was a crisis year in enrollment. As we have noted previously,
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enrollment at CCC was only 22 in September, 1960. By September, 1965, the
school numbered 103 students or an increase of some 370%. It was an
increase of just under 100% over July, 1963, The buildings and the
grounds were bursting at the seams. Praffic actually became such a
problem that the school had to buiid a second gate to provide an exit
for all the cars. The classrooms had to be expanded te include what had
been porches adjoinging them. (130) LIt was beyond the wildest dreams of
those who had known the school over the years.(131) And even with the
huiidinq adjustments classrooms remained jamed.

Nearly as critical was the rapidly changing nature of the enrollment
which had begun in the previous peried but now accelerated rapidly. The
 school by 1965 was not a mission children's school. Of these 103 students
only 23 belonged to the Presbyterian, Baptist, or Disciples missions.(132)
I+ was in 1965 that the change became so clear thatit could not be ignored.

It forced CCC and others to.begin to rethink the basic premises upon which

the school had been founded.

There was bound to be tension. Orﬁg~ reminded of the classic

experiements with laboratory mice foru? %o live in over-crowded conditions.
Perhapn the major point of tensiona batween the largely Amaricun foreign
community and the mission peoplg-uﬁs still ran the school and the Board.
The "community" felt alienated ﬂﬁg‘ the lqhool because it had no voice in
the decisions made there. The "community" was alsolcritical ofthe fact
that the missionades could not provide enough gualified teachers to meet
the needs of the school.(133). The Board felt somewhat critical themselves
feeling that COEMAR was not helping them handle the crisis they faced in
providing a good education at CcCC.(134) The situation became so bad at one
point that the principal of the scheol felt it necessary to send a letter
home to parents asking them to refrain from critising teachers behind their
backs. She asserted that the school had lost two good teachers because of
such back-biting.(135)

Another point of frictien developed over the school calendar which
had traditionally been patterned after that of the Thai schools. This made
sense when the bulk of families were mission related and the parents them-—
selves working in Thai situations. However, as the school became more

frankly American with people coming and golng on the basis of the American
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school year, tension arose. Although some of the missionaries disliked the

change, the Board finally had to acceed, changing the calendar to begin

with the 1967=68 school year.(136)

One cosmetic change was made to try to strengthen the position of the
Sub=commkttee. Both the FWAC and COEMAR agreed to allow the Sub-Committee
to be renamed "The Board of Directors.” However, it was made clear to the
newly-named Board that its position relative to FWAC and the Commission in
New York had not changed.(137)

And this led to the- paradox facing the CCCt: institutionally it still
had to conform to all of the forms of belng a mission school while at the
same time it was educating a largely non-mission clientele. In 1965,

a few quut&n&d the viability of the situation, and by 1968 ne':n.rly everyorne
agreed that "something had to be done."™ It is clear that there was a

shift in thinking by the Presbyterians. In 1965, Betty Jo Potter, chairman
of the increasingly unimportant CEFWC, wrote that other than Konrad Kingshill
and herself everyocne on the Committee w%%}ed to keep CCC church-related.

The Committee was not ready to take sef‘;ﬁ.uly the changes in the community
in Chiangmai.(138) She strongly fe;ﬁﬁat it was time for the Presbyterians
to quit trying to run CCC as a cn.:ius{ﬁan school.(139)

Two alternatives were pmp@g Dr. Ken Wells, adting field repre-

&
sentative, made contacts w:l.tl:g;- in the person of Dr. Carlisle H., Kramer,
and he found that ISB was willing to consider making CCC a part of ISB.
Wells saw this as a good opportunity te permanently solve the CCCproblem
and urged the Board to look into the matter. Nothing came of the proposal.(140)

The second strategy was the brain-child of Steve Dobrenchuk, U.S. Consul
in Chiangmai. Beginning in 1965, he began to press the U.S. government to
build an international schceol in Chiangmal, one that would have its own
grounds in a location more central to the American community. Whether the
UsS« government would have ca.rried through on such a project is a matter of
conjecture since the whole plan floundered on the thorny problem of land.
Dobrenchuk couldn't find any. And the Presbyterians were not willing to
consider permanently leasing the cce ground to the U.S. government,(141)

The first attempt at "ISC"™ failed.
A less ambitious, more easily carried out solution was found to the

community=-school problem. Community people wWere put on the Beard. Robert
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Lodwick in the COEMAR education office put the propeosition to Betsy
Guyer, Board Chairman, and after some correspendence, FWAC and COEMAR
agreed to increasing the Board by two representatives. In February, 1967,
the Board voted to add two members to its number, one to h@ selected from
the "official American community®™ and the second from the school Parent-
Teacher Group (P1G).(142) The first two individuals so selected were
Marie Wilsen for the PTG and Harry Amesbury for the U.S. official community.(143)
The practicality of this modest soluticn is indicated by the fact that
from this date to 1980 no basic change was made in the way in which the
Board was constituted. It is also shown by later events=that the school=
community ralationships were good by mid-1968.(144)
The years 1964-1968 saw CCC go through three principals. The first was
Miss Lorene MchNutt (1964-1965), a Baptist missionary, sent out specifically
fu; ccC, Mis McNutt did not last very long. She was a capable individual,
but she was one sho delegated authority poorly, worried a great deal, and
refused to have anything to do with peig$3 éhe did not like. After
agonizing over a declision whether t:ﬁ:. § a second year, she finally resigned
just before the beglnning of sshqglé;h September, 1965.(145) Leaving as
she did in the midst of the cgtigi laden situation of CCC made the situation
all the more difficult for g;gﬂg;pllcoment, Peggy “owell. Fowell was a
Presbyterian short=termeir who came to be a teacher and not the principal,
but there was virtually np one else to take over from McNutt. ;eggy Powell
certainly felt the pressure she was under. Because of the teacher shortage
she had to teach, and within a few months she was writing, "I am not
superhuman..."(146) Nevertheless, she seems to have done a very creditable
job, and her successor, Vera Braham, was very complimenfary about her work.(147)
Vera Braham came out as a colunteer under COEMAR. She took over mid-way
through the 1966-1967 school year and made an immediate impression upon the
school. She was an excellent prinﬁipal. Betsy Guyer gave her a high
compdiment in saying that the school was in excellent shape in 1968 when
Braham had to leave. 't is evident that Braham herself did not want to
leave CCC although it was necessary for personal reasons that she do so.(148)
Betsy Guyer described her as a pleasant person with a wealth of experience.

(149) Straggely enough, in the history of CCC to that date, she was the

flrst principal of the school with previous experience as g principal,
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The change over of principles three times in four years is symbelic
of the whole teacher situation at CCC. It verged on chaestic at times.
However, by 1968, there was a dramatic change as the teachersituation i)
improved rapidly. Threugh 1965, 1966, and inte 1967, cerrespendence shows ?
that there were not enough teachers and that they turned bver rapidly.(150)
The matter became so acute that teachers that were needed in a matter of
a week or twe had still not been found.(151)

The causes of this situatien seem to have been a2 very low salary scale,
the rapid growth ef the student body, and tLe inlbilit& ef the Baptist
and Presbyterian home offices to supply the full needs ef the scheol,

B T

While the scheeol had ne centrel over the growth ef the foreign community
in Chiangmai, it was able te take twe steps te cerrect the teacher shertage
preblem, steps that proved quite effective. I8
In the first place, the schoel adopted new salary pelicies that gave '
full=time teachers regular menthly salaries rather than salaries based on
an hourly wage. At the same time, tultlon was raised in ozder to finance '.;
the increases in teacher salary rates.(152) The second step taken was to il
request an American government aid grant for teachers' salaries. Although
the scheel was church-related, the U.S5. government was willing te grant it

ald because such a large number of its students were children ef ggvernmente i

empleoyees. The grant was a twe-~year granty gtnlling US$18,300 fer the
empleyment of two teachers. It was sign Q@ May 29, 1967 te take effect
in the 1968-69 scheol year.(153) A F

Unfortunately, the U.5. grant waih:iﬁsecowe a bone of contention between
COEMAR and CCC. Upen hearing from @téﬁy Guyer that CCC had already signed
the U.S. AID contract, Robert Le q§;n£ COEMAR imnediltely wrote back te
her. that ne such grlntl were todl igned without the express approval of
the Commissien. !be preblem nai@tllnntially one af the relatienship between
Church and State which under the American Constitutien were carefully
separated from each other.(154) Since the contract was already signed,
Ledwick could do nothing more than describe the policy CCC had already
vi-lltﬁd. This was not the last time the U.S. grants issue would come up.

In dealing with the preblem of finding teachers, 1967 seems +o have been

the. transition year., Tuitien was raised. The U.S. grant was signed. IN
a letter te Ken Wells, written in June, 1967, Betsy Guyer described the
preblems CCC had been having mest particularly in hiring and keeping teachers.
She noted that COEMAR had net been able te de anything fer the scheol.(155)
The change by mid-1968 was truly dramatic. In April, Vera Braham reported
l:tuilly turning down applicants for teaching, and a month later she reported
that the teaching staff for the next school year was already set. The
staff for 1968-69 would include three COEMAR teachers two of which were
volunteers, one %orld Evangelisﬁ Crusade (WEC) teacher, two teachers hired
through Internatienal Schools Sérvice (ISS), and five lecal-hire peeple.(156)
The period of 1964 to 1968 saw several other changes which will be
mentioned only in passing. In 1965, the boarding house was separated from
the operation eof the school coming under a general committee that was
responsible for the operation of a mission hostel in Bangkok and the CCC
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hestel in Chiaggmai.(157) For CCC this was an excellent arrangement as it
freed the scheel from the financial liabilities of the bearding house. The
Stubblefields upen returning to the hostel after their furlough worked
primarily with the hostel and were supported by it. In 1965, the Kinder=
garten became a part of the regular pregram of the school.(158) In 1966,
Mrs. Ruth Seely was asked to become treasurer and to help in the school
office.(159) Thus began a period of some ten years during which Mrs. Seely
gave quiet, efficient, and dedicated service to the school. She does not
appear very often in the documentary records of the school, and thus might
be considered ;n outstanding example of the many people who gave their time
and talents to the school without receiving ary particular recognition for
their contributions. In 1968, the WEC Mission closed down thelir own little
school and joined with CCC adding one teacher to the staff. The WEC Mission
maintained its ewn hostel behind CCC for a peried of some eight years,.(160)
1968 was also the year in which the scheel changed over teo 220 v. electricity
supplied by the City of Chiangmai. The entire school was re=wired for

the change-over.(161)

The years 1561 to 1968 marked a period of transitien in the history of
the school equal in importance to the Messinger vears. After 1961, the
school experienced a series of crises gyﬂﬁprobleus which taken tegether
e schoel. With the single out=
standing exception of legalizing the‘-" ool, the scheol was able to find
practical solutiens te its most p ol ng challenges. By 1968, the school
was on solid ground finlnainl;¥f§§h educationally and had generally good
relationships with the for:%fﬁééhmlunity it served. It was very much
different from what its foun had envisioned for it, and it 1s hard to
believe that it was only a span of twelve years between 1954 when the
little schoel of eight pupils and one teacher started at the McGilvary
house and 1968 when a staff of nearly twenty fulletime and part-time

challenged the very reason for beilng qﬁ,

teachers were serving a student bedy ef 115 or more.

VII: STABILITY ACHIEVED (1968 - 1973)
By the late 1960s, CCC was nelenger a ploneering effert. It had
assumed a lasting shape. The great issues surrounding its existence had
all bpen asked and several had been resclved. The schoel had lest the
velunteer nature of many organizations in thelr infancy and had instead
taken on a professional nature, Increasing enrollment was ne lenger a threat.
Faculty turn~-over was maintained with reasonable bounds. The schoel
continued to have problems with Horace Ryburn, but they did net have the
immediacy of the great Battle of the Budget in 1964. Everyone wanted to
change the fundanental nature of CCC so that it would be an "“independent™ or
an "international™ or a "community" school instead of a mission school.
But nothing much really happened, and the school continued along its ways.
The greatest threat to the school during these years was that of the
increasingly tight visa regulations of the Thai government. Even in the
time of Lorene McNutt visa regulations and immigration laws had begun to be
a nuisance for the school, but now they became a serious matter. The basic

T -
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problem was that being illegal the school could not help its teachers
with visas as could ISB in Bangkok. Estella Baldwin, successor to Vera
Braham as principal, indicated the extent eof the problem when she wrote:

"Horace, next year we will have nine teachers at ccC. ' P
Of this number all will have te go ocut of the ceuntry
regularly except Miss Boylan, Miss Gussman (a new Coemar
teacher), an Australian teacher, and myself. I think you
knew that it takes a week every time this happens. Substi=
tutes teachers are very difficult to get and it is always
cestly both to CCC and to the faculty member....It isn't as i
simple as if we lived in Bangkeok where our teachers could still
teach during the walting peried in getting all the papers
together. But we sometimes must spend days down there just
waiting and generally speaking i1+ takes a full week away from
school to process this whole thing. That multiplied by five
or six becomes almost unbearable here. Certainly this is no
way to operate an accrediated /sief school.™ (162)

1969 and 1970 seem to have been the two worst years for visa problems. Even
Estella Baldwin and Miss Beylan, whe were velunteers sent out by COEMAR
and receiving visa assistance from Ryburm, had te leave the country.(163)

Since CCC teachers were not guaranteed visas, sevaral of them were
leaving the country at intervals as frequent as every three menths. As the
abeve quotation indicates, this introduced an element of uncertainty into
the teaching schedule and, in general, wﬁitgd a great deal of time and
meney.” for the school. The only svenudgagfnssistanco was Ryburn's office
in Bangkok, and he did make an .fforgg. proiide certain CCC teachers with
visas. However, in 1969 there had a misunderstanding between Ryburn
and the school due primarily to nﬁure on his part te communicate that
led to a more restricted policggﬁﬂ@i;sistanca by him.(164) Ryburn's office
would help only those whe cang§ er COEMAR sponsorship.(165)

1971 was an easier year agiCCC teachers were in some cases able te
get visas through the Department of Religious Affairs.(166) However, the

problem was never fully resolved as the experience of Dale Bashaw, principal
in 1972-73 showed, Bashaw was not hired through COEMAR, and eventhough
Ryburn's office made a great effort to get a long-term visa for him

they were not gsuccessful.(167)

By the middle and late 19708, CCC had worked out a partial if not
entirely satisfactery solutien to the visa ﬁ:qh;en by coming to depend
more thanpreviously upen peeple who had mno visa problems, primarily
spouses of diplomats and government contract workers and in a few cases
Thal citizens. In two cases, it hired Thais whose teaching experience
and/or qualifications matched those of the school—they were hired as full-
time teachers of regular classes and not Thai language classes.

However, visas were a constraint on the school that could not be removed
as long as the school remalned unregistered with the Thal government.

As we have seen, CCC made applicatien for legalization in 1961-62 and
was turned doewn. In t.hs years after the January, 1963, letter denying
permission, virtually nothing was done to register the school with the
gevlrnmeﬁt. Various other schemes for changing the status of the scheol
never got off the ground. In late 1970, Betsy Guyer, uneasy cver the
legal status of the school, carefully explored the possibilities. She
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visited officials on the local and the national level and also paid a
visit to the American embassy. All of the signals she received warned her .
thet nothing could or should be done at that time.(168)

CCC's relationship with Bangkok and with CQEMAR were not much more

productive at this period. In late 1968, the school decided to try te &
request another U.S. grant for teacher's salaries. In a letter to Ryburn, &k

Batsy Guyer argued that the original grant had already given the school

=t

higher quality teaching and greater staff stability. Other Christian
schools both in the U.S. and in Asia received U.S. government aid. Why .
should CCC be left out in the cold?(169) COEMAR "requested™ that CCC with= [
draw its application. And the school complied with the request.(170) The
reasons given to CCC were that COEMAR was afraid it would be stuck with
financial responsibility for government=-supported teachers at CCC iIn the
case of an emergency. This had happened in Egypt. More to the point, it
was afraid of being tagged a "tool" of the U.S. government. (171) : |
The school did not give up. Ever!hgggf between 1970 and 1973 the .ﬂ
question of U.S. ald grants came up. S solution for CCC was that it began

. A
to receive "unsollicited" gnvernmgh rants that did not appear in the 3
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regular budget but rather weg q‘@eturn to the older aid-in=kind gifts of
earlier years. For examp1e,4¥5 1972 the school received $5,000 from the

U.S. governmént for the purchase of equipment.(172) In thisparticular : |

instance, CCC's relationship to COEMAR was a real liability. Whatever

benefits there may have been do not seem to offset such liabilities. |
The liabilities can also be discerned in CCC's valn attempts to get
a reqularized Constitution for the school. In 1965, the Board had produced
a Constitution which it then sent to Ken Wells aﬁd the FWAC for approval.
I+ did come before FWAC and a variety of changes were proposed. But nothing
came of the attempt.(173) In early 1969, another entirely new Constitution
prepared by a committee heédad up by Mrs. Jinny Judd, was sent to FWAC
for approval. While it was FWAC that "ammended" the proposed Constitution
it was actually Horace Ryburn that made several alterations that the CCC
Board could not accept. A lot of hear was generated. Ryburn wanted non-
Chiangmai people included on the Board. He wanted a statemmt included that
ccC would give discounts to no one. The Baptlsts were drawn into the fray

as they had one representatife.on the Board. But' they were not inclined




to get overly worked up over the controversy as they had only limited
interest in CCC. This constitution died in laber. Again, one of the
factors that made this attempt to put the school on a clear base abortive
was the sharp, unsympathetic, I-give-the-orders—around-here tone Ryburn
took in his correspondence.(174)

Betsy Guyer sounded out the contradiction that had come to stand
at the hear of CCC's relationship with COEMAR and its officer in Bangkok:
CCC was supposed to be self-supporting, but COEMAR still wanted to have
veto power on decisions made by the Board.(175) This was a blunt but real-
istic re-statement of what both Ryburn and COEMAR officers themselves said
in 1968 when the renewal of the U.S5. grant was beilng discussed. Ryburn,
with his characteristic directness said of CCC, "We ontrol it absolutely."
He went on to say that COEMAR reserved fig:i'decision and judgment and
that self-support did not mean that CCC{ ﬁ{g-not belong to COEMAR.(176)
COEMAR itself was a little more tactfg? ying that the CCC Board had
full authority to run the school hﬁggih t COEMAR was accountable for

ultimate financial responsibility {i‘f,\,@he school.(175) As Betsy said,

&

they wanted the schocl to be no er but to still be under COEMAR's
_ 5’§f

thumb. 71

In balance, it must also be pointed out that both COEMAR and
Horace Ryburn were anx;ous to be rid of CCC altogether. In 1968,
officers of COEMAR made it clear that they preferred the school to be
fully independent and run by an indepedent school board. In 1972, Khun
Suty, treasurer for the Presbyterians and very close colleague of Ryburn,
gave voice to a suggestion made some years earlier by Ryburn himself
among others that CCC be given over to ISB.(178) I

It should be mentioned in passing that this perilod in the history’
of CCC marked the very real decline of the Committee on the Education of
Fraternal Worker Children to the extent that it ceased to have any meaning
for CCC and simply faded into the sunset. As the Presbyterian mission
showed a steady decline over the years, adding few career missionaries to
its numbers, and as its children grew progressively cldgr, there came to
be less and less need for the CEFWC.(179) However, that committee must
be credited with both the founding and the sustaining of CCC through its

early years. Through the mid=1960s its chairmen remained interested in
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and supportive of the school including several individuals who should
be mentioned here: Helen Wells, Betty Downs, Roberta Lewis, Jeanne
Norlander, Betty Jo Potter, and #nita Younkin., CEFWC chairmen spent
hours in meetings and more hours in correspondence about the school and
were clearly important to its early survival.

The period 1968-1973 did not see the office of principal stabilize
as much as might have been hoped. Estella Baldwin was appointed in April,
1668 and arrived in Chiangmai in time for the 1968-69 school year. She
was by all accounts an efficient, well-organized individual with very good
qualifications for her position. She does not, however, seem to have
generated the affection and enthusiasm of Vera Braham, her immediate
predecessor and perhaps most outstanding individual to hold the office
of cCC principal.(180) Certainly, Baldwin herself enjoyed her work at
CcCC and continued to upgrade the quality of the school in several ways
such as in currdculum.(181)

Baldwin served as principal from 1968 to 1971. Both she and Alice
Ralston, who followed her for oneW;§$§;&3971—72, were sent out through
COEMAR although Baldwin hgﬁw egﬂﬂ#ﬁginally contacted through other means.
Alice Ralston and h& ;&g sor, Dale Bashaw, each served for only one

g
year and thus seem to have made little lasting impression on the schoole.
CCC presented sope unusual pressures for principals including those from
parents who were strongly interested in their children's education, those
of the unique institutional status of the uchool,lthose from visa problems,
and those from the inter—cultural make=up of the school. Betty Edmonds,
herself a principal who knew the school very well and knew its pressures,
felt that neither Ralston nor Bashaw were able tolfully adjust to the
situation.(182)

Continuity at CCC did not reside in the office of principal but
rather, as we have noted, in the position of Chairman of the Board. In
fact, the chairman through these year functioned as a superintendant of
schools in an unofficial way. In the period 1961 to 1971 the school was
fortunate in havirg two strong persons hold that poaition: Fran Hamlin
we have already mentioned., It remains to discuss the contribution of

Betsy Guyer to CCC. Her role was important and positive. Betsy's quali-
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fications for chalrman were excellent: she was a Presbyterian misslonary
who knew the mission well haveing been in Thailand since the mid-1950s.
She served CCC as its first treasurer back in 1954 and had also taught
in the school on occasion. Her own children attended CCC. She had also
been chairman of the CCC Sub-committee, seemingly from its inception, for
a period of over two years during 1958 to 1961, When Betsy "retired" in
1971 she had served, then, for a total of more than eight years as the
chiarman of CCC's Sub-committee and Board giving her the longest stint
at that job of any individual in CCC's history down to 1979. i
The valuable role Betsy Guyer played must, of necessity, be inferred
from the documentary evidence at hand as she so dominated it and did not
seem interested in self-adulation. Ken Wells, when he served as acting
field representative, certainly appreciated her role, noting that in
.1965 she had "done marvelously in getting CCC started amid such extra-
ordinatry difficulties."(183) Over aa'§5§§1nter, Vera Braham also had
praise for Eetay's work in keeping tqﬁgtq;ool in "good order."(184)

Betsy had a guality the his@niﬁhn appreciates: she knew the value

of the old files as historical q&c@é&s and tried to use them. She also
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worried about keeping the I.'E?EF ¥ as complete as possible. In 1965, when
she took over she soon starﬁw sing the Board files for setting strategy.
In 1970y when she wanted to get the school registered she again went back
inte the files first to see what had been done.(185) She was a well-
organized person who tried to tackle the problems of the school and not
let them slide. This can be seen from her concern over getting a consti=-
tution for the school which was key to both the 1965 and the 1969 efforts
made in that direction.(186) It may also be seen in the volumes of
correspondence she wrote to Ryburn, to Cecil Carder, to COEMAR, and to
other agencies in regard to getting teachers for the school. It may alse
be seen in her willingness to continue to push for some kind of US grants
even in the face of opposition from New York and Bangkok on the matter.
Back in 1964 Fran Hamlin seems to have been loosing her value for
CCC because of her willingness to have 1t out with Horace Ryburn, giving

as good as she got. Betsy's approach was more cocl, and on the whole she

seems to have maintained good relationships all the way around. She was
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able to control herself even in the face of what she saw as provocation
from Horace.(187)

Betsy certainly did not win all of the battles she fought, but in
the fighting she helped to improve the situation of the school immensely.
She did not get a constitution, but under her leadership the Sub-committee
became a Board and included commuhity representation for the first time.
She did not resolve all of the problems about getting teachers, but when
she gave up her positien in 1971 the situation had changed very much for
the better from 1965. ©On the whole, Betsy Guyer must stand out as one of
the key individuals in the history of CCT along with such people as Rose
Wooed, the Stubblefields, and Mary Chaffee.

Enrollment at CCC peaked in February, 1970 at 135 students. This
was the crest. From this point on, the waves would begin to slowly receéd.
Interestingly enough, the looming threat of increasing enrollments was
directly responsible for improving the,ﬁﬂzgfcal plant of the school. In
1970, three new classrooms were addgﬁg putting on a second story to the
school. In 1972, the library wa# iﬁbatly expanded and a science room
added.(188) These were the ﬁhqgﬁhajor improvements to be made in the
physical plant in the 1970sd§&Thanks to the continued care of Doug
Stubblefield, the CCC grounds continued to be a relaxing, shady place
giving the school a very pleasant educational environment.

Other events crowded the years. In 1968, the infamous shooting
incident took place in which the CCC nightwatchman shot a prowler, thereby
landing himself in jail for possession of an illegal fire-arm. The prowler
went to the hospital, and CCC ended up paying for his medical expenses as
well as the bail for the watchman.(189) It might have been worth the
expense, however, as CCC does not seem to have heen much bothered by
"kamoy"(thieves) since. 1970 brought about an end to an era as Miss Rose
Wood handed in her resignation which was accepted by the Board in May.

Her last years with the school had been difficult as she and her parents had
adopted a small child to which Rose wanted to devote as much time as poss-
ible. One of CCC's important links to its past was cut with the leaving

of Miss Wood.(190) TYet another change was f{he decline of the hostel, By

1970~71, the hostel's budget was 500,000 baht of which fully two=-thirds
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was for the salary of the Stubblefields. With fewer and fewer residents
the future of the hostel was increasingly doubtful. In 1973, the Stubble=
fields were due for furlough, and it was uncertain whether or not they
could return. It looked like there might not be enough. residents to pay
for the operation.(191) As it turned out, they did return for one further
stint of two years. The hostel was closed "temborarily“ in 1976 and as

of 1979 was still being rented out to a family. With the leaving of the
Stubblefields and the closing of the hostel., More links with the past were
lost.

The 1971 issue of the Clarion Call included how long each teacher
and each eighth grade student had been in the school. The comparison is
startling. If one excludes the Thal teaching staff which was part-time
but does include Dough Stubblefield who was listed as having taught fer :
ten years, the 14 Western teachers at CCC had a total of 29% teaching
"years" at CCC for an average of just over two years p;r teacher. If Doug
Stubblefield is excluded, 13 teachers l:ﬁdﬁn total of 19% years or exactly
1% years per teacher. The nine eightﬁ; ILaders had studied at CCC for a
total of 24% years or nearly 2 and ﬁi h years per student. Five of those
nine had been in CCC as long or-ryqqr} than Principal Baldwin.

The kids were senior te ﬁ%ﬁeuhers. And they had their own
traditions one of which becam r;521931:1111'1:;; of a bother, at least from the
teachers' point of view. The 1970 Clarion Call had a brief historical
article written by Miss Wood in which she atributes two CCC traditions to
Edythe McCarty, namely Sport's Day and prison ball. The latter was a
mixed blessing at best. Prison ball is a game in which two outside teams
try to eliminate an inside team by hitting each of ‘them with a ball. At
CCC prison ball became more than a fad: 1t was a tradition and a mania.

In 1968, a faculty notice called for a lessening of the amount of time
spent on the game. In 1969, a notice to parents and students reduced
prison ball playing time so that the kids would prepare for Sport's Day.
In 1970, smaller children had to be kept from playing with the older kids
because injuries were occuring from hard=thrown balls,.(192) Since Miss

McCarty left CCC in the early 1960s, and the game was still being played

when my wife and I came in the mid=1970s, here was a student tradition of

I
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some fifteen years duration that had still not died out even by 1979.
Estella Baldwin's demands that "If the game i$ to continue it MUST be
played with moderation."(193) sounds more like a desperate plea than any-
thing else.

1968-1970 were the years of the Chiengmai Chit Chat, a most creative

effort at a school newspaper. Earlier attempts at a newspaper went back

at least to 1964, and there were good school newspapers in the years after
1970, but the Chit Chat was outstanding. Janet Turnbull was editor of the
first issue which came éut in September, 1968. It included "hard" news,
interviews (with Miss Wood), and even fashion news: Coulottes, hip huggers,
and mini-skirts were "in" at CCC, but pierced ears had not caught on yet.
And then there were riddles: What was the biggest moving job ever done?
Answer: Wheeling, West Virginia.(194) Typical of all issues was the
January, 1969 issue which had an interview with "Aunt Fren" Hamlin, a
squibble contest, WEC Hostel news, S ﬁgeus, stories and poetry by the
students, and the lnevitable rid&iiiéggilcn news from the Board of Directors
was included as was news fgﬁm% e principal.(195)

CCC had other trndi@&s&& involving the chilred. These included the
Halloween Party which was quite a big affiar often with elaborate cos tumes.,
There was also Sports' Day in which intra-mural games, primarily field and
track, were played much after the fashion of neighboring PRC's similar day
although less elaborately so. Also notable were the traditional Christmas
plays that were often very good and in former years included puppet plays
produced by Miss Wocd. Another "unofficial" tradition dating back at least
to 1970 and most likely earlier was the noon lunch at the kao soy shop,
kao soy being a spicey noodle dish.

The parents' information bulletins put out during 1970~1971 give
insight into the range of activities ayailable in this "little" school.

The Girl Guides, Cub Scouts, and Boy Scouts all had programs runninge.

Special bowling activities were listed for those who wanted them. There
was to be a tribal night celebration that families of CCC were invited to
(this was not at the school). Thanksgiving and Christmas activitles were

described. Among other events in 1970-71, Harry Norlander came to glve a

ventriloquist program, a graduate of Julliard who was a concert planist in
|
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Japan gave a program, and CCC Had a soccer team that played other schools.
1971 was also the year that the children had to be warned to keep their

Mexican YoYo playing outside the building.(196)
VIII: DOWN-HILL PROGRESS (1973 - 1979)

One might just as easily lable this final six years in this history of
CCC the "Turnbull-Edmonds Era" or the "Yaniees Want Home Era." Or these
years might even be called without exaggeration, "The Tame Years."

COEMAR receeded into the distance. The last vestages of 1ts authority
over CCC seems to have been a 1974 request from Ryburn for a 1ist of CCC
Board members that he could present to FWAC for filling Board vacancies.(197)
FWAC itself was soon dissolved as Ryburn's position was changed to that of
being an officer of the Church of Christ in Thailand and all missionary
committees were scrapped. Ryburn himself retired in early 1976 thus cutting,

as far as CCC was concerned, virtually all of its Presbyterian connections.

For all practical purposes the CCC becams fully autonomous. And the

&

great battles over budget, over Qﬁif ate responsibility," and over consti-
tant echoes. The Board was self=-
perpetuating as it elected Fﬁogﬁ who became its members. For all of that,
there was little challengd‘ﬁy its authority.

Administratively, there was a gradual shift in emphasis as the office
of principla achieved a modicum of stability. Dorothy (Dot)-Turnbull,
Presbyterian missionary formerly in Egypt before coming to Thaliland, became
principal in 1973. OFf all of the CCC principals, she seems to have besen one
of unique concerns and demanding standards, and the records show her to be
quite unlike those who came before., Her dual concerns wvere for service and
for comﬁunication. She brought a more visible Christian concern to her work
as she shought to teach children how to serve. The Bible was more in
svidence in her own perception of her work. And her reports showed a real
desire for excellence in education. Tt might also be said that Dot at times
pressed too hard and that some found her standards hard to obtain.(198)

It was Dot Turnbull who also made the third mejor attempt to do something
about the uncertain legal status of the school. In June, 1974, Dot and Steve
Yates, President of the Parent-Teacher Group, met with Norman Jenkins and

Dr. Stuart S. Phillips, Board Chairman and Superintendent respectively of




—A6m

‘International School-Bangkok (ISB), to talk about CCC and ISB. They were
well received, and the ISB offlcials indicated that they would be willing

to consider some kind of loose ISB=CCC relationship. From this discussion,
the Board eventually hired a Bangkok law firm, Quasha Law Office, to explore
the possibility of legalizing the school. There were resulte much like
those of previous inquiries: they were not promising, and the whole matter
was dropped without any official application being made.(199)

The shift in administrative emphasis continued when Betty Edmonds, an
Australian Baptist with previous experience in South Asia and Third World
situations, became principal in 1975. Edmonds had a dual distinction: she
_was the first rion-American to assume a leadership role in the school; and she
was the first non-Presbyterian to 131t in the job for more than a year., The

: F
distinguishing marks of her years QtA?a: were a stern emphasis on discipline

e

that occasionally brought her iq£° onflict with parents and less often with

staff, and what Konrad Kingan;j‘ approvingly called a "no nonsense" approach
to &1 of her work.(200) Bgr,ﬁme, 1980, Betty Edmonds would add another
distinction, that of hagf%??served in the post of principal lenger than any
other person in CCC histj;y: a full four years.

As a result of this general stability in the office of principal from
1973, and as a result of the presence of two strong personalities in that
office, Eonr;d Kingshill, chairman of the Board from 1974, discreetly
championed a reduction in the rolé of the Board that had not been possilble
in earlier years. While it did retain final authority for running the
school, more actual authority accrued to principals who were in office long
enough to begin to know the ropes.(201) The minutes of the Board reflect
this lessening role as does the reduced frequency of Board meetings.(202)

At the very end of the period 1973 to 1979, the Board was again exploring
means to regularize its operationse It had been understood for some time
that CCC needed an institutional annect$on of gome sort especially in view
of its legal status problems. Betsy Guyer hadobserved just ten years
previously that CCC felt a need for some kind of relationship with COEMAR
just because the school was not recognized by the Thai government nor could
it be accredited with any U.S. educational body.(203) By mid-1979, plans

were afoot tp have the Church of Christ in Thailand become the "parent"
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body for CCC especially since legally the CCT had owned the CCC property

ince the 1962 registration attempt. The idea was that the CCT would appoint
some members of the CCC Board and that CCC would thus be part of the CCT.(204)
At the close of 1979, the outcome of these moves was not yet certain.

However, the biggest changes in the years after 1973 were not adminis=
trative nor constitutional. They were demographic; It has beén an assumptien
underlying nearly everything written in this study that CCC was first, last,
and essentially an An;eri.can institution., Its curriculum, its school calendar,
the holidays it celebrated, and its staff were all strongly Americen. It
was founded by Americans and all of its first year's students were Americans.
Until 1975, its leadership was entirely American and predominantly Presbyterian.
The student body was only a little Tess Ama&iéyn. In October, 1968 the
school had & total enrollment of 116 of wiid '91 or 80% were Americans.

The influx of students from 1965 to th A 1y 1970s was due to the increased
American military and diplomatic prigiégi in Thailand. Even as late as
1974-75 when that presence had bﬁ?ﬁﬁéﬁi drop some 60% of the student body
was still American. s

1975 was the vear of change. The September enrollment of t+hat year
showed the enrollment of the school declining ﬁy 27 students ﬁnd dropping
below the 100 mark for the first time in ten years. The number of American
students, however, dropped by 33, thus showing an increase of non-Americans
of six over the previous year. 1977 showed another sharp drop so that
imerican children formed only 32%, less than one-third, of the total
student body.(205)

The school remained primari1y English-speaking in background with
increasing numbers of students from Britain, Austrn].ia‘, and Rhodesia
(Zimbabwe) . For instance, in 1973 the school showed only four Australian
children on its rolls but in 1977 that number had increased to twelve,
being the second largest national groups But even before the “merican
drop of 1975, the school was showing itself to be truly international with
seventeen nationalities represented in the student body in 1973-74 and
£ifteen in 1974-75. One resulting problem for the school was that it had
to begin to run a regular TESOL program.for a number of its students who

could not speak English when they came to CCC.(206)
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The teaching staff showed an equally dramatic change. In 1971-72, out
of a full-time and part-time staff of eighteen, only two individuals were
not Americans. It was not until 1977-78 that non-Americans formed an
absolute majority on the staff. But in 1978=79 out of a staff numbering
thirteen, there was only one American represented. And for several months
in late 1979, there were, for the first time, no American on the staff.(207)

| Of equall significance to the school was a decline in its overall
enrollment which was, in the main, caused by this American withdrawal from
the region. By 1978, the school was .at:tually beginning to be the moderate

sized little school that the missionaries of twenty years previously had

expected it to be.

In order t¢ maintain financial stabillt pay its teachers, the
school was forced to raise its tuition tin é@a again. Obviously, inflation
was a problem for CCC as for the world ag.aﬁge, but on the whole it seems
that receeding enrollment forced those g remained to pay a higher propor=
tion of the costs. In the period fragf 71 to 1979, tuition at CCC doubled
with five increases in tuition baing'?'@e in thoise eight years.(208) While
complaints from parents had to be expected, the school was able to maintain
{tself financkally and present a generally viable financial picture.(209)
Another set of statistics show just how far CCC had drifted away from
its original purpose, that of being a school for Presbyterian mission children.
Throughout the 1950s and 1960s the school played this role educating as manir
ag eighteen Presbyterian children at one time in 1969. But by the 1970s, -
the great need preceived in 1952 and 1953 had largely passed. Those children
were in high school ¢r beyond. And the Presbyterians were not, by the 1960s,
adding much to their numbers so that fewer and fewe-r' Presbyterian children
were around to be educated. Something of a nadir was reached in September,
1977 when there was only one Presbyterian child left in the school. There
were more_Presbyterians on thé Board! Statistics for example, in 1974=75
ghowed that the school remained partly missionary in character as some
fifty=-six children or over 50% of the school were from mission families.
Significant numbers of these children were from the more right-wing,

fundamentalist missions.(210)

In a sense, these figures have a certain irrelevancy as the CCC never

did really have a blantantly rellgious character inspite of its origins.




N = O |

Hdkd.n:” 'ihﬁﬁﬂ | |

Bible classes were always more or less the orphans of the curriculum. 1
Required chapel in the 1960s lasted all of fifteen minutes. Parhaps in the
very early years there was a definite religious tone to the school, but

in latter years that diminished greatly. The presence of lack of Presby-
terian or other mission children was not as important a determining factor
in the superficial make-up of the school as was the national origin of
childre ‘and leaders.

However, Betty Edmonds noted that the Christian heritage of the school
was to be found at a deeper and more significant level. The level of
dedication of teachers and Board members and most of those connected with
the school was very high. There was always a concern for a well-rounded,
meaningful education that touched the whole person.(211) Statistics cannot
be devised to measure this type of heritage. And yet, I, at least, in
working with the records of the CCC have Been deaply impressed with the
thousands and thousands of voluntqggﬁﬁours that have gone into the school.

WA
My own personal contacts with pnéhﬂf such as the Stubblefields; Ruth Seely,

ers and staff reinforce an impression

Betsy Guyer, and many of the kes

that personal commitment tc‘ ~ school and dedication to doing high gquality

work abounds. If I mightﬁ%q@%ure a subjective opinion based on personal
insight from the recnrﬁs*iﬁ% personal cuntacﬁs, it seems that there iz a
very real "caring tradition" that makes CCC truly uniques

CCC had been using educational testing with its students since the time
of the Messingers. Unfortunately, the school never kept records of the
results over the years thus it is impossible to get any kind of accurate
reading for the relative ability of CCC students as compared with the
"avarage" American student. However, the followiﬁg chart, based on

February, 1979 data does give some indication as to the ability of CCC

students.

Iowa Basic Skills Test
percentile 90 80 70 60 50. 40 30=0
native language '
English 11 4 4 1 3 2 2
Nen-English o % E 4 1 2 3
TOTAL 12 5 6 -] 4 4 5

percentile rankings of Third and Fourth Grade, Feb., 1979(212)
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A total of 41 students took the test, and of these twelve or just under

30% tested in the top ten percent according to Towa Basic Skills ranking.

A total of 23 or 56% tested in the upper thirty percent. Of native language

speakers (of English) two-thirds off CCC students (18 out of 27) tested in
the upper thirtieth percentile.

These results are in and of themselves Iinconclusive, but they do glve
some weight to the general impresslon that CCC students are an above

average group of children. Their parents are generally professionals and

specialists, people recruited for work in Thailand. Thus, CCC children come

from educationally advantaged backgrounds to begin with and from families
where education is generally held to be important.

Back in 1959, Chuck Messinger wrote with some pride about the quality
of some of his students. He mentioned thafEddie McDaniel, both of whose
parents were active in CCC work, tes:dég@; and above on all of his Towa
Basic Skills tests with most of the d¥ores being in the mid-90% range.

Bobby Grether and Pamela Braﬂbq;} hlso from CCC~active familles, also

tested very well with Panelg§¥ ing at ar average of 97% over-all,(213)

Thus, there is some justf%ication to the impression that CCC students
are a genarally intelligent group of children that come from families
concerned about their children's education.

A reading of parent notices, student notlces, and calendars for the
achool from over the years leaves one with the distinct feeling that not
only are CCC teachers and leaders unusually dedicated and CCC students
unusually bright but also this mix of student and teacher-leader vorks
jtself out in an unusually fertile educational environment. People with
special #alents are always on their way "through" éhiangmai and they can
be prevailed upon to give demonstrations or programs at the scheool. Many
individuals from the foreign community are talented people in their own
right and give classes or programs for the schoole (214)

Dot Turnbull noted another facet of the CCC educational experience
when seh wrote:

The international nature of our enrollment in itself
offers an opportunity for development of appreciation and

understanding of people. #lso the low teacher-pupil ration
is an advantage not found in other schools . "(215)
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IX: RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT

Dot Turnbull's observation regarding the nature of ccC is insightful
and helpful to understanding its past. For taken on the whole, CCC does
provide a unique and stimulating education environment that more than
offsets any disadvantages it might have becauseof its small size. In
general, its clientele, the parents, have appreciated this fact to the
point that there have been only two period when there was general dissatis-
faction with CCC educational standards. Each of thése periods was marked
by particular and peculiar problems: in 1954-55, the school was still new
and trying to find itself. Neither parents nor staff knew quite what
should be expected. In 1965, when dissatisfaction grew again, the problem
was directly related to the rapid and unexpected rise in enrollment.

Thus, with a retrospective ‘glance we may conclude that on the whole
the educational experience children have had at CCC has been a positive
one inspite of the many problems that have had to bs overcome by the
school itself. Beyond this gemruf%‘atqment, mayhap other general
conclusions of a somewhat more ufe&iic nature may also be made:

1., €CC exists primarily g@me it fulfills a need. Given the
problems and uncertainties Aﬁ:gg; had to face over the years, CCC could
not have continued to ex1§“t less a relatively large number of people
gaw a need for it. Nor wo'%ld the small Chiangmai foreign community continue
to support such a costly operation did they not feel that the educational
results were worth the expense of sending their children to the school

3. CCC would not exist were it not for a very deep commitment on the
part of many volunteers who gave both time and e_ffort without material
return to the maintanence of the school. This islanother way of expressing
the parceived need for the school we have already mentioned.

3.The institutional relations eof CCC have on the whole been surprisingly
negative. The Thai government has yet to recognize the school although it
has been willing to tolerate its existence unofficiaily. The United
Presbyterian Church proved to be a remarkably cool, sometimes hostile parent
that after a few years came to be & burden rather than a benefit to the
s;':hool. That it need not have been that way is shown by the very helpful

attitude of Dr. Ken Wells during those periods when he had charge temporarily
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of Presbyterian work. At times the most supportive institutiors as far as
ccC was concerned was the American and British Consulates in Chiangmal ‘
who were closest to and most aware of the needs of the school.

However, it needs also to be remembered that if the Thai government

did not display any enthusiasm about the school at the same time it did

continue to allow its existence. And in the case of the Presbyterian Church,

it was another agency of the Church, its mission committee on education of
missionary children in Thalland, that was insturmental in both founding and
sustaining the school through its early yearse.

4. CCC is a highly successful experiment in international relatlons at
the personal level. This is not to say that there are not tenslions. One
$till hears the whispers of complaints: The Brit doesn't like the Yank's

&,

curriculum; the Yank is worried about tH*? sie's teaching qualifications;

the Rhodesian is worriled upon finding? the teacher is a "native;" the
Thai resents insinuations of natigﬁ%&ﬁinferinrity by the farang. These
kinds of elements are presant% onal styles sometimes grind more than
they mesh — but only sometﬁ&g Inspite of these problems, the school
works and generally works well. And because of these differences the world
of CCC children is far wider and richer than that of the average kid in

the average school in the U.S. or Australia or Germany or wherever.

5. CCC has largely ignored its Thai cultural surroundings. In a very
real sense, CCC children are cut off from the larger Thal social context and
live in a mini-world of their own. Since the children of Thal citizens
are not allowed to study at CCC (for reasons of policy relationship with
the governnent and to avoid actually breaking Thai law), CCC students during
their school hours receive only superficial contéﬁt with that larger outside
world. From time to time attempts are made to correct the situation, but

they are never turned into lasting programs — other than the teaching of

Thai language.

This study of CCC history was written in response to yet another crisis

at the school. In early 1980, the Thai government issued an order or statement

to the school that it must become legal or close, How this came about remains

obscure to this writer as those involved have been tight-mouthed about it.

Rumors have abounded. By mid-1980 the crisis seemed to have past, but once
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more the future of the school was thrown into some doubt. The need for
putting it on a solid institutional basis was more clearly seen than ever.
Negotiations with the CCT seemed by mid-1980 to be bearing fruit, and the
word" was that CCC would become an institution of the CCT. What this might
mean legally was still unclear. Therefore, the legal status of CCC remains
the big, shadowy gquestion mark =—— the question that seems almost irrelevant
until sudden order corﬁe dropping in from Bangkok.

Anotha} question mark for the years from 1980 was that of leadership.
Betty Edmonds announced at the end of the 1979-1980 school year that she
would not be returning. It eventually turned out that she had marriage
plans scotching rumors that she might return after a year or tw of study
in Australia. What patkerns of leadership would now emerge? Would the
school return to the old principal-a-year routine? Or would Rosemary
Manis, designated successor to Edmonds,*continue to the stabllity in leader=
ship of the Turnbull=Edmonds years? .

And what of the role of theﬁgiiib time Thai staff? In 1979-1980 two

Thai citizens were regular teﬁ}ga, one Thai was full-time Thai language

4 &
teacher, and one Thai was $$%¥ usiness manager. One of the teachers
A & A
[
announced her resignatiﬁﬁfzﬁggf 1980. Would the partial trend to greater

&

participation in the 1 by Thai citizens continue? Or was that an

&
abortive conincidence When several full-time Thais ended up on the regular
teaching and leadership staff at the same time?

The largest question marks for the school were in an area that we have
not even tried to deal with here: the role of the foreign national in
Thailand. CCC depends entirely upon the presence of a foreign community in
Chiangmai. That is what its reason-for=being i it e dabe

more shadowy than any other.

Thus, the 1980 future of the school stood wrapped iﬁ uncertainty.
The school, seem;ngly, would continue from year to year much as it had,
awalting the future, And it would most likely continue to meet B future
according to its set pattern, that of finding a way through or around each
problem as it arose. CCC is embodied in its building: jerry-rigged,

plecemeal, and esthetically very pleasing.
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204F. Victor McAnallen to B. Edﬁ‘ s, July 21, 1979; and K. Kingshill
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see Appendix "D"
ziiOral History IAterview OHE 2/80, & the Manuscript Division.

2126 ade 3-4 Iowa Basic Test Percentlle Rankings, February, 1979,"
prepared by B. Edmonds.

213cnm to Samuel R, Burgoyne, October 30, 1959; and CDM to Burgoyne,
December 3, 1959 (CCC).

214see Parent's Bulletins and Teachers' Bulletins files from 1960s to
1979 (ccc).

215 rnbull to Ernest N. Mannino, May 30, 1974 (CCC).



APPENDIX A

CHRONCLOGICAL DESCRIPTION OF RECORDS RELATING TO THE REGISTRATION OF C.C.C.

1.

2a

3. -

4.

5.

This listing and description of documents related to the various
attempts to register the Chiangmai Coeducational Center as a legally
recognized school by the Thali Government includes the relevant
documents contained in the following records groups:

1. The Records of the American Presbyterian Mission (APM)

2. The Records of the Board of Directors of the Chiangmai
Coeducational Center (Board)

3. The Records of the Chiangmai Coeducational Center (CCC) -

The source for each document listed is indicated by the abreviation
found in parentheses.

October 14, 1953 Mary Chaffee to Horace W. Ryburn (HWR) (APM)

Walter Zimmerman, Chairman of the Board for International School
and Mary Chaffee plan to call on Aaron Brown at the U.S5. Embassy
to acquaint him with the plans for the school at Chiangmai.

"Tommy Zginclair Thompsqg? and Dick Zgryaqg? are satisfied that
Chiengmal officials look favorably upon the Center and wlll cause
no trouble — as to ocur lease - or our purpose."

October 26, 1953 Chaffee to HWR {APM)

th Aaron Brown. He was sympathetic
sred any attempt to open a school

i big and the government would
Ifernational School as well.

g £u Chaffee and she wrote to HWR
for advice. Should they'%- Wwhead and hope for the best? If HWR
wants any plans changedéh hould let them know immediately.

October, 1954 Minutes of hh

Chaffee reports on the meeting. s

ommittee on Education of Missionary
Children {gﬂ October 19-21, 1954 (Board)

"Mrs. Chaffee repar% that a new step has been taken toward
achieving full legal 5tatus for the International Center in Bangkok,
and whatever improved status is secyred there will automatically
apply to the Chiengmal Children's Center as well." Loophole in

Thai law which exempts from attendance at the public schools those
who because of "health or mental shortcomings" are unable to attend.
Foreigners are mentally unequipped to attend Thai schools.

December 19, 1957 Minutes of the CEMC (eee)
"The subject of registration of C.C.C. was discussed and no

action taken. It will be further discussed with Mr. Thompson
upon his return."

July 20, 1959 Memorandum from Sinclair Thompson to the CEMC (Board)

Thompson summarized the CCC registration situation:

1. CCC was not registered because it did not teach in Thai nor
conform to Ministry of Education regulations in administration
and reporting;

2. Thus, CCC called itself a center and did not accept Thai

children so as not to contrevene Thai law regarding Thai students;

3, The Educational Ministry has specified that groups of less than
seven students need not register as a school; CCC has inter-
preted this to mean seven in a class. This could be challenged;

4., International Children's Center in Bangkok has been legally
registered as a "coaching school"™ for those preparing for
study overseas;

5. ICC is the only registered school, but its accreditation
"may open the way for eventual legalizing of our own school."

A CCC represntative should contact ICC about this and cautiously

i e Ay
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July
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continued

explore the possibilities of a similar status with the Ministry
of Education.

20, 1959 Minutes of the Committee on the Educatlon of Fraternal
Workers'! Children (CEFWC) (Board)

"W.J.5. Thompson's report on the legal status of CCC was read.
Betsy Guyer will investigate the matter further."

8, 1961 Minutes of the Sub-committee of the CEFWC (Board)

Thompson reported that he had not yet made any progress on
registration and that he would go to the Ministry of Education
in July. It was voted to ask him to do so.

12, 1961 Mrs. Frances Hamlin to Acharn Kua (Head of the
Department of Education of the Church of Christ
in Thailand) (Board) !

Thompson was going to check on registration /when he died in a :
train accidenﬁ?. Hamlin was sorry to have to hurden Acharn Kua
wlith the chore. She sent A. Kua various minutes and emphasized

that it was important to get the school properly registered as

someday the government would check. Helen Welles will do the

actual running around. Thompson was going to check with A. Kua

as to the best way to approach the Ministry of Education.

16, 1961 F. Hamlin to Helen Wellqéiéggﬁirman, CEFWC) (Board)

Ach. Kua took it upon herself tqsg Wo the Ministry of Education.
She met with the Minister and hg g@ld that the Ministry would give
permission for CCC when the Pi?'f came in. The school will have
to have a Thai owner, Thai agér, and Thai head teacher. Hamlin
then mentioned possible: pep&otT to hold those positions. She
commented that it would )dod to get this cleared up and not

have, to live with the f ‘-f being closed.
17, 1961 Minutes of tﬁa@&ib—committee of CEFWC (Board)

A. Kua reported that the Minister of Education was "very sympathetic™
and said that the school should be registered like the American
children's schools at Tak and Yarnhee. It should have a Thai

owner, manager, and head teacher.

the CEFWC wondered if be fact that the missionaries were permanent
residents of Thailand would be a problem as the school was supposed
to be for non-residents. !

A letter should be written to A. Kua asking for several points

to be clarified. Also it was decided that Ach. Sangiam, Ach.
Tawat, and Kru Soi would be approached for the positions of owner,
manager, and head teacher respectively.

18, 1961 Fran Hamlin to A. Kua (Board)

Hamlin asked for clarification about missionaries being permanent
residents and also about salaries, government-required paper
work, Thai holidays to be observed, and school participation in
Thal school athletic events = all related to the legalizing of
the school.

27, 1961 H. Welles to F. Hamlin (Board)

Welles had not yet heard from A. Kua who was in Petburi for a
weeks Welles talked with Dr. Keénneth Wells (acting Field
Representative for the Fresbyterians) about the registration
problems:
The three people we suggested for the .Thai poaitlon are OK.
If we have to raise salaries or add more salaried staff that is
no problem even if CCC has to run into a deficit.
The local Sub-committee has the full power to decide such things
as salaries.
The most important thing is to kipep good relations with the
Thal school commissioner in Chiangmai.
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17. September 10,1961 F. Hamlin to I¥
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21.
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August 5, 1961 H. Welles to F. Hamlin (Board)

A. Kua was anxious that Hamlin fill out the forms that had been
sent her. A. Kua had gone to the Ministry and they were ready to
close down the school. S5he told them that CCC wanted to register
so that they would hold off. The school can admit only foreign
children, but there is no problem about the missionaries as they
return home every so often. About the other questions there were
no problems.

August 15, 1961 F, Hamlin to H, Welles & A. Kua (Board)

The provincial education people were not too interested in CCC.

The Yarnhee school was set up as a department of a local school

and didn't have a head teacher. Hamlin went to see Ach. Muak

at Prince Royal's College (PRC), and he will make contacts at the
Ministry of Education in Bangkok. A. Muak said not to be in any

great hurry. CCC can't fill out forms that were sent because it i
has no head teacher, and Kru Sol does not have the required .
teacher's certificate to be one.

August 15, 1961 F. Hamlin to A. Muak (Board)

CCC has permission to function as a tutoring school. This is

onlylverbal permission as the school never registered.

September B8, 191 Minutes of the Sub-committee of CEFWC (Board)

In the Thompson Memorial Minute it was noted that he was working
on registration at the time of his death.

Progress on registration: the forms were being filled out; Ach.
Muak named manager; Ach. Sngiem named owner. CCC was registering
as a "special school" with the,Ampur Chiangmai under the "Rules
and Regulations for Schools id land.™ CCC could not be
compated with any other Ecqgé éggaéhailand (e.g. Yarnhee).

Fofells 2 H. Welles (Board)

Registration was a slow and
because all the forms had .
PRC staff were helping.i#
the brother-in-law offM
were upset because qt

dious process. It was taking time

be filled out in Thai. A, Muak and the
were old hands at it. Kru Chalerm,

was also helping. The Amphur people

ad gone over their heads and Muak soothed
their feelings. T aid CCC should be registered under them as a
gpecial school and tHat it was not like ISB or Yarnhee. CCC will
not need a Thai head teacher. The Amphur people were very helpful.

February 28, 1962 Memo by H. Welles (Board)

July

July

July

HWR says that Khun Sngiem should sign the ownership papers in the
name of the Muniti /Foundation/ of the Church of Christ in
Thailand (CCT) and not as personal ownere.

20, 1962 Minutes of the Sub-committee CEFWC (Board)

"It was reported that all the procedure -for registering the CCC

as a speclal school had been completed with the exception of the
procurement of a full-time Thai Head Teacher." There was discussion
about the gualifications of such a person and it was voted that
Konrad Kingshill should write a letter advertising the need.

25, 1962 Harry Norlander to Douglas Stubblefield (Board)

Norlander had discussed CCC with the head of the Private Schools
Division, Ministry of Education. The head had heard that CCC was
operating illegally. He said that steps should be taken to clear up
the matter. This was an "off the cuff" discussion.

30, F. Hamlin to He Norlander (Board)

We're working on it. Bangkok does not know what is going on.
The papers are all completed.

Note to H. Welles: Why can't people tend to their own affairs?
We can't take final step until we have head teacher. We are
looking. Norlander doesn't have to know all of this.
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22. August 7, 1962 HWR to F. Hamlin (Beard)

HWR wanted to be brought up to date. Disturbed. He did not t
remember that he knew any of the details, -4
|

“At any rate, I suggest that no actual registration be made in
Chiengmai until, first, we have cleared the matter in Bangkok
and know exactly what we are doing." [

"Please, then, do not sign any papers or conclude any registration, i
temporary or otherwise, until you have checked with us here."

23, August 8, 1962 Fo Hamlin to D. Stubblefield (Board) Wﬁ

The school could have either a man or woman head teacher so i
Muak was going ahead and seeing the woman who was available. F
(This was after a visit to the Amphur). There were more problems b
with the forme. We needed more photos and copies of diplomas.

24. August 13, 1962° F. Hamlin to HWR (Board)

This is an angfy reply to HWR's letter of August 7th. Hamlin ¥
lists the ways in which HWR had been kept informed (letters, i
coples of letters, minutes).

Everything was proceeding normally. They had a Christian woman for |
Thai head teacher. Her papers had been sent in. There was nothing
ready to sign. The schoel has tg° ister or it will be closed.
If HWR was going to stop them h uld have done so long before.
They had been schecking with ﬁégfil along. They will not be

r

signing away anthing.

25. August 28, 1962 ( B.E. 2505) Trafs of Ownership (cce)

The following is a rough iflaticn of the original:

By this letter I, Nai Horace E§ , Representative of the Board of
Foreign Missions of the Pres ian Church in the United States of
Anerica or which is also cal£§§ 'The “merican Presbyterian Mission"
present to the Foundation of e Church of Christ in Thailand in the
person of Nang Sgniem Chaw. Singanatre ownership of land of the
American Presbyterian Mission, that is Number 768 , Tombon Faaham,
Amphur Muang, Changwad Chiangmai which consists of 10 rai, 80 wa
(16,320 square meters), with no provisions excepting only that of
the ceasation of the school. From the day announced in this letter
on. We have signed our names and put our seals before witnesses

as shown below. '

R e

s T

.‘._
=T

(signed)

e e

Horace W. Ryburn, presenting
Sngiem Chaw. Singanatre, receiving
Suty Gunanukara, witness

Muak Chailangkarn, witness

26. January 21, 1963 Minutes of the Sub-committee CEFWC (Board)

5

WThe Chairman of the sub-committee reported concerning the
registration of the CCC as a special school. Though a formal .
refusal has not been received, the Governor wrote a note informing 5
Acharn Sngiem that he understands it will be impossible to register i
CCC under the Ministry of Education." Muak was going to Bangkok i
and would discuss the situation with HWR and Carl] Capen (Baptists). i

27. January 21, 1963 F. Hamlin to Betty Downs (Board)

=

£ |
The Ministry of Education will refuse registration according to the fﬂ
Governor of Chiangmai. The Governor suggested trying the Ministry by
of Foreign Affairs. Larry Pickering of the U.S. Consulate in A
Chiangmai said that this had to go through the U.S. Embassy. Jn|

28, January 22; 1963 F, Hamlin to A. Muak (Board) “ﬂ

Hamlin asks Muak to help make HWR understand that the school is i
larger than a Center and must be made legal. The next step would ]
be to go the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Muak is asked to see 8
Capen and explain the situation to him. The American and British H
consuls are both making a survey of the North to see what the WW
need for CCC actually is. L
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January 22, 1963 (B.E. 2506) Vibul Intrasri to CCT Foundation (CCC)
The following is a rough translation of the original:

Amphur Chiangmai

Number 171/2506 22 January 2506

Re: Request to establish a private school
To: Foundation of the Church of Christ in Thailand

Enclosed: Documents requesting the establishment of a schocl and
Raw. 8 Kaws Number 36402

Since the Foundation of the Church of Christ in Thailand
presented a request to estabilish a private school (temporary)
under the special education category using one cne-story building
at 13 CHetupon Road, Tombon Watgate, Amphur Muang, Chiangmai
with the name of the school being Chiangmal Chididren's Center,
the Amphur presented this request to the Changwad for their
examination,

Now we have received a letter numbered 719/2506 dated
16 January 2506 which states that the Ministry of Education
examined the request. B8Since the Ministry of Education and the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs have an agreement that there is to be
only one school of this type, namely International School, Changwad
PraNakorn, therefore permisgion to establish the requested school
is denied. "

This letter is sent to inform ;@:}e and the documents

requesting permission are enclosedy
F

Respectfully yours,
(signed)

, Nai Vibul Intrasri

;F Nai Amphur Muan Chiangmai

:‘\
=

January 25, 1963 Charlottzﬁ@miel to H. Welles (Board)
£

"The subcommittee andés f met on Monday." All seemed to feel
that nothing furtneri% 1d be done until a formal refusal is
received. In other s, as long as we haveno official reply
from the Ministry of Education our application is still pending.
Since apparently they do not desire to refuse us, but simply do
not have a category that we fit under, they may let things go

as they are for some time."

February 25, 1963 B. Downs to F. Hamlin (Board)

a Handwritten post script:
"Horace says to leave the business of getting legal status in

his h;p. He doesn't want any of us to do anything. Good, says

I. » knows the ropes as he has been on Int'l School .board
for eons." .
February 26, 1963 Fa. Hamlin to B. Downs (Board)

Pickering, the “merican Consul, serit information about the number
of Amerkcan children in the North. The Chiangmai Governmor had
asked for this information. The Governor also asked that we
apply through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs saying that he

was ready to do anything he could to help.

Pickering talked to U.S. Ambassador Young who says it will be up
to you to consult with and work through HWR. If it is suggested
that CCC become a branch of Internatiocnal School, Bangkok (ISB)
you will have to handle it there, Hamlin emphasizes that it is
important to put CCC on an orderly, legal basis. The school had
permission to be a center but it became too large for that.

July 18, 1964 Minutes of the CEFWC and Sub-Committee (Board)

The name of the school was changed to Chiangmal Coeducational
Center. '"Since the school is registered as CCC, there is no phe
need to change the registration." /Betty Jo Potter, Recording Sec./
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34, July 2, 1965 Minutes of the CCC Sub-committee (Board)

About the question of having a Kindergarten: 1f having it

myould not adversely affect the request for efficial recognition ,
of the C.C.C. as a school by the Thai government..." and if other i
factors allowed, the school would have a Kindergarten.

35. August 18, 1965 Dr. Wells to Betsy Guyer (Board)
Wells wnt to see Dr. Carlisle H. Kramer of ISE about CCC.

Kramer saw the U.S. community in Chiangmai continuing to grow.
Wells comments that CCC now has 30 mission children and 75
American community children. "We are not in Thailand to run

a school for the American community."

Dr. Kramer said that he would be willing to see Chiangmai set
up with a branch of ISB which has government recognition and
resources from the U.S. government. Wells urged that the
cCcC Sub=committee should look into this. A new school could be
set up near the center of the American community and the
present CCC could become a hostel for missionary childfren.
U.S5« government money and personnel could do wonders for a school
in Chiangmai. This matter is urgent. John Sams (Disciples)
agrees.

36, August 19, 1965 Betty Jo Potter to B, Guyer (Board)

Potter is in general agreement with Wells. Wells was against
leasing CCC itself. The school could grow to 500 and there
wouldn't be room. It would be ter for the school to have its
own land in a new location. ght have to lease its land to
a new school for a year.

37, April 24, 1968 B. Guyer to
"We spent three yearsé%é&

Ca Lgdwick (Board)

g to register our school with the |
government, but ther o legal way in which it can be done. '
However local and §§§} al officials have said privately that
as long as it is @ ssion property, and does not accept Thai
nationals, they haiie no objection to the school. Our request
for registration was turned down, but we were not ordered to
close the school, so we continue on a rather tenuous, but
amicable ground."

38. August 2, 1970 B. Guyer to Weaver Gim (American Consul) (Board)

Guyer was going to Bangkok at the end of the month to see the
Minister of Education. Did Gim have any suggestions?

39, August 18, 1970 W. Gim to B. Guyer (Board) i

Guyer should check closely with ISB about the present state }
of their negotiations over the same matter. Mr. Denald Tremblay :
of the Consulate in Bangkok (a viee-consul) had followed these |
mattefs and Guyer could talk with him 1f she wanted tq. |

19, March, 1971 "Resume of the CCC Registration situation" by B. Guyer (Board)

Noted letter of January 22, 1963 turning down the CCC request.
People came to feel that things should be left the way they were.

In the Fall, 1970, Guyer reviewed the files on registration.
Nothing had been done and visas vwere g$tting harder to obtain. She
contacted Ach. Muak first. Then she went to see the head of
education for the province. In Dec., 1970, Dr. Jumroon took her

to see the Director of the Private Schools Division. He said

that CCC should go to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and convince
them to change their agreement with the Ministry of Education about
ISB. He was not optimistic. Although other schools had obtained
registration, he felt that Foreign Affairs would not be interested.
Guyer also visited the head of the Special Education Department with
no results.

She then visited Maurice Trout at the Education Department of the

U.S. Embassy. There were problems with ISBE, and the embassy would
not want to get involved with CCC. He was not optimistic anyway.
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continued
Trout also hinted that the Embassy's relations with Foreign
Ministry were not very good just then.

"So the situation as of 1971 has changed very little. Officials
know unofficially that CCC is here, but we are a small sdh&ol, on
Mission property, and we are not creating any problems for the
Thai government. We obey as marly laws as we CaNses. There is
nothing more to be done at the present. As long as we maintain
cordial relationships with the government officials at an
unofficial level, we can probably go on as we have been for
several more years."

April 28, 1971 B Guyer to Robert C. Lodwick (Board)

CCC was not registered. ISB had a special agreement with the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Bducation to be
the only school for English~-speaking children. The UeS.
Embassy did not want to push things.

July 4, 1971 "School Must be Open al All," Bangkok Post, p. 2

A highly inaccurate article that said that application had been
made to open a school for missionary children as a branch of
PRC. This was turned down because it discriminated against

others.
July 4, 1971 B. Guyer to HWR (Board)

. No propesal had been made
ecember, 1970, Dr. Jumroon

ok officials that were friends
advice of the Suksitagan Chiangmai.
It would be best to do mothing

Guyer was surprised by the arti
since the 1962 application.
had taken her to see some B
of his. Thie was done on t
Nothing was done in writi
about the article. -

December 22, 1971 Konrad Kihgshill to HWR (Board)
"The question of lé'

that there was a s ial oppoitunity to make a high-level

approach to the NE€. The NEC would be in power only until
February, 1972, and they had the power before then to cut

through the red-tape of registration.

December 22, 1971 HWR to Kingshill (Board)

"I take a dim view of any effort on our part to legalize the
cct." There was no pressure and had not been any. "All we

can say is that our experience of practically twenty years
indicates that we can operate the school indefinitely as we are
operating it now." There would be no advantage to legalizing
the school. HWR suggested that it might be wise to try to turn
CCE€ over to ISB.

November 9, 1972 Anita Younkin to HWR (aPM)

Khun Suty had suggested to Younkin that CCC should approach

ISBE to take over CCC. Younkin found several people in favor

of the move, but DoughStubblefield, "who has glven his life

to that situation," was very opposed and she dropped the matter.

May 14, 1974 Derothy Turnbull (CCC principal) to Norman Jenkins
(Chairman of ISB) (cce)

Turbull wants to talk to Jenkins about the CCC situation.

izing has come up again." Kingshill felt

May 23, 1974 Jenkins to Turnbull (cee)

Jenkins agreed to meet Turnbull and sets the date as
Wednesday, Juné 5th at 9:00 a.m. at his Esso office.

May 30, 1974 Turnbull to Jenkins (cce)

Turnbull agreed to the time and wrote that Steve Yates, President
of the PTG and a member of the Board would come as well.
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5, 1974 D. Turnbull Notes on a meeting with Dr. Stuart S.
Phillips, ISB Superintendant and Jenkins {ccec)

They discussed the official recognition of CCC. Phillips

suggested that CCC would have to figure out a way the Educational
Ministry can recognize both ISBE and CCC under the present charter.
ISB was willing to see a charter revision that would allow for

an international school in Chiangmai. Neither ISB nor the

proposed "ISC" would be under the same jurisdiction as there

would be problems of dstance that would make administration awkward.
CCC would also want to preserve its "provincial"™ nature with its
lower fees and salaries. ISB already had enough administrative
problems as it was.

Turnbull outlined the procedures to follow from that point as:

= organize a Parent=Teacher Association to increase parental support
enlarge the Board to include parents who would work hard

= make contacts with Thai government circles, present the preblem,

and ask for helpt Governor of Chiangmai, Rector of Chiangmai Univ.

include a land lease arrangement and price in the 1974-5 budget
get a lawyer to study the ISB charter and make plans for CCC and
for a land lease arrangement like ISB's

Jenkins was willing to help in any way.
21, 1974 Minutes of the Boag# of Directors (Board)

isit to International School,

#5 with various schocl personnel.
Efident,, felt that the distance between
¥ their active involvement in the CCC.

ure the services of a good lawyer to
come under the same charter as ISB. Mr.
e ISB Board, offered toc help make connections
cials in Bangkok."

"Mrs. Turnbull reported o
Bangkok, and her consultaf

the two schools prohihfted
He recommended that
ascertain how CCC
Jenkins, Chairm £
with apprcpriatg?

McBalin was aske
lawyer.

o contact Khun Kraisri N. for help in securing a

September 25, 1974 D. Turnbull to Malcolm McBain (British Consul) (cce)

Turnbull reviewed her conservation with the ISB people.

September 26, 1974 M. McBain te D. Turnbull (cce)

McBain thanked Turnbull for the documents (enclosed in the
Sept 26th letter) and said he would ge to Bangkok to see what
could be done.

October 29, 1974 D. Turnbull to HWR (cce)

Discussions had been held in 1971 and 1973 with Fred Wilson and
on many occasions by the CCC Board itself about legalizing the
school and changing the agency responsible for it.

On June 24th Turnbull and Yates met with Phillips and Jenkins.
They were very helpful. They suggested. legal counsel was needed
and that if necessary the two schools could come under a common
figure-head Board. McBaln was asked to find a lawyer and last
week he retained a firm. They were to be in touch with HWR.
Turnbull asks HWR's help in securing information.

November 1, 1974 Andrew Wynne (Quasha Law Office) to McBain (cCcC)

Quasha made inquiries into the procedures for registering CCC.

They contacted Ministry of Education officials, and at first they
were told that registration was impossible. This was the standard
reaction of lower echelon officials in a situation with little
precedent. There is no Thai legislation dealing with the education
of foreign children in Thailand, Any decision would probably have
to be made by the Minister and the cabinet.

In some respects CCC may be assumed to be a "private elementary
school™ under the Private Schools Act. The procedure would be to
apply to the Governor of the Changwad for verification and then send
it on to the Minister of Edfication for his recommendation.
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However since CCC told Quasha that the Governor knows the CCC
situation and was not willing to take the initiative and since
the situation for aliens is more sensitive, no decision will be
made without the Minister of Education and . the cabinet. Thus,

no action should be taken until a new government has been elected
next year. Then CCC should approach the new Minister with as
much diplomatic and ecclesiastical support as possible in a bid
to win his support.

June 20, 1975 Wynne to McBaln (cce)

Enclosed was information about the Private Schools act (No. 2)
B.E. 2518 which replaced the older adt. This act established

a Private Education Board to promote school education and to
advise the Minister of Education concerning educational problems.
The problems of foreign children might be of some interest to
this Board.

November 12, 1975 Minutes of the Bo Directors (cee)

"G, Bailey moved and A. ScholgfngSeconded that nothing should
be done about legalization."&

January 21, 1976 Minutes of tiie $oard of Directors {cce)

& .
"Regarding the legal st‘z\sélgcf the school: It has been

suggested by the Genergl retary of the Thai Church that
the school simply carrygén without causing a stir.”

June 2, 1976  Minutes of the Board of Directors (cce)

K. Kingshill mentioned the possibility of getting an English
language school recognized in Chiangmai.

May 17, 1978 Minutes of the Board of Directors (cce)

ccC was officially inspected by the Ministry of Education.
"CCC can now be considered in the position of 'defadte
recognition' rather than floating." Three officlals came.
The Head of the Department of Special Education was very
impressed.
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ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR C.C.C. 1954-1979

The accuracy of enrollment figures for CCC are limited by the fact of
the trasient nature of the student body. The CCC Annual Report for 1969
noted that in the first semester, 1969-1970, some 26% (34 out of 131)

of the students studied only a part of the semester at CCC. A second
limiting factor is that enrollment figures were often communicated by
word-of-mouth introducing a possibility of error. No official set of
enrollment figures has been kept.

| Total Other UsSe Other

| Date Enroll Prsbys Bapts Disc Missns U.S. Govnt Natlons g
June 1954 B a 4 8 2 |
May 1955 g i S '
Sept 1956 12
Dec. 1956 13 il
Sept. 1957 22
1958-1959 23 13 I
Jan. 1959 24 i
Sept. 1960 22 14 1 |
July 1963 52
Sept. 1965 103 P-B-D = 23 24
April 1965 85 |
Nov. 1966 L]
Jan. 1967 ;
Feb. 1967 10 11 13 46 i
Oct. 1967 7 14 52 |
Jan. 1968 ﬂ
June 1968 !
Oct. 1968 5 91 27 ?
Jan. 1969 |
May 1969 :
Sept. 1969 126 18 17 4 23
Feb. 1970 131
Fall, 1970 113 10 16 4 19 i
Dec. 1970 129 \ |
Jan. 1971 106 |
Jan. 1972 96 11 13 5 24 66 30 i
Oct. 1973 103 é .3 3 69 26 34
1973-1974 104 6 7 3 28 87 34 17 |
1974-1975 108 a 8 6 38 63 19 45 i
Sept. 1977 72 : ! 3 3 21 51 |
Fall, 1979 70 3 6 1 32 A
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APPENDIX E
DATA FROM C.C.C. FACT SHEETS 1971-1979
Prepared for the U.S. State Department
FACULTY* ENROLLMENT TUITION®*
10 full=time 113 studentse*s* Kg 6000 baht
& part-time 69 Americans ;5; 1;388
1971-72 16 Americans 44 other * i
7=-8 13000 i
1 Thai 1
1 other
|
10 full=time 103 students , Kg 6000 baht
—ti = |
1973-74 o e 69 Americans %-g igggg !
9 Americans 34 other |
3 Thai It
4 other I
i
10 full=time same as 1973-74 l
6 part-time
RIATS 11 Americans |
2 Thail ;
3 other fl
: )
o |
&
9 full-time 83 udents Kg 7000 baht
5 part=tim 1=6 13000
975-76 < chian 32 Americens 7-8 15000
9 Americans (10 U.5. Govnmt) :
2 Thai 51 other
3 other
-
|
10 full=time 95 students Kg 9000 baht i
976-77 & part=iine 42 Americans %:g igggg |
10 Americans (9 U.3. Govnmt) i
4 Thai 53 other |
2 other ;
10 full=time 72 students same as 1976=77
377-78 9 part-time 23 Americans
8 Americans (9 U.S. Govnmt)
5 Thai 49 other
6 other h
I
!
10 full-time 70 students Kg 12000 baht 5
178-79 3 part-time |
26 Americans 1-8 24000 {
1 American (11 U.S. Govnmt) 1
4 Thai 44 other
& other
* For 1975-76, 1977-78, and 1978=79 includes librarian and business manager LN
** All rates are yearly @ 20 baht to US$1.00 |
*** Enrollment figures for 1970=1971




APPENDIX P

1954-1955
1955-1956
1956-1957
1957-1958
1958-1959
1959-1960
1960-1961
1961-1962
1963-1963
1963-1964
1964-1965
1965-1966
1966~1967

ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR C.Cl.Co*

8
10
14
22
23
25
22
37
59
61
80

108
112

1967-1968
1968-1969
1965=1970
1970-1971
1971-1972
1972-1523
@75
@§§§§ ~1976
& (1976-1977

38
Ggﬁzﬁ ¥ 1977-1978
4 1978=1979

1979-1980

®* Compiled by Betty Edmonds

113
116
133
113
112
109
136
125
112
108

72

70

76



