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ABSTRACT

"Successful Mechanisms for Urban School/Community
' Involvement"

Dale Mann
Teachers College, Columbia University

School/community relations. in big cities are
marked by apathy, distrust, and often hostility. Yet
many Federal programs, and many pressing urban problems
(eg., race and finance) uvcqulre that administrators and
communities work together more closely than ever before.
This project analyzed evidence from recent empirical
research and from field evaluations to identify the most
successful practices which have put administrators and
neighborhoods together in shared decision making.

The key finding from that enalysis is that
involvement is successful when it is significant. Thus,
the tested procedures for involvement were collected as
a "Principal‘’s Handbook for Shared Control in Urbun
Community Schools." The Handbook is organized by action
areas that a school principal needs to consider in
creating, maintaining and utilizing successful involvement.
Each area discusses the range of options available to
the principal. Building principals are thus able to
select features to fit their particular communities. The
areas are: (1) why share control; (2) when to share
control and what to expect; (3) who should be involved?;
(4) what should they do; (5) how should the group be
organized; and (6) how to help. Sample budgets and
sample by-laws are iucluded in an appendix.

A companion document (''Shared Control in Urban
Neighborhood Schools: An Interpretive Essay') presents
the evidence on which the Handbook recommendations are
based and its organized parallel to th: Handbook for easy
cross reference. A bibliograpny of over 300 items is
included in that essay.
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Dale Mann
Teachers College
Columbia University

GHARED CONTROL In URSAL WEIGHBORNOOD SCHOJLS:
Ad TWTERPRETIVE ESSAY

Preface

This essay is to be used in conjunction witn
A Principal's Handbook for Shared Control In Urban
Comaunity Schools.* That dandbook 1s a compendium of
recommendations for use by school principals who may -
want to, or have to create and maintain mechanisms of
shared control between themselves and the communities
they serve. The Handbook tells the building principal
what he or she needs to be concerned with, what options
are available, and what steps to take in order to make
shared control a success.

The Handbook recognizes that sharlng de facto
control of school policy dec151on -making is a distinct
departure from prevailing school/community relations.
Its recommendations have been derived from a study of
the most successful practices in this field and from
the most recent research bearing on the topics with
which building principals must be familiar if they
are to realize the goals of their school and community
through shared control. The purpose of this interpretive
essay 1s to provide the documentation which supports
the recommendations contained in the Handbook. It is
very unlikely that any principal will want to adopt
en toto the recommendations of the Handbook. Neither
particular community situations nor personal tastes are
likely to allow that. Instead, it is anticipated that
principals and communities will pick, choose, and
modify the various options within each aspect of the
mechanism of shared control described in the Handbook.
The result can therefore be tailored to individual and
field situations. In order to facilitate that process,
wherever "appropriate, this Interpretive Essay, sicsuoncs

* Dale Mann, A Pri.ucipal's liandbook for Shared Control
in Urban Community Schools (Washington, D.C. wational

TInstitute of Education, OEG 0-72-4401, September 1, 1973.)



the pro's and con's of a particular feature; discusses
whatever research and evaluation is avallable,'and
defends the recommendation made in the danabook The
essay is thus intended as a supplement to tne ¢ anabook.
because of that, unless the essay is used in
conjunction with the Handbook the essay itself will seem
a little disjointed. ~(The two are designed to complement
each other.) :
A number of people helped with this project.
The research into features ef—successful- involvement
was greatly assisted by rladeline Holzer. She was
especially helpful during the comparative phase of the
project in which the literatures of social welfare,
urban planning, and health care were examined for
their relevance to education. The rigor (and vigor)
of her criticism is reflected in the results of this
project. ilarva tiarrison typed mountains of note cards
and deciphered miles of scribbling in producing clean
and prompt draft materiazis. ‘Maria C. Bardeguez served
as secretary and project assistant with stunning
efficiency and unfailing good humor.

Finally, I owe a lct to my wife Sandra, who in
ner work as director of a day care center, deals with
shared control in the urban context. The project is
indebted to her and to the scores of other urban school
administrators who have helped with this work. Woodrow
Wilson wrote of people like them and their work in
broadening what he called '"the great strcam of
freeedon'’: 'The men who act stand nearer to the
mass of wmen than tihe wen who write; and it 1is in their
hands that new thought gets its translation into the
crude language of deeds.” (Woodrow Wilscn, Leaders of lien)

New York City
August 31, 1973
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Dale Mann

Teachers College
Columbia University
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“"SHARED CONTROL IN URDAW NELGHBORHOOD SCiiOOLS:
" AN INTERPRETIVE ESSAY"

The "Principal's riandbook for Shared Control in
Urban Community Schools" is a compendium of recommendations
for use by urban sciiool principals in involving their
coununities in the schooi's decision-making processes. The
handbock is based on the best and wost recent evidence,
drawn from cities all over the United States, about the
features of community involvement which have beeu the most
successful. In order to keep the handbook short and useable,
it does not discuss the evidence from the research and field
sources on which it has been based. This interpretive
essay presents that eviaence, discusses its limitations,
and relates it to the recommendations made in the handbook.

This essay is organized to parallel the handbook.
Users of that handbook who would like more detail about a
given feature can quickly refer to the appropriate section
in this essay. The initial section defines shared control
and distinguisnes it from otner more common school/
community practices. The goals of community involvement,
that is, what can be achieved by increasing involvenent,
are detailed next. The following section deals with the
question of when to snare control. It shows now the
principal can assess the need for involvemeut. It also
discusses the apprehensions--especially with regard to
conflict--which are common among school principals
conteuwplating community involvernent.

The next three sections (III, IV, and V) take up
the business of creating a coumunity involvement group.
They answer questions of who should be involved, what they
should do, and how they should be organized.

A final section sumnarizes the principal's role
and responsibility in helping the shared control group to
succeed.




The Prevailing Pattern of Scnool/Community Interaction

Involvenent and participation are widely held
values in American society and school principals are no
exception. iost endorse community involvement in soue
form anu try to assist it. For exanple, the headquarters
of the ilew York City Schools had issued '"Guidelines for
Individual Schools to Achieve Community Involvement in the
Scihools" even prior to decentralization. The guidelines
recommended the establishment of neigitbornood-based school
committees and sitated that '""in general the coummittee should
be tune 'toard of education' for iti school as a local
school board is for its district.” In involving commu-
nities, principals are responding to several needs: to
keep the community informed; to build support for the
school; to organize the school's friends and allies; and,
to do those things in a way that will minimize interference
with the professional's autonomy. As one source puts it:

i The sound administrator wants as much parent activity
as he can muster because he can taereafter channel it appvo-
priately, knowing how to protect his staff, how to use the
parents in the community, how to use the interplay to
strengthen the school, and_how to keep the reins of
responsibility untangled.'?2

This approach closely resembles public relations
when it is practiced for manipulative purposes rather than
for the assistance it can provide to more authentic commu-
nity participation. Because this public relations approach’
is the most common pattern for urban school/community
interaction, it should be described in detail. It has four
cnaracteristics: (1) one-way comnmunications; (2) a
concentration on support for existing arrangements; (3) a
definition of the citizen as dependent consumer; and (4) a
definition of the educator as autonomous professional.
Public relations, like any other tool, can be put to good
and bad uses. Scihools have an undeniably legitimate need
to communicate, to build support, and to preserve aspects
of professional autonomy. There are many practicing
professionals (in, for example, the llational School Public
relations Association) who take this wider view of the
purposes of public relations; however, in urban situations
the dowminant practice is, as we shall describe, a narrower
one concentrated on manipulative public relations.

bMost adiiinistrators interpret tiheir main responsi-
bility in school/community relations as kxeeping the public
informed. Information is generally dispensed tnrough PTA
bulletings, school newsletters, occasional flyers, and in



a few cases an annual report. For less active school
principals, a yearly report to the school boarad suffices.
The emphasis is on communication from the school out to
the community and is aptly expressed in thre textbooks of
educational administration which counsel administrators
"how to tell the school story,” "selling the school
mission," "letting the people know."3 Luvern Cunningham
believes tihat this emphasis discloses,

a basic fallacy in school system approaches:- to
school public relations. The preparation prog-
rams developed by colleges and universities for
adninistrators have emphasized an "information
giving" philosphy. School administrators in
training have been urged to: tell people about
the schools, bring parents into the schools,
sell the schools to the people. Very few
efforts of a continuing type have been mounted
which allow parents and students opportunities
to share their feelings about the schools with
school officials. Information flow has been
primarily one way. Legitimate outlets have not
been provided for protest or discontent. PTA's
and similar organizations have often ruled dis-
cussions of local school weaknesses out of bounds
in order to perpetuate a peaceful, tranquil, and
all-is-well atmosphere.

In general, when textbooks discuss the need for
"closer' school/community relations, they refer to a
closer understanding by the community of the schools, and
not vice versa. Lay .advisory groups serve mostly as
conduits for the school's position or as forums for the
principal's views and not for soliciting the community's
opinions. The literature of educational adwinistration
goes on at length detailing how to use the media and
information campaigns for various purposes, but with one
recent exception, there is very little attention to
systematic procedures for tapping community opinion.
When asked how they find out what their communities might
want or expect, the stock answer of administrators is to
refer to an "open-dcor policy" which means that anyone who
is willing to come to the administrator can get a hearing.

Within the framework of the public relations model,
communications has a very particular purpose: to motivate
greater support for the schools. One author describes
this purpose as follows: 'Public relations are necessary
(1) to secure continued and stronger support, (2) to
render an accounting, (3) to advance the educational




program, and (4) to promote the concept of community
partnership in educational affairs.'"6 The most extensive
study of school/community communication ever undertaken
set for its task ". . . to discover those factors which
influence school-coiumunity relations, and, by implication,
support.of puklic education.'"?

All organizations require support and creating
it is a central\responsibility of the professional staff.
Whether or not one agrees that it should occupy as much of
the focus of scho@l-to-community communications as it does
depends in large part on how good a job the schools are
thought to be doing. If the schools deserve support in
their present configuration, then the public relations
emphasis may be justified. However, if the schools need
to change and to be changed, then running schooiftemmuntty.m
interaction through the publlc relations screen 1is:not
useful. Extolling something's virtues is an 1neV4tab1e
method through which support is built; but where candid

r and critical assessment is more appropriate than un-
blinking suppertiveness for a flawed product, the public
rglations approach is no help. kario Fantini points out
tnat:

The "chief motivation of most professionals in
[the current prevalent] concept of community

. relations is to make their system work more
smoothly. From the parents' point of view
their concept has a basic flaw: when a school
system is dysfunctional, the community is acting
against its own interests and those of its
children in maintaining the system, in failing
to criticize it. In short, the existing
concept of parent and community participation
in education is basically misdirected toward
supporting the school’'s status quo.

Thus in the long run, focusing on support alone and build-
ing it through the selective presentation of only the

best features of the schools, robs the schools of their
ability to respond to new demands.

The efforts of the public relations model
resenble marketing practices and relegate the citizen
to the role of a dependent and passive consumer of
education services. Sherry Arnstein writes: '"In the
narie of citizen participation, people are placed on
rubber-stamp advisory committees or advisory boards for
the express purpose of 'educating' them or engineering
their support. Instecd of genuine citizen participation,




the bottom rung of the ladder [of involvement] signifies
the distortion of participation into a publlc relations
vehicle by power-holders.'9

In the economic marketplace, the cnsumer must
be ''sold" or motivated about the virtues of the product:
the analogy to education is painfully apparent. dow-
ever, while the competition among various suppliers
provides a slight degree of protection to consumers in
tne marketplace, the same is not the case in education.
There, selection is not preceded by comparison; one brand
may not be replaceg by -another; taere is only support or
non-support. roreover while the market consumer is
playing a somewhat voluntary role, in education that
role is portrayed as a duty.

The dependence and passivity of the consumer
has been reinforced by building barriers between the
consumers and the producers; citizen involvement is
carefully guided and controlled. -One author says, ''the
administration assumes an initiating and guiding rcle in
any public relations progrzm.'10 Another author is even
more pointed: YAn advisory committee must be oriented
from the beginning to recognize that its advice does not
constitute interference with the worklngs of the legal
organization: on the contrary it insures a greater
amount of invulnerability in the functioning of the entire
school organization."1ll

As consumers; citizens are assumed to all have
the same interest. Viewing citizens as consumers and
school/community invelvement as public relations leads to
an intolerance for legitimately differing interests and
opinions which characterize any urban community. Leslie
Kindred sets out some rules to be used by administrators

in controlling citizens committees: ' . . . (2) The
committee should work only as a whole on the assigned
task . . . . (3) Any dissension should not be imade public

and dissenting members should withdraw and then act as
individuals.'12 Another author counsels that "the
advisory group may pervert its true function by exerting
pressure upon the boaru of education or upon the commu-
nity . . . . Objectivity and disinterestedness are
essential to the effective functioning of the adv1sory
committee.

There 1s in these recommendations an assumption

that closely resembles what Robert Salisbury criticized
as the ‘'wmyth of the unitary community.’ The basic tenets
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of the myth are that the best community will be ."'con-
sensual, integrated, (and) organic' and that therefore
there is no need to endure the kind of conflict over
educational issues that affects other, crass 'political"
areas.l4 As Salisbury points, this attitude decreases
the chances that the special needs of particular groups
of children will be et appropriately.

It hardly needs to be stressed that in the
public relations-as-manipulation iodel, the professional
occupies a central, deflnlng, and autonomous p{sition.
That role is clear in the foregoing quotations where the
professionals are safeguarding their own authority by
limiting that of the consumers. Two agendas for school-
community relations typify this approach. The first
appears in Stephen J. KnezeV1ch Admlnlstratlon of Public
Education:

1. Inform the public about the schools.

'"2. Establish confidence in the schiools. ~

"3, Rally support for proper maintenance of the
educational programn.

"4, Develop an awareness for the importance of
education in a democracy.

"5. Improve the partnership concept by uniting|
parents and teachers in meeting the educa-
tional needs of children.

6. Integrate the liome, schools, and community
in improving the educational opportunities
for all children.

"7. Evaluate the offerings of the schools and
the needs of the children of the community.

'"8. Correct misunderstandings as to the aims
and objectives of the school."1%

And in New York City the Board of Examiners has defined the
"Principal's Role in Building Good School-Community
Relations™

'""4.1 To encourage the use of school services
and facilities by responsible, interested
people and agencies of the community.

"4.2 To utilize community resources in implement-
ing, enriching, and improving the school
program, and to train teachers in doing so.

"4.3 To provide democratic and competent direc-
tion in assisting the people of the commu-
nity to cooperate with the school in its
efforts to attain worthwhile goals and




improve the educational prégram and- in
keeping them informed of the work of the
school,

4.4 Tc encourage and sponsor a Parents' Asso-
ciasation and a School Council.

4.5 Tn cooperate with other agencies in pro-
tecting the health, moral well-being, and
safety of children.

"4.6 To recognize valuable resource persons in
the community and to interest them in

giving of their special talents to the
school.'"10

The language of sucn documents is informative,
The stress is on cooperation (by the people with ‘the
school) not on participation; information, not involve-
ment. The principal "keeps them informed" but does not
report to, and is certainly not accountable to the
community. The community is a resource to be used at
the discretion of the administrator, approximately like
any other material. From a legal institutional point of
view, it is neither a source of authority nor of
direction. The result may.be summarized by quoting
#yron Leiberman: '"Local control by laymen should be
limited to Eeripheral and ceremonial functions of
education."l? The manipulative version of the public
relations model concentrates on one-way conmunications,
selectively stresses support, assigns citizens a passive
and dependent consumer role, and preserves the autonomy
of professionals., Citizen involvement, regardless of the
intent with which itvis'offered,'iS'acceptable only if
it Is supportive and even then it is carefully
restricted to trivial and tangential concerns. .

ObV1ously, the public relatlons efforts of
schools do not deserve a blanket indictment. Similarly,
Parent Teachers Associations (of which there are 43,000
units with nine million members) are not always the
creatures of this manipulative model. Many school
community involvement mechanisms are good vehicles for
interaction among citizens and administrators. But most
are not, and publlc Telations, when it is practiced only
for manipulative purposes has some serious consequences.

in the first place, urban schools have lost a
lot of the trust and good-will which they used to enjoy.




That has been replaced with apathy and in some cases with
hostility. liechanisms of community invclvement which are
controlled by and for the very people who are viewed with
suspicion are not likely to reverse that feeling.

Robert Lyke, who nas made several studies of represen-
tational practices between schools and comumunities, doubts
whether PTAs, advisory councils, etc. as they are

usually set up "can significantly improve substantive
representation. Since typically they originate and
depend upon either board members or school officials,

they are likely to lack legitimacy in communities where
citizens are already hostile and suspicious."18 The

U. S. Office of Education's guidelines for parent involve-
ment in Title I makes a similar point: "A 'paper' or
'figurehead' council will accomplish nothing; in fact it
may increase the public's distrust of the school

system . . . ."19 Another study of school building-level
constituency organizations concluded that, '"PTAs maintain
the structural outlines of democratic organization but
fail to provide citizens with a useful wedse into edu-
cational policy making. In this sense, PTA participation
is not involvement in a democratic political process
structured to win changés in the urban educational process;
tne PTA is an example of an adwministratively controlled
citizen-participation process."

Beyond what they fail to do, manipulative public
relations-oriented involvement mechanisms still do have an
effect. For our thing, their very existence tends either
to dilute serious participation or to preclude the for-
nation of otner more effective organizations. Schootl
communities have a finite number of parents and other
interested people who might be recruited into education-
related groups. 5plitting their numbers among two or more
groups may be an effective way to deg{ive parents of the
influence they might otherwise have.

Perhaps the most serious of the consequences
attacaed to the manipulative version of the public relations
model is its debilitating effect on the public. When
citizen interaction is viewed as manipulative public
relations, the educator's conception of the citizen's role
is one of siwple, uncritical supportiveness. That is
communicated to the public. The response expected from
the public is a minimal one which stresses an affective
orientation more than independent judgment or constructive
criticism. For example, thie annual Gallup surveys taken to
help educators understand the public concentrate moré on
public attitudes toward education, than on gublic infor-
mation about, or involvement in education. ? When those
attitudes were supportive, professional educators were
satisfied and notaing more was required. But now that those




attituues are no longer so consistently supportive, it

is important to recognize tne difference between attitudes
and information. The rebuilding of urban education re-
quires a public tiat is inforwmed and supportive. 3But

the disparity of information that exists between scijio0)
people and lay people nas been used to disfranchise lay
participation. A major part of the justification offered
by tiose aduministrators who regularly over-ride community
expressed needs and interests for doing so is that they,
the administrators, are experts while tie community 1is
uninfermea. iiowever, the rule that learning is a function
of incentives applies just as surely in communities as it
does in classroous. Where involveunent has little likeli-
hood of effecting significant change, then there is

“littie incentive to become involved or informed. Where

only the most trivial involvement is possible (the oppor-
tunity to support a status quo with which one disagrees,
for example) there is little incentive to become better
informed. Tne public relations model has a aininmal
expectation of the public's role--to support what pro-
fessionals decide. Professionals ratiomnalize that
restricted role because of the public's purported lack of
information, and that expectation tihen becones a self-
fulfilling prophecy. Low expectations which were origiunally
justified by low levels of information produce inauthentic
opportuuities for involveiient anu they in turn are net
witn indifference and unimproved levels of .information on
the part of the public.

In an extensive longituuinal study of citizen
participation in eaucational decisions, Robert Agger and
iiarsnall Goldstein colléctecd evidence that indicated that
although poor people wauted to participate in decisions,
they did not vote as frequently as others. Agger and
Goldstein believe tnat the explanation lies in the
significance oif tie opportunity offered.

We can see that the paraaox in the dacta lies
not in ‘the ract that the less educated wish to
aecide but fail to vote. Rather, they wish to
decice but are orfered only the most limited,
last-stage weans of participation through the
vote. By tue tiwe they are called upon, the
derinitions of the issues nave been made by
otiners withiout their being consulteu, anu thus
che rauge OI choice presented to them is
narrowed. Typically, the alternatives are
liwmited to approval of the prograu as definea
by others, disapproval of the program with
little hope tnact a major new definition will be
presented for their evaluation, or wrecking the
progran ent%gely by consistently voting against
the budget.
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This cycle of low expectatioans, insignificant
opportunities, and unsatisfactory responses has some
even more insidious reinforcements. l/hen people believe
that they can have no effect, they are unlikely to parti-
cipate. When they do participate, it is not received as a
legitimate political act. Thus, where there are no
grievances expressed, and where they are expressed but not
honored, there is no consequent change. In the absence of
change the citizen receives no feedback or reinforcement
for participation. The result is that mauny legitimate
grievances go unexpressed and unresolved and that, too,
contributes to further alienation and further loss of
support.

The pattern also retards innovation and stifles
ciaange. Concentratiang on eliciting support for tihe exist-
ing program of tihe schools makes it very unlikely that the
same administrators who have been ''selling' that program
will recognize the neeu to change it. Their very
identification with the existing program decreases the
likelihood that they will see the need to improve it.

Yet, assuming that they could be persuaded, the prior
stifling of interest articulation aeprives officials of
exactly the signals that might be used to recognize the
need for change. Since citizens are so carefully con-
strained in the kinds of inputs they are allowed to make,
they do not act as outside sources of, or incentives for
change. The whole method of interacting with the public
designed as it is to gather support for the status quo is
profoundly conservative.

Finally, since under the public relations model
the most ever expected of people is that they should main-
tain a supportive opinion about schools, when something more
tian mere opinion is required, fewer people are equipped
for serious participation than migit otnerwise be ithe case.
After decades of having left education to educators, it
should come as no surprise that people in cities have as
little experience in decision-making about educational
affairs as they do. As long as all one is ever asked for
is support, civic abilities atrophy and are not available
in those times of crisis when they are most needed. The
stormy history of couwnunity control in New York City
shiould be viewed as a process of civic education through
which an enomnaous conurbation is learning to govern its
educational institutions. The only question is not, will
people take part, but how well will they take part. Or,
as setty Levin has said, "Whatever meaningful partici-
pation by ghetto parents way mean, it clearly does not

- 10 -



mean membership in the PTA.* ihat we need are new
strategies of parental involvement, an%4new definitions
and measures of parent participation.”

Vhat is at issue uere is a relationship which is
absolutely basic to underztanding and to operating effec-
tively with comnunity involvement. Comaunity involvenent
is successful when it is significant. The benefits to be
derived are related to the opportunities offered; import-
ant opportunities will be rewarded by goal achievement.

It should come as no surprise that what you get depends on
what 1s invested. Still, most mechanisms for comiunity
involvement fall short of effectiveness on precisely these
grounds: they are not opportunities for significant in-
volvenment. The U. S. Office of kducation, in its recou-
nendations to local Title I programs, notes the relation-
ship: ", . . While all parental involvement efforts are
important, informal arrangements, largely because they have
no advisory or decision-making powers built in, often have
uncertain impact. It was with this understanding that
Title I required parent councils, a structured organized
means of involving parents in all facets--from the planning
to the evaluation--of programs that affect their chil-
dren."25 '

Several people have criticized community involve-
ment practices on the grounds that they offer trivial in-
volvement. Alan Altshuler notes: "The sense of '
participation varies with the immediacy of linkage between
activity and decision. Thus, it is not surprising that
the demand which touches a profoundly responsive chord in
the ghettos is for conmunity power to decide in some areas
of intense _concern, not just to appear at a few more
hearings.'20 In her evaluation of the community school

*Again, although it is a fair generalization to
say that PTAs have historically operated as booster clubs
for the school's administration, it would be incorrect to
believe either that there have been no significant
exceptions or that PTAs will always retain that role. In
fact, in the recent past, the National Congress of Parent
Teacners Associations has dropped the restriction from its
national charter that local action could be taken only to
support the local school. In addition, the National Con-
gress has shown some interest in regaining membership
lost in the central cities to the more independent and
aggressive organizations sponsored by anti-poverty
agencies. Success in that effort can only come by moving
away from the tenets of the public relations model as it
has been described above.
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boards in Wew York City since decentralization, Marilyn
Gittell notes: 'One of the hoped-for changes under
decentralization was the involvement of parents in the
selection of school principals, but the law provided only
for meaningful consultation. That phrase has been inter-
preted differently in various districts through the

city. . . Most districts (19 of them) have given a narrow
interpretation to meaningful consultation, ailowing parents
tc be present at interviews but not permitting them to
question the candidates.27 And Edgar and Jean Cahn say of
citizen participation that,'"it does not mean the illusion
of involvement, the opportunity to speak without being
heard, the receipt of token benefits or the enjoymgnt of
stop-gap, once-every-suumer palliative measures. '

Community involvement is a purposeful act, it s
intended to affect what happens in programs. The best and
most direct evidence documenting the positive relation
between the amount or significance of involvement and the
successful achievement of organizational goal is an un-
published study of citizen participation in DHEW programs’
performed by Technical Assistance Programs, Inc., and the
RAND Corporation. That study related the amount of
authority (or involvement) which citizen governing boards
had to the responsiveness of the programs to community
interests. For each of the cases in their sauple of
programs incorporating citizen participation, the following
question was asked: '"Has the organization been successful
in obtaining implementation of ideas or approaches the
participants favor that would not otherwise been put into
effect?" The results were as follows:

Table 1

A{OUNT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT MECHANISH AUTHORITY
AND RESPONSIVENESS OF PROGRAIM3

Advisory/Linited Governing
Authority - Bodies
Respaonses (N=23) (N=16)
Not at all, to a
small degree... 43% 31%
To a significant
or nigh degree... 52% 69%
100% 100%

Source: Robert K. Yin, William A. Lucas, Peter L.
Szanton, and James A. Spindler, "Citizen Participaticn in
DHEW Programs' {Washington, D.C.: TARP/RAND, #R-1196-HEW,
January, 1973), p. vii.
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In anocther national study confirming this
relationship, Brandeis Uiniversity examined twenty community
action agencies to determine the conditions which led to
successful community representation in the governance of
such prograums. The Brandeis findings reinforce the general
relationship between the significance of the involvement
and the chances of its success. The study's general
conclusion was that 'the significance of target area
membership on the CAA [community action agency] is in-
creased if the CAA board itself controls a wide range of
substantive decision-making."29 idore specifically, the
study found:

The significance of target area participation

through membership on the CAA board is reduced

by restrictions on the ability of the entire

CAA board to make important decisions. Federal

ear-marking of funds for particular programs,

~and reductions in local initiative funds have

reduced the range of program choices with which

the board can deal. . . . The significance of

participation is also limited by a restricted

definition by the CAA board of its responsibi-

lities.30

These studies of trivial involvement cannot be

expected to elicit a significant community response. ''The
nore passive the board or committee and the fewer decisious
it has ‘the authority to make, the less interest citizens
will have in its activities and the_less basis it will
have for widespread participation.”31

This relation also affects program goal achieve-
ment. The study inquired into several other areas of
community involvement goal achievement and related the
amounts of that achieveuwent to tie significance of the
involvement. The summary table which follows shows the
"Forwm of Citizen Participation'" column in an order of
increasing scope and significance. The second colunn,
"Devolution of Power" indicates that as the significance of
involvenient increases so does the amount of program con-
trol which is realized. No amount of involvement affects
trust, but feelings of self-efficacy among participants
do increase as the significance of the involvement in-
creases. Finally, program effectiveness generally in-
creases as involveuent increases.



Table 2
EFFECTS OF THE VARIOUS TYPES OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATIONG

Reduction of Alienation
Efficacy
Form of Devolution of Improvement in
Citizen Participation Power Trust| Participants| Honparticipants wﬁomums Effectiveness
Individual
+  Volunteering 0 0 0 0 0 to 1
~ Paraprofessionals 0 to 1 0 0 to 2 0 0 to 2
# Grievance Procedures 0 0 0 to 2 0 0 to 1
)
Aggregative
itizen Surveys 0 to 1 0 0 to 1 0 N to 1
Citizen Evaluations 0 0 0 to 1l ] 0 to 1
Advisory Committees 0 to 2 0 -3 to 2 -1 to 1 -1 to +1
Board of Limited .
Authority lto3 0 0 to 2 0 to 1 -1 to +2
Governing Boards 2 to 4 0 0 to 2 0 to 1 -1 to +2Z

Key: Degrees of effect: (+) or (-) indicates whether effect is positive or negativa; 0= aone;
1 = very weak; 3 = ncderate; 4 = high; 5 = very high.

»

agource: Robert K. Yin, William A. Lucas, Peter L. Szanton, and James A. Spindler, "Citizen
Participation in DHEW Programs" (Washington, D.C.: TARP/RAND, #R-1196-HEW, Jan., 197J).
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The fairly straightforward proposition about
comwunity involvement--that its effectiveness rests on
its significance--is crucial to moving beyond the
manipulative public relations models of involvement. The
implication is clear: something more itust be done. This
sinple relation is at the heart of all of the literature
dealing with the research and the practical goal achieve-
ments of community involvement. It is related to the
often-cited difficulties that stand in the way of
effectively mobilizing urban communities and is clearly
related to those instances where that mobilization has
been the most successful. In the sections dealing with
the goals of community involvement, we will review that
evidence. Before that, we should define the concept of
shared control.

Shared Control Jeriunecu

The inadequacy of the wmaanipulative public-
relations model nas been shown. If public relations does
not work, what does? The evidence (which is discussed in
greater detail below) indicates that when community involve-
ment reaches the level of shared control, the the proba-
bility of its success is much greater. Shared Control is
a relatively simple idea--even if operationalizing it is
not. It means tnat the decisions which stick about what
happens in the school, are made with the participation of
the community. Shared control has three characteristics:
(1) the regular opportunity for community participation in
the determination of a range of policy matters; (2) the
inclusion of all relevant points of view; and (3) the prob-
ability that the community's participation will at soume
meaningful level have an effect on policy. Control
snaring means a partnership in decision making between
communi*ies and administrators. Wilson Riles, the
California State Commissioner of Education, distinguished
such a control-sharing arrangement from both weaker and
stronger forms of community involvement. :

1. As participation is conceived here; with
its possible combination of advisory and
policy-making functions, there is no
guarantee that community parents and
residents we'ld really have an effective
role in the g -vernance of prograums in
their local schools.

\




"2. With partnership described here as a
division of autnority, there is a sharing
of the decision-making power--either in an
informal arrangement (e.g., a set of under-
standings worked out with the local school
board and administration) or a formal
agreement (e.g., a legal contract stipula-
ting the precise division of authority and
responsibility). . .

"3. With control conceived here as full authority
in fiscal, programmatic, and hiring uatters,
the community board or authority legally
replaces the central school board. Within
the limits of state laws and municipal
regulations, including any other agencies
with which it must deal (e.g., the teachers'
union), the community can operate its
school or sub-system making such changes as
it deems necessary and cau afford."33

Control sharing is easily contrasted with the
public-relations wodel. The definition of the control-
sharing situation precludes a passive role for the citizen
and an autonomous role for the administrator. Communi-
cations must occur in both directions, and there is no
guarantee that the status quo will be supported.

Table 3

FUBLIC RELATIONS-AS-MANIPULATION
COMPARED TQ CONTROL SHARING

Public Relations Shared Control
Communications one-way two-way
Citizens role passive consumer active participant
support four situationally
Orientation status quo determined
Administrator's
role autonomous partnership




Defining shared control as a regular opportunity
for all points of view to be heard and to soile extent
neeuec on significant educational matters iulediately
provokes a nuaber of questions. First, of course, is
wnat is the iieaning of 'to some extent'? Who is '"the
coununity? .ow are tney to be organized to share con-
trol? On which questions should they be how mucih in-
volved? These are reasonable matters which are somewhat
subtle, complex, and iuterrelated. The operatiounal
sections of tiis work (Sections III, IV, and V, '"Who?,"
What?,'" and "How Organized?") deal with tnose topics at
length. At tnis point we have preliminarily defined
shared control aua uistiuguished it frow the wmanipulative
public-relations wmodel. Shared control is legitimated by
its purposes. Administrators should consider its adop-
tion because of its ability to deliver goal acihievement.
Thus, in the next section we shall take up the goals of
coiwuliity achievement, and the evidence about how and to
what extent those goals have been realized tinrougn commu-
nity involvement.
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Tae Goals of Cowiawdaity Involveweat
10 Educatloa Jeclsiou Hakin)

At the level at waicu it is beiny auvocaieu aere,
COiidudty involveweut is a uistiact wep arcure £frou curreut
pTuCtice. JhY savulu awsinistracors caange tiose prac-
tices? Jadl are tiue juuals or suca iuvolveuent tudi coulc
jusStify exteasive woulficatious in a redaiively cowforcable
pdattern? woeln, a scaool priacipal takes years o. traiaiig,
3 great uedal Vi juugleud, aad lois 0 cueryy. ..0St scnool
pT1laClpals fcel tiai cacy udve litile e€uaougil power o
ueal witu cue casiks tuey face. wiy suoulu tuey diwinisn
ta€l1lr OWii COulTud Y SauTing it wica otaers? Tue wost
Jersuasive reuso.n would be if that sharing resulted in
the increased achievenent of the school's goals. This
section presents four major goals, each one of which
can be held in common between administrators and
citizens. This common interest in the achievement of a
set of goals for community involvewent can serve as a
basis or rationale for contrel sharing.

The concentration on mutually agreed goals is
different frouw the approach of otners who have written
about this field. Coumunity involvement can be pursued
for wany reasons but there is likely to be strong dis-
agreement about the legitimacy or desirability of several
of t.uose reasons. Vhen involvement is used to coopt or
placate dissidents, it can, for exanple, serve the par-
tisan purposes of admniinistrators wno wish to defuse such
garticipation. Involvement can also be used for the
material gain of citizens, as in the "job strategy' whicn
Arnstein suggests was one of the principal participation
Zoals of OEU programs.J34 QRadical critics of involvewent
have suggestea that it is a ruse to shift responsibility
for tine failure of urban schools onto poor, ceitral city
residents theaselves, wiho can then be abandoneu even more
completely. @But given the tenacity with wnich teachers'
an«d adniinistrators' unions cling to current control
patterns, it seens unlikely that that criticism 1s very
valid.) Ewwund Burke has suggested that two of tne joal-
oriented strategies ¢f involvement are to provide citi-
zens witn "education - therapy' anu to encourage
"behavioral change."55 Other authors lave suggested that
increasing participation 1is suggoseu, alzong other things,
to “relievg psychic suffering" and to develop 'community
cohesion."7 rlany of those goals are contradictory with
each otlier, many are the subject of considerable disaygree-
ment, soue are not very laudable as purposes for public
policy. Some of the goals suggested by some of the
authors citea are really instrumental to other purposes.



Some goals are specific to the 1nst1tut1ona~ context or
social service being provided. A

For education, a reasonably comprehensive set -
of goals to be achieved through community involvement
would seem to be the following.

Table 4

GOAL SET FOR COMMUNITY IHVOLVEIENT
IN EDUCATION DECISION =~ XING

I. Educational Achievenment
II. Institutional Responsiveness
III. Support for Schooling
IV. Democratic Principle

The set is somewhat self-explanatory. It includes the
pedagogical and political purposes of community involve-
ment. Both administrators and citizens share an interest
in seeing the achievement of each goal increased. In
addition, the set includes the purposes for community
involveuent which evidence shows can indeed be increased
through involvenent.

Thie first goal listed, educational achievement,
is widely regarded as the wmost important. The achieve-
nent levels of urban schools are substantially below
national norms and a hope for community involvement has
been that it would increase such levels. The second goal,
that of increasing the responsiveness of urban schools
to their comprunity clientele, is aimed at increasing the
congruence between what schools do and what their urban
clientele want then to do. The third goal is a more
general one of increasing the affective and material
support which communities give to schooling as an insti-
tution. The fourth goal expresses the norm in a
democratic society that the people who are affected by a
public institution should participate in governing that
institution.

Achievenent of some of the goals is instru-
mental to some others. A more responsive school; for
example, shoulu lead to more support for the school and
also to higher student achievement levels. Presumably,
support for the school also affects student achievement
levels and vice versa. Where there is evidence about
their interrelationships, it is discussed. But each of
the goals is an iwmportant objective in its own right and
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the conditions under which comamunity involvement lieads to
increases in achievenient of individual goals are then-
selves complex. Therefore, each goal is discussed
separately. :

A second preliminary remark is necessary about
the nature of the evidence employed. The empirical
content relating community involvement to goal achieve-
ment varies wildly from nil through thoroughly valid and
reliable documentation. Unfortunately, there is not as
much of the latter as anyone might wish. Where good
studies disclose important facets of phenomena that are
reasonably related to an important relation, we have not
hesitated to make use of such tangential evidence. ‘Where;
as often happens, the only "evidence'" available is
anecdotal, we have considered the reliability of the
observor along with the contributions which (even) con-
jecture may make to an important topic. The procedure
strains the limits of inference but can be justified
since the guidance which it yields may be better than
nothing at all for people who cannot afford the luxury
of inaction.



GOAL I: EDUCATION ACaliVLuEilT -

Student educatiounal acnieveuent is the reasoun
for the school's existeuce aud the most widely accepted
measure of scnool quality. When it is absent or lagging,
it is the focus of discontent. rfistorically, proponents
of cowuunity iavolveuent nave argued that educational
acihiievement could be increased by increasing couwunity
involveuwent. Tane goal nas usually been clearly stated,
vut the weans have not.

Involvement can take many forms. Parents can
pe ercouraged to tutor their children, tney can become
teacaer aiues ana paraproressiouals in tne classroou,
taey can perform volunteer work, attend neetings, and/or
participate in the governance of the school. There are
several widely different sites for this involvement--
the home, the classroom the school building, the district,
etc., There are also several very different roles en-
tailed. These include involvement as a parent, as a
tutor, as a school-based pedagogical worker, as a parti-
cipant in decisions about governance (at various levels)
as a voter, and so on. The very general proposition that
increasing (undifferentiatea) involvement is associated
with increases in student achievement, is true but not
helpful. It says nothing about the requirements of
particular roles and how those requirements may be met.
This essay concentrates on the involvement of the
coununity in decisions about educational governance at
tire level of the local school building.

Thus, it can be seen tnat involveiient may impact
pupll acihieveunent tarough a parent educational strean and
througil a parent (and coummunity) political stream. Tais
essay coucentrates on tie latter. The distinction is
wsdue by Robert iiess, riarianne Bloch, Joan Costello, Ruby
1. «nowles, and vorothy Largay, who write:

' A cowmpelling line of argument . . . contendea
that early experience aififects subsequent
intellectual and educational growth and
acinieverient, and tiat children who grow up in
noues disadvantaged by racial discrimination
and poverty have a deficit of the experiences
presw.aply essential for academic achieveament
in tue public scihoois. . . . Therefore cou-
pensatory programns should involve parents and
assist thew in proviuing a more adequate
esucacional enviromient for their Koung
callaren. In view of our present knowledge
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aeout early experience in ghetto and low income
homes, this view obvinusly is simplistic and

in soume aspects false:. However, it provides a
significant part of the motivation and justifi-
cation for involving parents in their canil-
dren's education . . .

Parallel to this 11ne of argument, but not
entirely cousistent witn it, was an influence
that came primarily from social and political
origins. One feature of the civil rights move-
ment was a bitter and articulate criticism of
the public schools, especially in urban areas.
Criticiswus concentrated upon the lack of
relationship between the educational experiences
offered by the school and the local community s
cultural experiences and needs. The rise in _
ethnic nationalism. . . combined with criticisns
of the school to create demands for comaunity
control over educational policy and decision
making in the schools and other institutions
wiaich serve the local community.

With the important distinction between parental
and decisional involvement in mind, we may turn to the
evidence relating involvement to achievement. Carol
Lopate; Erwin Flaxman, Effie M. Bynum, and Eduund M.
Gordon's 1969 statement is a good introduction to this
area. Their review of the literature indicates that

when parents are involved in the decision-
rniaking process of education, their children
are likely to do better in school. This
increased acinievement may be due to the
iessening of distance between the goals of

the home anu to the changes in teachers' atti-
tudes resulting from their greater sense of
accountavility when the parents of the child
are visible in the schools. It may also be
related to the increased sense of contrel tlhe
Cchilu feels over his own destiny anu to a
greater sense of his own worth when he sees
his parents actively engaged in decision-
making in his school. Very important for this
achievement is the hcightened community in-
tegrity and ethnic group self-esteem which can
be enhanced through parent and community
groups affecting chauges in educational policy
and programs.

Lopate, et al., cited some of the sources which
indicated an association between community involvement
and acnievemnent.




Schiff (1963) reports that parent partici-
pation and cooperation in school affairs lead
to greater pupil achievenent, better school
attendance and study habits, and fewer-disci-
pline probleus.

srookover, et al., (1965) found that low
achieving junior high school students whose
parents had become involved in the school and
wade more aware of the developuental process
of their children showed heightened self-
concept ana made significant acadewic progress.

Rankin (1967) found differences between the
ability of mothers of high achievement and
low achievement inner-city cnildren to discuss
school natters and initiate conferences with
scnool ofricials.

fosenthal and Jacobson (196s) report that
children who profited from positive changes
in teachers' expectations of their avility
all nad parents wio nhad demounstrateu soume
interest in their child's development and who
were distinctly visible to tane teacuers.

At what was about the high water mark for rhe-
torical support of the direct linkage between community
involvenent and achievewent, irlaurice Berube wrote:

Tnere is every reason to believe that community
control of city schools will enhance educational
quality. Equality of Educational Opportunity
discovered tihat the secret to learning lay

with student attitudes. Attitudes toward self,
of power to determine one's future, influence
acauemic achievement far more than factors of
class size, teacher qualifications or condition
of scnool plant. "0f all the variables measured
in the survey, the attitudes of student interest
in school self-concept, and sense of environ-
mental control show the greatest relation to
acnieveuent," Colewan concluded. Furthermore,

a pupil's attitude--'"the extent to which an
indiviuual feels tiat he has some control over
his destiny"--was not only the wost important

of tne various elements studieu but it 'appears
to have a stronger relationship to achievement
tnan do all the 'school' factors together."4

Another very prominent defender of community
involveument, iiarilyn Gittell, evaluated those aspects of
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lew York's Intermediate School 201 and Two Bridges ex-
periments in local control. In defending the beneficial
inpact of comaunity involvement, she wrote:

To a certain extent, the results of these edu-
cational experiments were reflected in the
standardized testing. The nard data on I.S. 201
and Two Bridges shows that the school district
was able to at least keep their children on
reading level and in some cases in some schools
tilere was marked improvement. Both I.S. 201
and Two Bridges reflected a stable standardized
test achievement at a time when the city
declined in reading achievement primarily
because of the teacher strike. Figures in-
dicate that tihe two districts did not decline
at a period of general decline. Moreover,

sone individual schools in I.S. 201 made con-
siderable advance. One school in the I.S. 201
complex, C.S. 133, recorded a dramatic increase
in reading ability, due to the successful im-
plementation of the Gattegno method. The
reading lével of the entire scnool was raised
some 26%. in the short three years that

Gattegno was in effect.

Some recent research, reported by the Educational
Policy Research Center at the Stanford Research Institute,
lends additional support to the assertion that high levels
of parent involvement in educational decision making are
associated with higiher student achievement levels.

A receunt survey of iead Start by Charles liowry
and colleagues at (IIDCO, in Denver, repeated
the Coleman finding that higher levels of
parent involvement were associated with higher
levels of achievement in children. ilowry
neasured the impact--on children, on the parents
themselves, and on the comnunity--of parent in-
volvenent in decision making anu in learuning
roles. With regard to effects on the children,
he and his colleagues found that children of
parents highly involved with both decision
making and learning had the greatest achieve-
ment, wnile children of parents involved in
either one of the roles had better achieveient
scores than children of non-participating
parents. However, since there is self-
selection involved in participation, is is
very likely that the children of parents whﬂ
participated were already better achievers. 3
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Tihe self-selection problem is only one of sev-
eral difficulties of interpreting the evidence which
links achieveuent to involvement. Those difficulties
are central to the iuplementatinn of shared-control
mechanisms since they affect what is auone, the evaluation
of its results, and the continuation of efforts in this
important area. The first and mest important distinction
that should be wmade concerns the difference between a
causal relation and an association. Kecause more middle
class parents participate in more school activities than
do lower class parents, and because middle class children
perform at higher levels on standardized tests does not
mean that the parents' participation causes the students'
achievement. Increasing the involvement of lower class
comnunities in education decisions will not, either by
itself or directly, make up for the tremendous range of
educational advantages which are not available to them
or their children. Claims for. a causal effect between
involvement and achievement had more political uses than
empirical foundation. Those claims were initially use-
ful to mobilize communities but they have also led to
disappointment and premature termination of many eiforts
at community involvement. Still, as we shall discuss
below, the possibility remains that involvement can and
does contribute to increased achievement. The point is
that that contribution is more subtle and less substantial
than was originally hoped.

A related lesson concerns the limits of reform
strategies such as lay involvement. iiowever, the link-
ages were to have occurred; the fact is that involve-
ment was supposed to improve achievement. But changing
the decision-making patterns of schools will not by it-
self dramatically alter the school's performance. A
critic of community control, Diane Ravitch, has noted:

It still remains true in New York City as else-
where, that schools with middle-class children
--whether white or black--record higher achieve-
ment scores than schools with lower-class
children, no matter who controls the schools.
And it is equally true that the problems of
poverty--hunger, family instability, sickness,
unemployment, and despair--cannot be solved by
the scinools alone. No amount of administrative
experimentation seems to be able to change
these facts.44

A RAND Corporation report which made an exten-
sive survey of the question of educational achievement
and its causes for the President's Commission on School
Finance found that:



The current status of research in this area
can be describeu by the following propositions:

Proposition 1: Research has not identified a
variant of the existing system tnat is con-
sistently related to students' educational
outcomnes.

Proposition 2: Research suggests that tie
larger the school systew, the less likely it
is to display innovation, responsiveness, and
agaptation and the more likely 1t is to depend
upon exogenous shocks to the systen.

Proposition 3: Research tentatively suggests
that 1mprovement in student outcomes, cognitive
and non-cognitive, may require sweeping changes
in the organization, structure, and conduct of
eaucational experience.

with hindsight, it is possible to say that we
should have kinown better than to expect eilther very
aramatic, guick or widespread results from the sorts of
changes in community involvement which have usually been
instituted. The problens are too severe to yield to
only a management reform; serious attenpts at improving
achievement in urban schools will require quantum jumps
in naterial resources. In addition, the new practices
of involvewent have been in place too short a time for
their effects to be manifest. ithen those effects do
energe, they may be very slight and tiey will certainly
be very difficult to attribute to involvement. It may
also be tnat the effects of involvement will not be
adequately registered by standardized tests. And finally,
it seems certain that we will not get importani changes
in achiev.ment associated with involvement until we have
iioved that involvement to a level of significance sucn
as shared control.40

There are severaly implications which need to
be drawn from this experience. The first is that comnu-
nity involvement in education remains an important
strategy for the improvement of urban education: it
should not be discarded simply because it turas out to
be as complicated and subtle as other education change
strategies. The gains may be modest and slow to arrive.
Tne secona implication is that the resources devoted to
community involvement (time, energy, support, etc.) need
to be increased if significant gains are to be realized.
In order to improve tne community involvement experience
we will need to be clear about tihe possible ways in
wilich it is reiated to educational achievewent. The
remainder of this section describes the ways in which
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involveuent is taought to affect achlevement and reviews
the available evidence about eacih of those paths.

The community involvemert scene is a compli-
catea oune which includes (A) the individual parents and
coununity members wie take part in educational decisions;
(B) the community as a whole; (C) children; (D) the
school. Researcn indicates tinat those groups can be
combined to affect achievement in four distinct patterus.
The titles indicate wnere the key change occurs for each
pattern.

Pattern 1: Parent Self-Efficacy. Parents as
citizens participate in educational decisions, becomne
nore knowledgeable and confident, and then encourage
their children to higher levels of achievement.

Pattern 2: Institutional Response. Parents
and other citizens participate in educational decisions;
in so doing, affect the school, which becomes more respon-
sive to the children who then perform better.

Pattern 3: Comrunity Support. Parents and
other citizens participate in educational decisions, be-
come themselves more interested in the school, turn to
the comnunity to get more support for the school, which
is then betrer able to help children to higner achieve-
ment levels.

Pattern 4: Student Self-Efficacy. In this
~simple pattern, the child notices the parent's 1involve-
nent in tne school and is stimulated by that example
to perform better.

These patterns are graphically represented
below and then explained in more detail.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Pattern 1: Parent Self-Efficacy

Tiais pattern is both tne nost logical means of -
stimulating achievement gains tnrough involvement and
also tne most thnorougily docunented. It begins with the
parents' involvewent in scinool uecision making. That
involveument (A) increases tiie parents' knowledge about
education and also the parents' self-confidence. Those
two changes taen (i) encourage parents to pay more
attention to the educacion-related work of their own
children. And tiaat increased attention to the child
(encourageiieit, assistauce, etc.) in turn pays off in
increased acnieveiment by tihe children. The pattern has

two steps, the eviaence about tine effect of parental

involvement on parents themselves is considered first,
tnen tihe evidence which relates pareutal changes to in-
creases in attention to the child.

Professor Robert i1tess at Stanford University
inas made an extensive survey of tine literature bearing
on parent involvement in programs of early chilahood
development. :iless summarizes that research:

Tnere are indications tnat many Black mothers,
and probably those of other ethnic minority
groups, feel a sense of powerlessness regard-
ing their ability to help their children
achiieve in school (Kamii and Kauin, 1907;
iless, et al., 196¢, Slaughter, 1970). . . .

Feelings of "futility" in tne role
nothers play in the education of their chil-
dren appear to be a necessary but not suffi-
cient explanation of wany Black children's
poor achievement (Slaughter, 1968).%

tiess continues witi this important point. "‘/hile mater-
nal mewbersinip in community organizations anu feelings

.of control or power in the schools increases children's

achievement (iiess, et al., 1969), it 1s necessary to
examnine otier experiences of children that mignt account
for differential abilities for sciiool acanievements (e.g.,
cinildren's self-concept and sense of efficacy).4Y mness's
reservation quite properly stresses tne other points of
interventioan wiiich snould be utilized to raise achieve-
ment. riowever, ror present purposes the iiaportant thing
is tae relation between tne seunse of powerlessness and
organizational iembersihip or involveient. The sense of
powerlessness can be uecreased through organizational
participation. {[Involvement decreases powerlessness 1ios?
when it goes beyond decisional participation to partici-
pation in teaching the parent's own children. hess notes:
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Participation may have some impact on the de-
velopment of competence and self-esteem in the
parents involved (iiller, 1968; Scheinfeld,
1969; Hadger, 1970). It can be noted that
these programs actively engage and involve
parents in teaching their own children while
emphasizing respect for their potential worth
as individuals and confidence jin thls potential
for continuous development.'49]

Participation also leads to increases in knowledge
about the schools. Gittell's evaluation of community
school board in New York City '"'. . . indicated that the
knowledge, perceptions and attluudes of board members
were developed in the new citizen boards. All the board
members showed increased knowledge as a result of their
participation and became more articulate about their
views.'" She continues: '"The net effect of [the] develop-
ing sense of community in ‘at least two of the demonstra-
tion districts was to reduce the amount of alienation of
parents towards the schocls and to make them more aware
of educational policy.>0 The result is not surprising
since participation is an excellent teaching device, but
the absence of parent-learning opportunities is seldom
remarked. Carl Marburger has made the point that,
"Parents who are not involved, who do not know what is
taking place in the school, can certainly not reinforce
what the school is doing with their children.">1

An additional piece of evidence indicating the
extent to which decisional involvement contributes to
the personal development of participants comes from the
Yin, et al., TARP/RAND study of citizen participation in
the governance of local social-welfare programs sponsored
by DHEW. That study inquired into the extent to which
leadership skills had been developed by citizens as a
result of their service on the board. The study indicated
that not only did significant numbers of pecple develop
those leadership skills as a result of their service,
but also that more leadership skills were developed where
the responsibility of the board was the greatest.22

The sense of political efficacy measures the
confidence which an individual feels that government
will be responsive to his or her inputs. People who feel
that their actions will be responded to are more likely
to take part in government activities than those who do
nct. In audition, the act of participating itself en-
courages people to feel more efficacious. There is a
circular relationship here between efficacy and partici-
pation and it works to decelerate involvement as well
as to accelerate it. Lester Milbrath, in his summary of
pclitical scientist Robert Dahl's work on this relation-
ship, says ''Dahl has hypothesized that participation in
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peclitics and feelings of efficacy feed on each ather,
producing a circularity of effects . . . . Failure to
participate contributes to . . . [a] sense of political
impotence and [the] lack of sense of efficacy increases
the probability that they will not participate.’53

Milbrath's work is a useful summary of the
literature about participation in political affairs
generally. Carole Pateman has made a similarly com-
prehensive review of the literature on worker's parti-
cipation in decision making at their place of employment .24
Pateman's findings, which parallel those from the more
general political field, are particularly relevant for
the most actively engaged participants, those for whom
involvement in the school either is or approximates full-
time employment. Pateman's review concludes that:

. participation was cumulative in effect;
the more areas in which an individual parti-
cipated the higher his score on the political
efficacy scale was likely to be. . . . It 1is
the lower SES group that in the general run of
things have the least opportunities for parti-
cipation, particularly in the workplace. It
is almost part of the definition of a low
status ‘occupation that the individual has
little scope for the exercise of initiative or
control over his job and working conditions,
plays no part in decision making in the enter-
prise and is told what to do by his organi-
zational superiors. This situation would lead
to feelings of ineffectiveness that would be
reinforced by lack of opportunities to parti-
cipate, that would lead to feelings of in-
effectiveness . . . and so on. . . . Evidence
has now been presented to support the argument
of the theory of participatory democracy that
participation in non-government authority
structures is necessary to foster and develop
the psychological qualities (the sense of
political efficacy) reguired for participation
at the national level.55

- Thus, there is an established relation between
feelings of personal efficacy and participation in decision
making both in general political life and also in
organizations. It would be more comforting if there
were direct empirical evidence on the proposition that
increases in participation in educational decision making
led to increased personal efficacy (and through it, to
student achievement), but the problems of conducting
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research on the direction of influence are severe.
In the meantime, available evidence lends enough support
to the idea of increasing efficacy through participation
to warrant its further exploration in educational
settings.

_ The sense of political efficacy is an important
thing in its own right and also deserves to be cultivated
for its contribution to other values (see Goal IV,
"Democratic Principle,'" below). However, in the
achievement context, the sense of efficacy is important
because of its bearing on the parent's interaction with
the child. It hardly needs to be said that parenthood
is an important responsibility that most people approach
with caution. If, in addition to ordinary care, some
parents feel powerless to help their children in school,
or feel that such help would be futile, then ways to
ameliorate that situation should be explored. Parents
who build decisional skills by participating in school
policy determination should also be more inclined to work
with their own children. The knowledge gained about
education as a process, as well as specific information
about what the local school is doing with children should
enhance parents' ability to work with their own children
(evidence on this proposition is cited below). Thus, it
does not seem unrealistic to expect some spillover from
political to parental efficacy.

Parents' involvement with their own children has
a clearly beneficial impact on achievement. David Cohen
writes:

There is sbundant evidence that parents who
are involved in a direct way in their
children's education tend to have children
who achieve at higher levels. Involvement
of this sort includes reading to children,
taking them to libraries, talking to them,
explaining things, and otherwise providing
lots of cognitive stimulation and support
for intellectual accomplishment.

Adelaide JablonskK reports that compensatory
programs in ''schools which have open doors to parents

and community members have greater success in educating
children... The children secem to be the direct beneficiaries
of the change in perception on the part of their parents.”
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Joe L. Rempson states that, . = «

"School-parent programs can help’ to increase
the school achievement of the disadvantaged
child. Both Schiff ... and Duncan ... dis-
covered that children of low SES parents

who participated in programs of planned
contacts made significantly greater achieve-
ment gains in reading and in new mathematics,
respectively, than comparably matched children
of no- or few contact parents."

Richard A. Cloward and James A. Jones suggest that "efforts
to involve lower-class people in educational matters are
quite likely to be rewarded by increased interests in the
academic achievement of the children.'60

The evidence indicating that children of parents
who are actively involved in their education perform
better than do other children hardly needs emphasis. The
The point here is that successful involvement in school
decision making can provide parents with the confidence
and the knowledge to support a more active rcle at the
more immediate family level.

Pattern 2: Institutional Résponsiveness

The second pattern is one which begins with
parent participation in school decision making. As a result
of that participation, the school becomes more responsive
to its clientele, the students perceive it as a more
relevant, less threatening, more supportive institution,
and their achievement improves. This path to enhanced
achievement is essentially one of institutional
responsiveness. The research which links increased
involvement to increased responsiveness on the part of the
schools is fairly extensive and fairly well founded. Since
institutional responsiveness is, by itself, one of the
goals of community involvement, we will defer examining
evidence about how and to what extent involvement conduces
to improved achievement. (See Goal II, "Institutional
Responsiveness,'" p. ). The following quote from
Reconnection for Learning (The Report of the Mayor's
Advisory Panel on Decentralization of the New York City .
Schools) illustrates the mechanisms which are believed to
link involvement to responsiveness to achievement.

There is an intimate relation between the
community climate and the ability of
public education to function effectively.
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WYithin the eavironment, parents and neighbors
shape the child's attitude. If peers and
family regard the school as an alien,
unresponsive, or ineffective institution in 2
their midst, the child will enter school in

a mood of distrust, apprenhension, or
hostility. If on the other hand, the
community regards the school as an agency in
which they have an investment, with which they
can identify, wnich acknowledges a
responsbility for pupil achievement---in

short as their own---children will enter
scuool with positive expecta.lons.

pattern 3: Community Support

In the first two patterns, educational achievement
was cffected through the actions of participants on the
schonls. In this pattern the focus of the participants®
action is not the schools but rather other citizens.
Participation in the school's affairs arms the participants
with more information about the school and its needs and
ilore motivation to work to improve them. Information and
motivation become resources to be employed with other
citizens, who although they do not participate directly,
are nonetheless more supportive of the schools. That
support enables the school to do a better job of educating
students.

The Coleman Report, Equality of Educational
Opportunity, included a sample of 634 urban elementary
schools. Coleman's researchers asked the principals of
those scnools to indicate the proportion of parents who
ordinarily attended PTA meetings. PTAs are, as Yin, et 2l.,
remark ""Weak organizational forms of participatlon”6
which are better indicators of general citizen support than
of active involvenent. Coleman found that there was a
significant relationship between the amount of community
participation in the PTA and the achievement of the school's
students. VWhere PTA attendance was reported as being high,
children's performance was two to four months ahead of
those schools which had no PTA. Christopher Jencks
reanalyzed the Coleman data in order t> discover whether
or not race and social class might explain the relationship
between PTA attendance and achievement.

PTA attendance was ... significantly related
to achievement. Race and class explained
about 15 percent of the variance in schools'’
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PTA attendance. But even aftar this was taken
into account, schools whose principals
reported that almost all parents attended

PTA meetings scored between two and four
months above schools whose principals reported
not naving a PTA. GSchools with more moderate
PTA attendance were strung ocut between. PTA
attendance seems to be a proxy for district-
wide parental interest in education. Variations
in PTA attendance within a given district

were not associated with variations in
achievement within that district. Differences
between districts accounted for the overall
relationship. The relationship of PTA
attendance to student achievement did not
change much when other school characteristics
were controlled. Thus if the PTA was having
an effect on achievement, it was an indirect
effect on the attitudes of the district staff,
or other unmeasured factors, not a direct
effect on measurable characteristics of the
district. The relationship did hold for
reading or math scores.63

The community support pattern is one in which
involvement of some people leads them to encourage others
to support the schools and that general support then
translates into a more effective school with higher
achievement. The evidence cited bears on only part of that
patterh: The existence of involvement mechanisms and the
amount of support in the community for the school are
related to higher achievement levels. Whether or not those
people who are actively involved in the schonols then recruit
others to support the schools is nct something about which
there is yet data. [However, a long line of research in
social psychology suggests that that is exactly what is at
work (See the discussion of Goal III, Supporti below).

Pattern 4: Student Self-Efficacy

In some ways, this is the simplest and most
direct of the patterns. It suggests that the children observe
their parents taking part in school decision making and
are therefore encouraged to think more highly of themselves
as students. In one of its publications, the US Office
of Lducation made the case succinctly for this pattern.
““There is a subsidiary asset of parental involvement. As
children see their own parents more involved in school
affairs, they will be encouraged to take a more active
interest in school."®4 The plicnomenon is akin to the sense
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of self-efficacy discussed with respect to adults in the
first pattern. The logic underlying this pattern is
apparent: without motivation, very little is done. If .
you believe that there is no way to suceed, you are unlikely
to try. If you think that ''the system'" is against you,

that '"you can't beat City Hall," etc., you will never

expand the energy which might have been rewarded. Thus, a
sense of self-efficacy is almost a necessary precondition

to success.

Coleman measured three attitudes of students
toward themselves: (1) "Student's interest in school,"
(2) “'self- -concept specifically with regard to learnlng,
and success 12 school,'" and (3) "sense of control of the
environment. "3

Coleman's analysis demonstrated that, "Of all
the variables measured in the survey, including all
measures of family background and all school variables,
these attitudes showed the gtrongest relation to _achievement,
at all three grade levels"9% /Grades 6, 9 and 127. -
Coleman's data indicate how important 1t is that students
believe in themselves and in their ability to achieve.
It is clear that parents can affect the child's attitudes
toward school and toward their prospects of success in
the school. Parents who have themselves had successful
. experiences of involvement are more likely to be supportive
. of the school. In the first pattern discussed, Parent
Self-Efficacy, that supportiveness encourages parents to
take direct and purposeful action with their children.
This pattern, Student Self-Efficacy, does not involve
purposeful communication from perent to child; rather
the parent's actions are an example which the child notices.

The key attitude, here, may be what Coleman
called 'The sense of control of the environment.'" For
educational achievement that environment is the school
itself, its administrators, teachers, procedures, roles,
etc. Students who perceive that their parents are
successful in interacting with that environment are more
likely to believe that they, too, can successfully negotiate
it. In addition, they are also more likely to peérceive
that environment as one that is supportive of them.

Mario Fantini has suggested that there is an
analogy here between community involvement in urban schools
and the control of Catholic schools. Andrew Greely and
Peter Rossi speculated that students in Catholic schools
performed well academically at least in part because of
the sense of security generated by those schools.
Siwilarly, Fantini says "Under commnunity-directed schools,
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the educational environment is far less likely to be
hostile or intimidating to the minority child. He will
thus have a sense of being able to function in the school"
environment and, in turn, a greater sense of internal
control - the prime prerequisite to effective learning,
according to a growing bodg of educational evidence as well
as psychological insight." 7

Paul Lauter and Florence Howe express a similar
conclusion:

One often forgotten correlation of the Coleman
Report suggests that students do better when
they sense that the school is relevant and
responsive to them; that it is in some sense
theirs; that, in short, they have power in it -
even if they will, Black Power. There is a
lesson to be learned from that correlation, a
lesson proved every day by the banalityiggd
intellectual brutality of suburban education:
Only so long as schools honestly serve the
interests of the students can they succeed.
Whether schools are responsive to boards,
administrators, teachers, or parents will not
finally engure that they are responsive to
children.®

The Coleman findings linking the generalized
concept "Sense of fate control" to educational achievement
have been criticized by some. Judith Kleinfeld in an
article "'Sense of Fate Control' and Community Control of
the Schools"09 has questioned Coleman's findings on three
grounds. First, fate control as it was measured by
Coleman is not the same as the meaning of the term used in
the political debate about community control. Second,
because of measurement problems, Coleman's findings with
regard to student achievement have more to do with the
respondents' estimate of their own ability to succeed
academically than with whether the students feel that their
acadenic achievement is controlled by forces internal or
external to them. And, third, from Kleinfield's own
research she argues that the self-estimate of academic
ability is more closely related to academic achievement
than the estimate of internal/external control. On the
first point, Kleinfeld points out that "fate control" in
the context of community control has overtones of racial
self-determination and aspects of racial and ethnic
pride and self-esteem. Coleman's measure of fate control
did not refer to the community's self determination but
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rather to whether or not the student felt his or her
own acadenic achievement was controlled by others or by
self. Kleinfeld then attacks the validity of Coleman's
fate control idea by demonstrating its ambiguity and by
suggesting that the items on which it was based are
susceptive to measurement errors of various sorts.
Kleinfeld's own research (with 166 Black eleventh and
twelfth grade students in Washington, D.C. public schools)
shows that those students who believe their fates to be
externally controlled do not achieve less in school than
those who feel themselves to be in more personal control.
Second, Kleinfeld's factor analysis of the Coleman data
indicates that student attitudes toward academic
achievement and not student attitudes toward fate control
are related to their measured achievement levels. The
question then becomes whether or not increases in control
by the community (or more specifically, decisional
involvement by parents) can increase students' sense of
their own fate control and from that enhanced sense,
then also increase their estimate of their own academic
ability. Kleinfeld is pessiristic. "...It is hard to see
how redistributing power froa external forces to the
black community would affect black students' estimates of
their academic ability."70 [owever, just two pages before:
that statement, Kleinfeld notes, "Community control of
the schools might well increase black students' self-esteem
and racial pride, and this i9ireased sense of self-worth
may increase achievement..." A more encouraging
conclusion than the one reached by Kleinfeld would turn
around such factors as the availability of role models,
and an identification (and cooperation) with officials
presumed to be less discriminatory and wmore sympathetic.

b}

In-a more intensive look at fate control, Marcia
Guttentag administered the Coleman instrument to Black
fifth graders in New York's Intermediate School 201 where
community involvement has been intense, prolonged, and
visible. Coleman had found that poor children and those
who attended ghetto schools had a low estimate of the
prospects for their own success. Moreover, they believed
(perhaps realistically) that people weie against them
and that good luck would play a major role in determining
their success or failure. Guttentag indicates that,

Perhaps the most striking finding in this
fifth grade group is the percentages of yes
(19%) and no (79%) to the first question:
"Everytime I try to get ahead something or
sonebody stops me.'" Typically, ghetto
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children overwhelmingly answer ''yes' to this)
question. These I.S. 201 fifth graders had \\‘\
answered overwhelmingly "no." Particularly AN
the boys feel that they are not being stopped \\\\
in their attempt to get ahead. Answers to h
this attitude item are directly related to later \\
academic achievement. This data is markedly
different from the Coleman finding...It
seemns reasonable to suppose that the new
atmosphere induced by community control of
schools was related to this dramatic
difference in attitude. It should also
be noted that this was one item which
explained much of the variance in later
achievement test scores for black children
in the Coleman report. This difference in
attitude is therefore likely to be related
to later changes in achievement.

The earlier discussions about reforming urban
education through increased involvement have held that
that involvement would simply, rather directly, and rather
dramatically, increase achievement levels. While there
is reason to believe that pupil achievement can be affected
by parental (and other) involvement, the relationship is
more subtle and the paths linking the two are nore
tortuous than was originally susnected. Evidence about
the second route, institutional responsivenes 1is also
fairly well developed and is discussed in detail in the
next section, The third pattern, community support, still
lacks a demonstrated link between the participation of
individual and subsequent proselytizing of the school's
cause among the individual's peers. Although the propcsition
that involvement leads to support among those so involved
is very well documented (See Goal III, "Support') it has
yet to be demonstrated that the school's supporters do what
we may reasonbly expdct them to do--i.e., recruit other
supporters. N

A similar pr;BIEﬁ‘Effiit{s the student self-

efficacy pattern. It seems clear that self-efficacy is
associated with achievement, and it seems rezsonable to
believe that parental self-efficacy (generated fhrough
decisional involvement) can generalize to the t¢hildren 7
of the involved parents, yet evidence documenting that latter
linkage is not yet conclusive.

Thus, the state of our research-based knowledge
concerning the individual patterns through which decisional
involvement leads to increased achievement must be described
as promising but uneven. If, for any given relationship
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it appears that the linkage has been definitively
established, then the cumulation of all four patterns
would be even more encouraging. In reality, of course,
the influence attempts from involvement to achievement
occur in precisely that cumulative and simultaneous
fashion. :
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GOAL II: INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIVENESS

Schools are public institutions with complex
tasks to perform. Part of their ability to foster
educational achievement and part of their ability to gain
community support Tests on the re¢sponsiveness of
the school to the needs and interests of the community.
However, because of the complexity of educational programs,
and because of certain unavoidable: features of reality
such as bureaucratic inertia, it is difficult for schools
to respond to community demands---expecially ‘when those
demands come from new groups, when the changes involved
are substantial, or when profe551onal educators do not
agree with what is being requested, In those cases, the
impetus for responsiveness must often be supplied from
outside the educational system. (Recall the proposition
put forward by Averch et al., ''Research suggests that the
larger the school system, the less likely it is to display
innovation, responsiveness, and adaptation and the more
likely it %s to depend upon exogenous shocks to the
system,")” One goal of community involvement is to insure

the responsiveness of their schools by supplying such shocks.

The importance of achieving the goal of
institutional responsiveness is probably inversely pro-
portional to the quality of education being provided by a
school. UWhere the community has reason to be satisfied,
responsiveness may be less important as a goal than where
the school is not performing well. In a study conducted
1n the Boston public schools Jeffrey Raffel found that,

.a majority of those in the sample /n = 397/ see
dlfflcultles with their ability to influence the system,
the system's response to their preferences, and the
system's ability to do the right thing without the input of
people like themselves. Whatever the cause, there is
widespread cognition that the s%%ools are unresponsive and
thus don't do 'what is right.'" To the extent that urban
schools are failing, they need to become much mnore responsive
to the community they serve.

Responsiveness, of course, requires that the
comnunity present its demands and interests. The content
of what is learned, the process through which it is taught,
the identities of the people who do the teaching, and
other similar factors are often of considerable interest
to neighborhoods. As the neighborhood presence grows in
terms of numbers, time, and scope of involvement, the
likelihood increases that demands will be presented and
their rerolution pursued in ways that ensure greater
congruity between school and community. That process
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works in both directions. Thke more professionals and lay
people interact, the more opportunities professionals

have to persuade lay people of the wisdom of profe951onally
recommended policy. 1In the first instance, the school
changes in response to the citizens; in the second, the
citizens' own goals come to coincide with those of the
institution. Both processes are part of responsiveness

and both fall within the definition of shared control.

This relation between what the community wants
the school to do and what schools in fact do is a complicated
one that deserves careful attention. What if, for example,
the community wants something which is not in its best
interest? What if it advocates the use of inefficient or
ineffective methods? What.place does institutional
responsiveness leave for leadership by professionals?

These are important questions which have no definitive
answers. Tney will be considered after we have presented
the evidence about the relation between involvement and
institutional responsiveness.

The evidence which most clearly relates increases
in comaunity involvement to increases in the responsiveness
of social welfare institutions (including schools) is
the report for the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare prepared Ly RAND/TARP. In that study of
citizen participation on the governance of local programs,
Yin ¢t &l., reported that only about half of the involvement
mechanisis which had only "advisory' or limited authority
over theitc programs suceeded in getting agency
1mp1ementat10n of new ideas. Yet 69% of those boards
with LUVLI%lng” authority got their agencies to accept
new ideas. Thus, as the involvement of the community
increases, so does the responsiveness of the institution.

The most easily visible proxy for responsiveness
is innovation. (Schools are also being responsive where
communities do not want change, and schools accomnodate
that desire. But there is considerable evidence on the
discontent, especially in the big cities, with school
performance, so the cases of a status quo school being
responsive to a status quo comiunity are probably much
less frequent than aduinistrators would have people believe.)
viarilyn Gittell and T. Edward .lollander conducted a
study of the propensity to innovate in six large cities
around the United States. They argued that because of the
changing socio-economic characteristics of the school
populations of big cities, the ability of those cities'
school systems to adapt themselves to new demands was
their single most important characteristic. They found that,
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"...The most direct and clear cut cause and effect
relationship wiyg innovation appears to be public:
participation.”’/Y Gittell and Hollander studied the
effect of (1) administrative organization, (2) citizen
participation, and (3) the allocation of financial
resources on the propensity to innovate.

Of the three functions, the most direct

and clear cut cause and effect relationship
with innovation appears to be public
participation. The only apparent difference
in any of the several conditions or functions
among the cities was in that area. The
Detroit school syStem is a more open
participatory system encouraging wider
public participation than any of the other
systems. iore alternative choices are
presented  for policy-making because of the
proliferation of influence wielders and
reactors and supportors. This circumstance
can explain the greater flexibility and
“innovativeness of the Detroit school system.
Similarly, the process of change and reform
in Philadelpaia further supports the
relevance of broader public participation

to change in the schcol system,

The Gittell and Hollander study looked at
district wide responsiveness. In a 1970 study of 168
school administrators, rlann found responsiveness on the
part of individual administrators to be clearly related to
the degree of organization present in the community to ac-
counodate community involvement. In communities and
neighborhoods witiiout any education-related interest groups,
87 per cent of the school admninistrators were quite willing
to substitute their own preferences for those of the
community. Where PTAs existed, 69 per cent of the
administrators were somewhat less willing to act in that
fashion; and where in addition to the PTA there were
independent interest sroups working on educational problems
(e.g., community action agencies), 55 per cent of the
administrators were willing to attemyg to override the
expressed preferences of the public. Thus, the number
and kind of organization present in a comnunity affects:
the responsiveness of local school administrators.

A related finding appears in James Vanecko's

study of community action programs in one-hundred cities.
In those cities where the programs stressed the provision
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of services to clientele there was very little change

in the service-providing institutions tkemselves. In
those programs that emphasized community organization and
citizen mobilization, the institutions themselves changed
and became mere responsive. Vanecko found that the simple
presence of a school-related community organization was
often all that was necessary to provoke change in the
schools. "Schools are less susceptible to the threat of
militant activity and the pressures of citizens. /Compared
to other kinds of social welfare organizations, DM/ {t)hey
are most likely to change simply because the neighborhood
is organized." 9 :

It is hardly surprising that community organization
should be associated with institutional responsiveness since
most people participate in educational matters exactly
because they would like to have some impact on what the
schools do. Given the need for change in the schools
which many urban citizens feel, and given the fact that.
they bring new perceptions, new biases, new attitudes to
the school, some response of the part of the school is a
logical outcome. Gittell notes the eagerness that newly
elected community school board members brought to their
responsibilities in New York. '"Theré is no question but
that boards and their professional staffs in the districts
sought new methods which would produce immediate results.”80

But thorny questions remain. Is the school,
for example, to attempt to respond to every demand?
Clearly, it cannot do that. It is inevitable that over
time, only some parts of some groups' interests will be
met. But then who is to determine which giaups interests _
get how much accomiodate how soo0? Yho makes those decisions?
That is exactlF the purpose of the shared-control mechanism
described in the handbook. Its job, along with the '
administrator's, is to make those decisions. That shared
responsibility leaves room for leadership (or persuasion,
or influence, or whatever) on the part both of the school's
professionals and the community. What if there is
disagreement? Conflict is to be expected within shared
control and it is such an important topic that the entire
third part of this essay is devoted to it. The ability:to
channel conflict for constructive purposes, and to resolve
ic¢ fairly is a measure of the skill with which the
involvement mechanism has becn created.
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- GOAL III: SUPPORT FOR SCHOOLING

There is a lot of rhetoric about the drastic
plight of urban schools and the culpability of adminis-
trators for that condition. Those inuictments help to
call attention to needed reforms, they mobilize commu-
nities, and they sensitize administrators. They serve
usefdl pupnses even if they are overdrawn. The fact is
tilat no single group bears total responsibility for what

_hasn't been done in urban education and no single
"solution will deliver the needed changes. One unfortu-

nate tonsequence of pointing with alarma at scnool
administrators is that positions becomne polarized. 3Soth
the school's friends and its detractors demand total
loyalty to their cause and therefore infer that their
opponents are completely wrong. But if professional
educators are believed to have bad intentions and the
failures at urban education are their fault, then it is
only an easy step to believing that the schools run by
those administrators do not deserve the support of the
community. Thus, if left unchecked, the momentum built
up in an attempt to mobilize people’s concern for the
schools can damage the very institution it should be
nelping. Two questions arise: Is increasing support
for the schools a goal which can be shared by communities

.and aduinistrators; and, can support be increased by

increasing -comaunity 1nvolvement.

The availability of alternatlve schools (free-
dom schools, schools-without-walls, etc.) has sometimes

. prompted people to believe that the current system may

be abandoned with impunity. That is not, however, the
case. Alternative schools accomnmodate the educational
needs of only a very small fraction of the urban

population. Their costs, especially when combined with

school taxes which parents continue to pay, place thewn

,out of reach of many of the people who could profit most

by education. In addition, the physical plant of the

‘urban schools--although often dilapidated--still repre-

sents an enorious sunk cost. There is little reason to

believe that it coula be replaced very easily or that

governments would be willing to cover the salary and 1
expense cost for alternative schools on a very com- s
prehensive basis. Thus, like it or not, the public, ;
school systew in some configuration is the reality within )
which most efforts at improvement wmust be made. {

The key phrase here is '"in some configuration." &
Supporting the schools as an institution does not mean (
supporting every feature or consequence of the status
quo. dor does it meah that support cannot be conditional
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on important changes. hat support for the institution
of schooling means as a. goal for community involvement

is that the local school is an object worthy of assist-
ance, oooperation, and reinforcement. Botih communities
and administrators share an interest in seeing schools

becoue stronger, more effective places for teaching and
learning. -

Can support for the scnool as an institution
be generatea tiarough the involvement of urban communi-
ties. The question can be answered affiratively with
an unusual degree of confidence. Part of the confidence
stems from a famous line of research which began with
surt Lewin's studies of the social-psychological effect
of group participation on the attitudes of individuals.
Ronalu navelock wade an extensive survey or the literature
bearing on educational innovation including that of Lewin
and his associates. Iu the course of that survey,
Havelock summarized the effects and causes which lead
those wio have been involved in a yroup to be more sup-
portive of the group decision.

« « « Group atmosphere has certain important
effects in and of itself. Anderson and
McCuire demonstrate the lowered resistance
that results from peer support. The greater
the peer support the lower the resistance,
and therefore, the greater the susceptibility
to influence frowu sources acceptable to the
group. That sources unaccéptable to the group
lead to greater resistance under peer support
has also been demonstrated. . . Thus, parti-
cipation with others in decision-making groups
usually leads to a commitment to the group's
actions. This kind of reaction can be
described as a form of indirect interpersonal
influence; i.e., those group pressures which
affect an individual's adoption or rejection
of new knowledge as a result of his exposure
to events for reasons other than those related
to the innovation or new knowledge being
disseminated.©ol

Havelock also discusses Euith bennett Pelz's
validation of Lewin's early studies on the efficacy of
group participation as a way of influencing individual
behavior. davelock notes that the twd factors most
closely relatéd to an individual's acceptance of a new
beiiavior were ''(1) the perceived consensus among their
peers and (2) the fact that they hau made a decision,'d2

For the individual, the act of involvement
requires the expenditure of some miniwmum amount of
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resources. Investing personal resources--tiue, con-
centration, emotional involvewment--nas the effect of
increasing one's commitment to the group or entity being
participated in, regardless of the outcome of any pa:ti-
cular decision, siuply because nost people are loath to
invest resources without receiving soue benefits in
return. If they do make the effort to participate, yet
nothing happens, then their effort was wasted. Because
of a reluctance to acknowledge the waste of their re-
sources, people tend to identify with the group or
institution that has elicited their participation; they
tend to value it more highly than they might otherwise
have done (after all, it was good enough to have made

use of them); and they tend to view most of its sub-
sequent outcomes in a biased fashion. There is a ten-
dency to re-interpret unfavorable decisions as favorable
or at least.neutral ones rather than have to face the
unpleasant outcoiies of their own involveument. In . addi-
tion to tnese effects, once the involvement is under

way, otuer people identify the involved person with the
institution. They call on the involved person to ex-
plain or justify institutional actions, and that
identification and its concomitants increase the felt
commitment, ~rarticipation in an institution familiarizes
oue with thut institution. Simply by virtue of tue act
of participation, the individual has become more accessible
and also nore amenable than individuals who do not
participate. Involvement in the school exposes the
comnunity person to a group of professionals and other
comumunity members, all of whom are much more likely to
support the institution than are people who are uninvolved.
wWhere poor school/community relations are a product of a
lack of knowledge and familiarity, broadening the base
of community participation in institutional decisions

may decrease hostility and increase support. By participating,
the individual has changed his or her relation to the
school. Thus, at a personal psychological level, the
involvement of individuals may aggregate to community
support.83 Perhaps the clearest example of these effects
in urban education has been the exrperience of community-
based paraprofessionals, many of whom have moderated
their criticism of the schools precisely because of the
effects just discussed.

Frederick C. iiosher has sumnarized these effects:

Participation in decision-making within a
group or larger organization increases one's
identification and involv-~.ent with the gruup
and the organization; it also identifies him
affectively with the decision itself and
motivates him to change his behavior and to
make the decision successful; it contributes
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to his motivation toward the accomplishment
of organizational or group goals - i.e., it
helps fuse group and organizational.goals
with individual goals; it contributes to
morale in general, and this usually
.contributes to more effective performance

on the job--i.e. higher productivity; a
.primary factor affecting "'participativeness”
is leadership style; participative practices
contribute to the "self-actualization' 'of
the individual in the work situation and to
the lessenlng of the. dlfferﬁntlals in power
and status in a hierarchy.$

There is also evidence on the proposition that
involvement leads to supportiveness in the education
literature. Cloward and Jones found that participation in.
school affairs - even at the level of attending PTA
meetings - resulted in a 15% increase in supportiveness
for education among lower class respondents. (63 per cent
of those who did not attend felt that more than a high
school education was.necessary to success while 78 per
cent of thosg who did attend PTAs thought more education
a necessity. 5 Andrews and Noack in their paper on
"The Satisfact1on of Parents with Their Community Schools"
cite, in addition to the Cloward and Jones study, the
work of Hess and Shipman, and of Rankin as confirming
that, "The participation of parents in various facets
of the school's operatloﬁ was found to improve the
parent's attitude.. . 6

Gittell's evaluation of the Ocean Hill-
Brownsville experience also indicated that the. amount of
support by that community for its schools increased during
the first years of the community control experiment
despite the disruption which marked much of that period.
In two surveys taken a year apart, support for building
principals jumped from 40 per cent to 75 per cent, support
for the community superintendent doubled from 29 per cent
to 58 per cent, and support for the community school board
itself increased from 31 per cent to 57 per cent. Even
the central Board of Education shared in these more
supportive attitudes, going I{rom 24 per cent approval to
a 50 per cent rating in a year. ' . . . When asked to
evaluate the schools in the district in comparison to the
way they were before the creation of the Ocean Hill-
Brownsvilie district, 72 per cent rated the schools better
or about the same while only 17 per cent thought that
they were worse and 10 per cent were not sure."

Gittell's findings lend support to an earlier speculation
by Lyke: "It is likely that community control of the
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schools will very quickly change the character of
political interaction in ghetto communities. Citizens .
will no longer trace all problems in the schools to a
repressive white society, hostility and tensions are likely
to diminish as reforms are made, and future debate over
education policy wil% be less likely to be as ideological
as it currently is." 8

The participation hypothesis holds that as the
involvement of the community increases so does its
supportiyeness. There is sufficient evidence about the
general relationship so thit it can be accepted with some
confidence. In a moment we will turn to the evidence
about relations between involvement and support for specific
aspects of the schools such as personnel, program and
finance. Before reviewin:z that evidence, however, we need
to consider an exception to the general relationship
between increased involveunent and increased support.

Two studies have found that as involvement
increases, so does the tendency to be critical of the
schools. Working with a national sample of 2,000 parents,
Kent Jennings found that those parents who were PTA
members had fewer grievances against the school than did
parents who, in addition to being PTA members, also belonged
to other education-related groups.89 Interestiugly
enough, PTA members, too, had grievances although fewer of
them. For all groups, once a grievance had been expressed
and pursued, there was a tendency to have another.

The second study was that of Cloward and Jones,
(""Social Class: Educational Attitudes and Participation')
which has been cited before. The study was conducted in
the early 1960's with about a thousand residents of
New York's oLover cost Jiue. The authors found that the more
a person was exposed to the schools, the more likely it
was that that person would define education as either the
first or second greatest problem in the community. (Middle
class respondents were more likely to lower their
appraisals of the school as a result of exposure to it than
were working or lower class people.) Cloward and Jones
interpseted this finding as follows:

These results would tend to suggest that
school administrators must be prepared to
deal with more negative attitudes toward the
school if greater efforts are made to involve
people in school activities. Such
involvement, . . . is functional for
attitudes toward the importance of education
generally; but as attltades‘toward education
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improve the school as an institute is more
likely to come under attack. Skillfully
managed,hower, these negative attitudes
_can become a source of pressure for

better educational facilities and programs.

H

90

That complaints increase as involvement increases
will have the clearij.;, ol truta for wauy schooi pTiucipals.
Howeéver an important distinction needs to be made in both
cases. Neither Jennings' ''grievances'" nor Cloward and .
Jones' '"negative appraisals or ''problem'" finding are
necessarily related to support. An individual may believe
that cancer is an enormous problem, and may be very
critical about research to discover its cure, yet still
support the program. Thkat an individual thinks of the
local school as the most significant problem in the community
can simply mean that that person thinks effort at
educational improvement should have the highest priority.
The task, as Cloward and Jones rightly point out, is to
use the criticism which occurs for constructive

" purposes.

One way in which the prospects for constructive
criticism can be increased is through the institution of
a mechanism for shared control. ©Donald Haider points out
that, "'representational devices tend to be important to
a citizen's sense of efficacy and overall support for
a political system. It is at the heag{ of the democratic
process and should not be minimized.” Similarly, two
political scientists, Norman Luttbeg and Richard Griffin
set out to see whether or not a lack of accurate
representation by education officials (including building
principals) of citizen preferences would affect the amount
of support those citizens had for the system. They
hypothesized that, '"the low salience of politics for
the average man means that the lack of representation in
no way ag ects the level of public support for the political
system"; but instead they found that as misrepresentation
increased, support decreased. Although the amount of
the association was 4light (about 10 per cent of the
variance in public support was explained by misrepresentation)
it was still significant.

To this point, we have discussed the evidence
which indicates that general support for the schools
rmay be built througi increasing community involvement.
The same means can be used to generate support for specific
areas of education. In a typical finding, Bullock
reported a positive assoc aticn between atceicance at PTA
meetings and approval of the schools' programs. The
evidence suggests that non-approvers of the educational
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program tend also to be non-attenders at PTA.93 The

US Office of Education has also counseled administrators:
'"Parental involvement offers the school adiainistrator

a number of ways for improving public confidence. First,
it gives parents an cpportunity to see firsthand the

real problems. school officials face. The more knowledgeable
they are about the problems and needs of the schools,

the more 1ike3x they are to support funding to meet

those needs."” And, continuing on the relationship
between involvement, understanding and support for
programs, the US Civil Rights Commission in an extensive
national survey dealing with school desegregation

found " . . . a close relation between understanding the
facts and more favorable response toward desegregation.
The more people know, the less willing they are to
restrict the Constitutional rights of black children."9°

Similar relations obtain in the area of personnel.
In the year after the comnunity control experiment was
instituted in the Ocean Hill-Brownsville district of
New York City, Gittell found that support for the teachers
more than doubled from 38 per cent responding positively

to 77 per cent.9% She continues:

As compared to results in other surveys of .
ghetto reighborhoods, however, we did conclude
that more parents were in the schools nore
frequently and felt more positively towards
the locally selected professional staff and
the local board. Informal visits to the
schools were greater and knowledge of what

was going on appeared to be more widespread.
Certainly, parents felt school personnel

were more responsive to them. Participant
observations and interviews with staff
suggested greater parent attendance and
interest at meetings and more u587of the
schools as comnunity facilities.

The area of financial support for the schools is
crucial now and still growing in importance. The school-
comnunity communications study conducted by Richard
Carter and others at Stanford University,

. . . begin with the hypothesis (and implicit
hope) that public understanding leads to support
for public education. We found some
evidence for this hypothesis. But we found
it for the degree of understanding among

- informed observors in school districts, not
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aniong the citizens as a whole. From what

we have seen of citizen participation, there
is little to suggest that we would find
support related to B&derstanding among
citizens generally.

Carter's findings indicate that understanding is indeed
related to support but understanding itself is also
related to and increased by participation in school
affairs. Thus, to retrace the chain discussed earlier,
involvement leads to increased knowledge which in

turn conduces to support, in this case willingness to
financially support the schools. The same relation is
traced in the opposite direction by George Gallup based
on his 1969 national survey of public attitudes towards
the schools:

1. - While the American people seem reasonably
well informed about school activities,
they are ill-informed about education
itself.

2. Since they have little or no basis for
judging the quality of education in their
local schools, pressures are obviously
absent for improving the quality.

“fhus, in the absence of more sophistication
and information, they can hardiy be
expected to 88 stronger supporters of

nore money.'

Tihe so-called "turnout" hypothesis in school
finance el:sction points in the saue direction. School
bond issucs pass more easily when voting is light than
when it 1s heavy. In Voters and Their Schools, Richard
Carter and John Sutthoff report that far more than a
thousand scnool districts over more than a decade, bond
election experience indicated that, "'wien the percentage
of voters is less than 30 percent, many more elections
succeed than fail; when a moderate turnout of 30 to 60
per cent of the voters occurs, nore elections fail than
succeed, and when the turnout is over 60 peI Sent, the
chances of success and failure are equal." 00 Although
the relationship is rouguly curvilinear, most school
people have concentrateud on the diminished chances of
success in the portion of voter turnout from 30 to 60
per cent. The relationship exists because of the differences
in attitudes which characterize successive strata of the
electorate. In general, the stratum of frequent voters
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contains a higher proportion of people favorable to
government action (requests for additional money, in this
case) than does the stratum of infrequent voters. Thus,

as voter turnout increases, it comes initially from a
stratum of voters.whicih has a higher proportion of ”ahti”
attitudes. Evidence is not unaninous on this relation, 01
but the €onclusion ordinarily drawn from it is that success
can be enhanced 1f voting can be depressed.

There ave two difficulties with this conclusion.
In the first place, it is morally objectionable for
public,educators to rely on restricting the public's
tranchise for t*c schools' success. The second objection
is a practical one. It'is difficult to control voter
turnout. When issues are important and opinions .are
strongly held, .turnout may be heavy. Since in exact]y the
1nost 1mportant issues that is the case, it seems much more
preferable for educators "to work on the attitudes that
characterize all strata of the electorate prior to the
need for mobilizing support. A" reservoir of informed
voters is a nwuch more reliable resource in times of crisis
than people who are intermittently called upon for only
marginal part1c1pat10n. After one of the few longitudinal
research efforts examining school/community interaction,
Robert Agger and Parshall Goldstéin concluded that there
was an oninons gap between professional educators and the
less mobilizad stratusi of citizens. They found an,

. . . increasing tendency for the alienated
to ovganize and be organized by what the
domiw2at overstructure might term "demagogues.“
The iz rea51nbly effective leaders of the
opy~sition are demagogues but not the -
p=j<vative sense. They are men and women who
recucsent the less articulate but substantial
wb=vs of people whose potentially sympathetic

>utba?t has increasingly been wasted by an
=1iie which partly does not comprehend the
ewistence of an alien cultural perspective,
nuvrily does not care; partly does not know
Iovw *o cope with it, dnd partly fears both

. psrsoual and professional self-searching and
tiz kinds of professionally prohibited
pelitical.iagolvement which might then have
to follow. »

What Agger and Goldstein are talking about is
the manipulative use of involvement, the practice of
asklng for community inputs only at the point of crisis,
in only one direction (support), and then only for ’
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something that has already been unilaterally determined.
Russell Isbister and G. Robert Koopman make the case
against this manipulative public relations model nicely:

When citizen participation is looked on as a
way to get out of a community conflict or to
put over a bond issue, the very process is
degraded. Emphasis should be placed on the
essential nature of democracy -- on the basic
right of the interested citizen. Education,
being a matter of great public concern,

shovld be planned by all members of the
cormaunity. Without participation in educational
planning, only the most common and Bgaditional
of .needs may be perceived and,met.1
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GOAL IV: DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLE

One of the root norms of a democratic society
is that those people whose lives are affected by a public
institution should, in some fashion, participate in the
control of that institution. Schools affect important
aspects of the social and material well-being that their
students will enjoy. Schools are directly relevant to the
ambitions which parents have for their children, and
they are major public agencies in terms of taxes spent
and social missions performed. At the neighborhood level
these effects suggest that there should be neighborhood
participation in school decision making. In fact, this
basic democratic principle is co strong that even if
involvement could not be expected to affect educational
achievement, institutional responsiveness, and support
for schooling, it would still be justified on this
principle alone. .%elvin Mogulog, whose wide practical
and academic expérience with citizen participation in
social welfare- makes him an exceptionally well-qualified
observer, has pointed to the -democratic principle as an
intrinsic and sufficient justification for comaunity
involvemgpt: '

It is not that citizen participation helps
us ¢ get any place faster; although it may
in fact do all the good things that have been
claimed for it (e.g., decrease alienation,
Ccreate a program constituency, calm would-be
rioters, etc.). Rather we be2se the case for
a broadly conceived Federal citizen
participation policy on the argument that
participation represents an unfulfilled

goal in and of itself. It fits us well as

a society. It is what the American
experiment is all about. And perhaps in the
process of giving aggrieved groups influence
over their resources and communal decision
because it is right we will_jincrease the
1ife chances for all of us.lb?

The problem is that decision about many parts
of the schooling enterprise are facilitated by expert
knowledge. That knowliedge is not very widely spread
through the population. Those who possess it have
inevitably used it to control the course and outcomes of
education which they believe in. Whereas in urban
education, major parts of the community aisagree with
the values and actions of the experts, it is necessary
for the community to assert, on its own penalz, 1ts
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own interests. The problem of lay involvement in ‘areas
that are at least in part technical is a persistent cone.
Almost fifty years ago, John Dewey wrote:"

No government by experts in which the masses
do not have the chance to inform the experts
as to their needs. can be anything but an
oligarchy managed in the interest of the

few. And the enlightenment must proceed in
ways which focrce the administrative specialists
to take accourt of the needs. The world has
suffered more from leaders and authorities
than from the masses. The essential need, in
other words, is the improvement of the
methods and conditions of debate, discussion
and periagsion. That is the problem of the
public.

A nechanism for shared control is defined as
something which provides to all relevant points of view
in the community a regular opportunity to be heard and to
have an effect on the determination of school policy
matters. At that level of authenticity, it is obvious
that shared control is consistent with the democratic
principle of involvement in school decision aaking.
When schools and communities institute such mechanisms, they
are ipso facto realizing the democratic principle.
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II. CAEG TO Sal COUTROL Al HWuAT TO eXPeCT?

Urban schools are famous for the demands they
place on their administrators. The pressures are intense,
the resources are scarce, the tasks are hard and important.
The demancing nature of the job is true in gencral and
also for particular areas such as comnunity relations.

In tae previous part we have discussed the gains which
may be expected from comnunity involvement. Increased
goal achievement is the "why' of community involvement;
control should therefore be shared when increased goal
achievement is scught. Shared control occurs within
an environment which determines a great deal about the
implementation of the mechanism. The expectations

and beliefS—o# administrators also - ffect control
sharing. One central preoccupation of administrators .
has to do with conflict. This section discusses:

(a) the ubiquity of conflict in the urban environment;
(b) tne problem of apathy; (c) administrative responses
to conflict; (d) tne impact of conflict on the schools;
and (e) the prospects that shared control can improve
the conflict situation.

Is conflict a gooa thing or a bad thing? That
depends on the answers to several questions: (oniflict
between whom? #bout what? ‘low is it pursued? What are
the outcomes? Yhen teachers and boards disagree and
teachers strike or take "job actions' that y or may not
be acceptable. ‘hen administrators seek w/ kinds of
pension rights and struggle with dixff roups and factions
in the state lepislature, the struggle may or may not be
justified. Vhen national coslitions fight for full
funding of Federal legislation that too may be alj ri;ht
In each case, one's attitude toward the acceptability of
tne disagreements pursued to the level of conflict will
depend on how vyou feel about the issue at take (is it
important to yocu? Do you agree with what is being
demanded?); the methods being used (are theyffair and
appropriate to the grievance at stake); and, the different
protagonists (this judgment is usitally closely linked
with the one about the merits of the issue itself.)

All of those considerations are somewhat abstract.
Mos“ people resist saying how they might apply any of them
. until they have more particulars about specific 1issues.
*ﬁ But, there are areas wihere overall judgments guide reaction.
One such area is tihat of community relations where the
first reaction of most administrators to the prospects for
conflict is a negative one . . . "It's bad . . .",
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"The children can only suffer . . .," etc. However,
that is not necessarily true. In what follows, we
will be applying tihe standards mentionéd above to
the question of community school conflict.

A good deal of the discontent which is focused
urban schools falls there sinply because every
neighborhood has a public school and practically everyone
has had enough experience with education to feel competent
to express opinions about it. George La Houe and Bruce
Smith point out:

Unlike "nstitutions in other policy areas,

most citizens have had some sustained

involvement with schools. Although that

nay not give them any insights into the

technical problems of either budget or

pedag-gy, it does provide an important

reservoir of intuitive evaluations and

value judgments that ought to be

represented in the policy process. Further,

if a school system is serious, notivation

otten exists among parents to learn enough

to participate competently in policy

discussions. WwWhat is involved after all

is the policy that wiil develop the civic

attitudes and vocational options of

children. Society at large has an important

jnterest in these questions, but there is

particular stake for parents. There is

nothing analogous in otcher policy areas to

the special emotional ties and_responsibility

of parents and their children.l!
In addition to this proximity, it is often the case -
that tone local school is one of the neighborhood’s most
naterial resources. This built-in potential for
controversy is remarked py Fantini et al.,

The movement for real cowmunity voice in the
public school unavoidably contains potential
for conflict, not only in ideological terms
but also in more earthy currercy. The public
SCi1001S are a major enterprise, possessing all
elements that surround vast corporate
undertakings - a physical plant, millions of
jobs, contractors who depend on the schools
for commissions, textbook publishers, and
various forms of organizations concerned with
their own perquisites and positions. In the
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sinplest sense, the public schools are an
enterprise with a nearly $30 billion annual
budget and more than 2 million teaching anad
otner jobs, both comstan expandi?g; the
money and jobs--both afe at issue. '

The local school is\a visible institution with
which practically everyone has\had some experience; 1t
affects central values having to do with cultural ana
political identity and economic mobility; there is
great uncertainty about how education can be 1mpyoved

By ' : yet everyone is positive that it needs to>be. Given all
of that it is little wonder that conflict and the
potential for conflict is always near .ac surface.
Yhat the Brandeis University study said of citizen
participation in 20 big cities in general is particularly
true for education: “Disagreements, controversy, and _
conflict over the implementation of target area participation
can be expected regardiess of the nature_of the ﬁrogrgm.
or the nature of the community setting.’> But the point
here is not that every urban school is surrounded by a
constantly critical community. Some are, but more are
not. In fact parent apathy and quiescence are major
piroblems (which are discussed below). But where .
conflict 'is not now apparent, the conditions for conflict
are still present. Although controversy may be latent,
its possible eruption is a source of considerable
apprehension for school people. Alwost by definition,
conflict between the school anu the conmunity threatens
control of the institution. It has cercainly ended or
comproumised a nuitber of careers. For auministrators wio
take seriously their responsibility for what happens to
the school, tne emcrgence of uissension is often o
regarded as a personal failing. BDeyond that, it is unlikely
that tae principal will have had nucih proféssional training
ror conflict resolution, especially wihen it takes place
outside the stafx. '

On the one hand, there is tihe prospect for
serious, uamaging, and uncontrojieu conflict. Oun the
other hand is a situation in whiclh tihe neighborhood is
retatively uninvolved, quiet, and perhaps even apathetic.
It is 1little wonder that many principals prefer
apathy to involvement. At least apathy leaves the
airection of tine school uncihanjged and in-the hands of
professionals. In addition, urban parents have a
reputation for veing notoriously difficult to involve
in school aifairs. In a 1967 article, Joe L. Rempson
suimarized the reasons oiffered for the gulf between urban
scnools anu parents.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



1t is held that pZ- 2nts do not care, that
they resent the school; that they think that
the teacher, whom they perceive as belonglng
to a higher social class, looks down on
them; that they do know how to help their
children; that they do not think they can
influence their children's school life; that
they have had unpleasant experiences with
the school; that they nhave no concern ior
long-range problews and therefore do not see
tiie need to go to school unless their
children are in trouble; and that they are
pessimistic and uncertain about the future.

O the other hand, the schools are held
responsible for the gulf because teaciers
fear parents; because teachers live outside
the school neighborhooa; because school
authorities are not interested in the welfare
of the pu;il, some even being antagonistic
toward parents and children; because teachers
use educational jargon; because the reading
level required by communications from the
school is too hign; because the school does
not know what should be done; because the
formalized activities of the school
discourage parents; because the school has
not developed sound machinery to provide for
improved relations and because inadequate
staffing precludes having the tiume for
parental contacts.

N Renpson points out that most of the characteristics
wiiich make urban parents difficult to involve in the
school are class-linked, that is, it is harder to

nooilize lower class people for civic action. Heriott

and St. Jonn, 'found that p%geuts whose children attended
working class scliools were Tess likely to attena school
events, less l.kely to come to school to discuss their
cihildren's problems on their own initiative, and less
likely to be interested in school affairs. For exauple,
87 per cent of the parents wilose children attended schools
serving pupils with high social-eccnomic backgrounds were
reported by principals to have attended schonl 1t least
once cduring the school year; principals reported that only
49 per cent of working class school parents visited school
as often.">

' _ The fact yjnc cwer cinss parcnts ave Jdifficule to
involve in scuoel affairs does not mean that it 1is
impossible to involve them. iiany of the features of the
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accoupanying handbook have been designed specifically
for use with lower class communities.

There is a great deal of difference between
writing about something and actually doing it. Telling
otner peogle that they need to risk, recognize, dna cope
with conflict between their schools and communities is
a perfect exauple of the gap. HNonetheless, conflict and
tiie potential for conflict are part of the urban reality.
A mechanisn of shared control can help overcome apathy
and manage conflict, but before adwinistrators can be
convinced of that they wmay need to nave the dysfunctional
nature of apathy demonstrated.

Given the alternative, a quiet commu..ity may
seem to be an asset, but if it is, it is a questionable
one. iiann found that almost one third of the administrators .
described their communities as being apatheétic or passive
about education but tneg interpreted that apathy as
support for the school. That is a dubious leap since
tiiere is often quite a bap between the administrators'
estimate and the public's reality. Luttbeg and Griffin
compared evaluations of the job that. principals and the
public thought schools. and teachers were doing. Among
principals,; 90% felt that the teachers were doing either
a "good" or a very good'" job and 98% felt the sams
way about the local schools. 3But the percentage of the
public holding the .same_ high evaluation of the school
was only 49% for .hoth pbjects.7 Thus, lay people are
not nearly as favorably disposed to the schools as are

~admninisirators. Principals who chose to believe that

people are quiet because they are satisfied may be
misleading themselves.

Administrators wmay also be mistaken about the
question of conflict. As long as they stay apathetic,
these communities undoubtedly allow their professionals
considerable autonomy. But wheh they do become involved
in controversy, that conflict is much more likely to be
destructive. The Carter et al., study of school
comnunity communications found that "Achieving support
through quiescemcc 1is largely fortuitous -- at least it
is for now. There is no control on the emergence of
conflict, only attempted control of it when it becomes
threatening.”® The suggestion 1s that administrators in
such coumunities may be livine on bLorrowed time.

Robert Crain, Eliku Katz, ana Donald Rosenthal made a
nationwide study that determined, among otiaer taings,
the conditions under which ordinary conflict became

destructive or rancorous. The apathy of the coumunity
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was olnie of those factorsgthat contr1bured to such
unconLrollable cenflict.

Comnunities whicih are truly apathetic are
unlikely to. beconie interested in any school afrairs until
the needs, problems, controversies, or whatever have
become too acute for any but major changes. But, because
they have little or no civic experience, such communities
are not very likely to help with those changes. Since it
takes a major event to arouse interest, an apathetic
comaunity is nwuch more likely to be severely critical,
demanding, and dcogmatic at precisely the point
when those qualities are least useful. Leigh Stelzer
says tnat, A body of literature on school as well as
generalized conflict suggests that the anomic outbursts
that plague school politics are the results of closed
decision procedures.{Coleman,.1957; Iannaccone, 1967). «l0

As long as apathy obtains, the school lacks
the signals it needs in order to serve the community. Vhen
no interests are expressed, there is no guidance ‘and the
school can get sericusly uncoordlnated with its
clientele. In discussing the subjzct of one of his case
studies, Sunsierfield says, "Ironically, ilr. Lowe. tries
to keep conflict down - and he succeeds - when in the
case of Lawrence conflict is perhaps an essential missing
ingredient neecded to raise the quality of education.l
The points that Laurence Iannaccone and Frank Lutz make
with respect to the relations between superintendents
and boards can be applied to principals and communities
as well:

There are few if any effective political
mechanisms for loyg) dissent in the typical
American lccal school district . . .

Jdithout the development of viable political
mechanisms for provoking district-wise
discussion and debate and without provisions
for legitimate public dissent with
confrontation between oppcsing views on
educaticnal nmatters, the school administrator
is usually reduced to manipulating his board
by posing as more of an expert than any one
nman or single group of professionals can
ever be. Tihus the board is faced with the
extreme alternatives of accepting staff
recomniendations in total or rejecting 1its
professional staff."l

Robert Alforu malres a related point when he says, " . . .
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The wmore buraucratization, the more need for special
issue-publics to form to focus preigure upon particuiar
sets of officials and the elites."*”

L iloreover, neighborhoods that are temporarily
quiet may also be very unstable. They may tip easily

into rather disruptive conflict that other more stormy
neighborhoods, with different patterns and mechanisms
night nandle more effectively. The choice facing the
principal in an apathetic community is rather like that
facing a boiler room engineer. The engineer may prefer
the steady hiss of an escape valyg <o thc ocdndionnl roar
of an explosion. Apathy may not be entirely eliminated by
a successful mechanism of community involvement, but it,
and its. affects should certainly be ameliorated.

. Still, not many administrators are willing to
risk conflict for the benefits it may entail. Education
is a discipline that draws heavily on the knowledge base
of several sciences; the practice of education is a
profession requiring extensive preparation. The wuore
seriously an educator takes the scientific and professiocnal
aspects of education; the less likely it is that the
participatioii irom an ‘inevitably less informed public °
will be seen as legitimate. In Education and Public
Understanding Gordon iicCloskey writes about what is a
common approach among professionals: * . . . Any
consideration of school-community relationships quite
rightly involves consideration of a basic question
frequently phrased as follows: ‘'Is school policy to be
"'based on scientific definitions of the educational needs
of children and youth, or on tihe whims of public opinion?
Are educators going to sacrifice educational Erinciples to
the pressures exerted by uninforned groups?”l Put that
way, the answer is obviously - NO, educators should not
sacrifice principles to whims. But who is to say .-what is
a whim and what is a principle? Are whims. the exclusive
province of tire public and principles the "wih,jc propurty
of professionals? It is obvirusly posiible to abusé thé
cloak of expertise as rfarold Howe pointec out. ‘''Educators
sometinies tend to regard themselves as ,,oiaced DYy a

holy o0il that confers a unique wisdom upon them,; and they
literally regard laymen as their flock: sheep to be herded
toward a destination they have picked out."l> In New
York City, the Bundy Cormission reported to the ilayor that
"Often the right of the layman to an account for
professional performance while given lip service, is in
effect nullified by challenges to his competence to
inquire into what are considered basically professional
atfairs. But education is public business as well as




professional business. Public education in the United 16
States was never intended to be a professional monopoly."

Expertise and professional standing are used to
exclude a public that is defined as uninforumed. Those
attitudes coincide with a belief in-the virtues of non-
partisan, neutral, and technically objective government.
Louis iiasotti summarizes his research on school
administrators and conflict as follows:

Nonpartisanship and conflict avoidance are the
couamon themes; technical authority (represented
by profess‘onal adwministrators) is a common
mechanism. . . Controversy over public policy
and partisan competition for public office

are seen as a threat. to the 'good life' and
are resented as a disruption. . . Une of the
major functions of the professional
administrator in these communities is to
contain or suppress social conflict; h;s job
may depend on his ability to do this.

These tactics worked for quite a while: Until
recently the public as a whole has been content to leave
education in almost solely professional hands. But 1t
is always nccessary to return to the public for financial
support, for sanctions, for help with controversy. In
those times, educators have paid a high price for their
non-partisan and non-public politics. When public
business is conducted wtih only intermittent involvement,
the emphasis can seldon be on issues {(which have been
defined as "'technical" andpot apprapriate for the
public) and instead tends to focus on personalltles.

That leaves the school administrator, who has sought

.to avoid counflict, instead personally spotlighted by it.
Crain, in The Politics of Community Control notes,

. . . avoiding controversial matters does not, of course,
make them go away; indeed, the political executive's
neutrality should lead, in the long run, to areater
controversy, since he is not using his influi:nce to prevent
issues from being brought up. Thus ‘persona.ity’
politics, weak political leaders, and high levcls of
controversy all seem to be products of nonpartisanship.
David liinar suggested that, the isolation of education
from other .municipal functions also meant that' conflict
and opposition could be easily mobilized against such
a lonely ta get gather than ulspersed anong numerous
others. The consequence of this situatiorn is not only
that demands are focused on’specifics, as we suggested
above, lut also that the authority system usually is not
accustomed to being opposed and therefore lacks resilience.

nwl8
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Conflict 1is likely to be disorganizing shock. Whereas,
in most democratic governnents, structured conflict is
recognized as the way the game is played, in school
government it often_seens to be regarded as a rude and
foreign intrusion.™ '

’ Where does that leave us? Harmon Ziegler, a
political scientist whose research interests for the
last several years have been in the area of school
system responsiveness writes: ‘

School systems are not equipped to deal with
conflict, and therefore, respond to escalated
demands defensively. Defensive reactions
anger those who made the original demands,
and thus conflict -- normal in any well
' functioning system -- becomes a.cause celebre..
‘ The constant brouhaha about schools should
o not mask the relatively routine nature of
most educational decisions: City councils
- and legislatures deal with equally intense:
conflicts in the normal course of doing
business. In contrast, school systems do
~. not contain personnel emotionally or .
intellectually c¢apable -of handling conflict. . -—
(remember the watchword 05 educaticnal
administration is unity). 0

7 = . . o ' .
And Luvern Cunningham, the Dean cf Chio State's

‘School of Education has reached a similar.conciusion:

o Inability to deal with discontent has causeii .
school people to withdraw, to isolate :
themselves from their constituencies (even

_their students), and to communicate an
intensely defensive posture. The tragic

.- part of this plienomenon is that no one really
‘wills thet it be this way. Such _
jnstitutional withdrawal and protectionist
behavior is simply the natural response of

“an organism that has failed to iocate an
adequate coping capacity . . . w2l s

: . . . 4
A N , L . ,
- - -, Some of the apprehension which administrators.
‘ feel kas to do with a preference' for the simplest and

.  most direct control arrangments. But, other :

" . apprenensions stem from a concern over the effect which
conflict may hava on support for the school. 1In the

/ ' precegdinyT chapter, we discussed the evidence which

. ‘-indipates.that,ain'general, community involvement is

e A§05itively"related to support for the school.. But
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conflict is d special case of involvement; what happens
to support for the schools when 1nvolvenent turns into
conflict?

Before turning te that question, it should be
stressed that there is no necessary relation between
involvement and conflict. ijore involvement does
not increase the prosyect for conflict except under
tie circumstances in which involvement is not accompanied
by institutional responsiveness. Stelzer's research on
school board's as mediating agencies between the public
and the superintendent is relevant here. Stelzer's
data indicates that boards which are more receptive to
tine public, do not originate opposition to the
superintendent's policies any uore often thay, those that
are less receptive. Thus, o.cuanuss ' to the” public does
not imply conflict with the administration. On the
other hand when conflict alreadz exists in the community,
then the more recep%ive board is more likely to oppose
the superintendent. :

It should be obvious that some kinds of conflict
do decrease support for the schools. In looking at
relat&dhshlps between school boards and urban communities,
Aent/Jennlngs and Harmnon Ziegler found that “Doth
support and consensus vary inversely with metropolitanisu
(r= -.57 and -.45 respectively). The social complexity
indicator of gréater power in accounting for responsiveness.
Thus, the more urban the area, the less likely it is that
there will be either much.agreement about or much
support for the schools. The Carter study of schog?y
community relations found that ""The nature of the
pattern of nonsupport can be seen in the regularity with
which . . . multiple relationsuips 'contain the same
elenents: conflict and lack of acquiescence. And
all but one, they contain lack of understanding. ”2

23

_ Carter's findings are interesting at least in
part because they emphasize the extent to whici a lack
of understanding is related to conflict and through it,
to lack of support. The lack of understanding does not,
however, extend to judgments aboi:t what school policies
bene.it which groups. In that case, the evidence
indicates that lower class people are good judges of
their own self interest. Agger and Goldstein found that
"lower cultural-class groupings are not antieducation.
Rather, the degree of approval which they exhibit -is
greater for programs perceived to be of Lenefit to themn
than for programs for the few others, the so-called
acadenically able 9t the presuwaably underpaid ‘teacher
or administrator." In fact, whether or not the
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school is serving the interests of its clientele may
be a key ingredient in determining the extent to
whicn conflict emerges. Gittell looked at whether or
not service on a community school board had made its
members more or less militant.

When asked if they became mwore radical or
conservative as a result of uiembersiiip on
tlie governing board, most of the board
members chose either to ignore answering the
question or to say that they were about the
same. Our participant observers have uoted,
however, that in the sense that they advocated
greater social change the governing board
nembers became more militant. Whereas
suburban school boards tend to become nore
moderate as a result of their experlence

the impact of governing board service in the
three demonstration projects resulted in
growing militancy. The extent of this
ragicaliisy s did, . however, differ in the
districts.?2

Thus, the action of the administrator and of
the school are key to determining how much school-related
conflict there will be. The RAND/TARP study of DHEW
programs by Yin et al., found, for example that ''Veaker
boards, mostly in the form of advisory committees can
have negative effects on alienation reduction in those
cases wehre raised expectatlons anong citizens are not s

satlsfled by changes in service delivery.’ e Gamson's
study of rancorous conflict makes a similar point:

. . . Participation does not automatically remove
strain. . . As long as the underlying sources of

stress are not dealt with, such participation simply
increases structural conduciveness and thus makes

other expressions more likely. Of course, if the action
also helps to remove the strain, for example by

aiding the passage of remedial legislation, then the
net effect may be to reducs,the possibility of other
less orderly expressions." Gamson's study is an
important one because it emphasizes that institutions can
foster involvement and avoid the worst kinds of

conflict as long as those institutions meet the neais Jf
their clientele.

On the other hand, there is considerable
evidence about the extent to which some conflict is
functional. Functional conflict is that in which
interests clash, are pursued aggresively and even
abrasively, but the essential mission and performance of
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the school is not hindered; and may even be brought
closer to the interests in dispute. (The objective
assessment of whether or not any given controversy harms
tne school is, itself, likely to be a matter of some
disagreement.) It is hard to see how conflict can be
avoided. Urban schools deal with parents whose interests
differ according to their aspirations for their children’
(college-bound, vocational etc). The ages of their
children (early childhood, grade levels etc), their
beliefs about politics, race, religion, the tole of the
school and so on. For some purposes parents and school
people are at odds whether or not taxes should be
increased and if so, who is to get the increase. Other
conmunity sroups frecuently attom ]

their own parpéses. Abraha);.\ Btebrsrt%tlntolsprbarst y rlignftor
when he says: "Lay determination of public school policies
occurs only betause educational procedures are indefinite
and imbedded in private, armchair philosophy. VWere

they grounded in research, lay interferencc would
disappear. .Because the educational research that does
exist is low-level and full of contradictory findings,
any nunber, even if 3ginforned can play in settlng
educational policy." In areas where research . .
findings are "high level," controversy is not impossible
(important aspects of pollcy about medicin: and space
exploration for example) but insofar as uncertainty
reinforces conflict borne of differing interests,
Berstein is right.

A school principal is widely regarded as an
—e€xpert and as an educational leader. To justify that
reputation, and also to xeep the school functioning,
administrators must inspire confidence, theymust seem
strong, literally 'decis.ve’ people. Faced with
problems requiring a choice, the principal must move
with apparent certainty. But, as experienced administrators
know, that facade is often a cloak for profound
uncertainty. For the most significant questions of
education (what causes effective learning, for example)
there is wery little definitive knowleuge. In fact the
knowledge base on which education is premised is
scandalously deficient (a situation for which
academics bear a greater responsibility than do
practitioners). Because it is so deficient, while
successful practice seems to demand certainty,
wany principals seek to maintain the myth of their own
sufficient competence by the simple expedient of
excluding practically everyone from decisions.

In The Real World of Public Schools liarry
Broudy writes .
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Schools not only lack the autonomy for
‘making the decisions that determine the
success or failure of the enterprise, but
more important, there is no professional
cadre to provide criteria for judging the
educational process. Public school personnel
sinply do not acknowledge any coherent body
of knowledge on the basis of which they
night legitimately and convincingly claim
the authority of the expert.' For one thing,
no coherent body of such knowledge exists;
what knowledge there is fills to command
sufficient acceptance to render tne notion
of professional expertise plausible.

There is no professional teacher or

teacher of teachers feels obliged to learn
or to consider. ilembers of coteries cite
each others' works, but not the works

of other cotgrles. Resecarch is rarely
repllcated

Educators may find a little comfort in the fact
that they are not the only ones in this uncertain fix.
In a general discussion of citizen participation and
its impact on public admlnlstrators, Robert Aleshire
has remarked how uncomfortable it is to have to share
our (relative) ignorance.

“. . . Participation puts the spotlight on

the fact that as a nation we really don't know
very much about social probliems or their
solution. We are still very much in an

experlmental stage. We don't like to make

b3 n f
our /un*] certainty z matter of publif record,
burned 1nto tne minds of men througiy endless

hours of debate and conflict. The quiet
frustration of an administrator or an

elected official making a decision masks

the uncertainty more than the open process

of participation. The official is allowed

the margin of failure or error, but poor, what
do they know? iHow could they decide?"

Janet Reiner, Everett Reiner and Thomas A. Reiner. extend
that point. ' Given diverse aims, unequal resources,

and the consequently different demands on public

and other institutional resources, we believe conflicts
can best be resolved and allocation decisions ost
rationally made by bringing tacit disagreenments into

the open, wmaking them expllc%§ and thus subject to
public scrutiny and debate.

*51¢?
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Several authors poinf out the beneficial
results of some conflict. In hids study of neighborhood
school politics, Summerfield fcund that ''close contact
with coiuaunity and neighborhood groups provides the
principal with a power base which he uses “o expand and
protect school interests.33 Gittell says, “'Some
conflicts may well be healthy and in themselves, may
activate new elements in the community. If the goal is
greater participation and citizen interest, conflict
may be a necessary component. Such clashes should not
be viewed as necessarily negative in their impact.

They must be evaluated in terms of the goals set or the
model of politicul relations considered most productive
to develeping responsive policies.'34

Gittell also notes the effect which Preston
Wilcox believes conflict had on eliminating apathy in
parts of the Wew York City Puerto Rican community.
"The Puerto Ricans in District 4 no longer are submissive
to the degree they once were -- the community corporation
played an important role in waking them from their
apatihy. Cogflict perhaps contributed to this mightly;
as Clinard has said, 'The excitement and activity it
generates tend to maintain the enthusiasm and support of
the slum dweller.' The success of the community
corporation in District 4, therefore, perhaps aes
much to the high level of conflict that has chdxatterized

"local school politics."35 David Austin's report\an the

results cf the Brandeis study documented that conflict
stab’lized the gains from social programs. "The
political and social movements among black citizens

that were strengthened through adversary patterns of ;
participation were able to mainta%p those gains and moves
forward on an independent basis.®'”?

Iannaccone and Lutz note the beneficial results
which accrue to districts tnat make use of involvenent
mechanisus:

The analysis of the operation of the semiformal
mediating organizations that clustered around
the formal decision making organizations of
the Jefferson School District indicated that
the parents and teachers of Jefferson had
developed mechanisms through which they
simultaneously resolved their differences and
attempted to influence school policies. The
machinery had a healthy effect on the school
district because the Jefferson Teachers’
Association and the Jefferson Parent Teachers'
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Bloonberg and Kincaid draw similar
encouraging conclusions about the results of widespread
participation but they are not as optimistic about
the prospects that the results will indeed emerge.

Association '"'fought gyt” their differences
in joint committees.

Extensive efforts to optimize the understanding
and operational skills of activist parents

and to educate and train a majority of
teachers and administrators to react
positively to the new situation could mininize
the disruptive consequences of suci movements
and projects and waximize their contributions
to changes that enhance the educational
opportunities and experiences of ghetco
children. Although methods to carry this

out among school personnel and resident

are known, there is little evidence that

such eggorts will be made on the needed

scale.

Bloomberg and Kincaid indicate the considerable
responsibility which building principals bear in this
regard. Part of their job is to make it possible for
citizens to participate. Emmette Redford, writing in
Democracy in the Administrative State says, ''We
cannot accept the idea that the citizen must depend
upon sc¢lf-help to learn what the government is doing
and how it affects hiim. In a democratic society each
agency must bear a responsibility for informing people
of the benefits and liabilities of its program and
except as required for national security or the privacy
of its staff, for making its processes know to
society.“3

It may be appropriate to close this discussion
of the prospects for conflyct and its impact on the
school with two quotations about some basic relations.
The first is from the Bundy Commission and states the
case very clearly for parent responsibility in any
court controversy.

Some of the concerns the Panel heard about
local election of Community School Board
members reflected a deep-rooted fear of
provincial interests - Llack power or white
power, left wing or right wing, . . . the
evidence before us confirns our own initial
conviction that ... cnts con be trusted o cave



nore than anyone else for the quality of
education their cnildren get. There may
be errors and excesses, especially at the
start. But we do not hesitate-to put our
trust in the collective good sense 8f the
public school parents of New York.4Y

The second is a quotation from Sidney Verba's
article dealing with democratic participation. ''Wide-
spread participation may lead into something resembling
chaos, but it is chaotic because there are many different
people involved with many different goals. Under such
circumstances,; clear-cut policies are difficult to il
achieve. 3ut such are the circumstances of democracy."

Finally, we need to ask, can principals expect
tnat caanging the structure of their relations with the
commnunity -will eontribute to the conflict situation.
Part of the answer to that questicn has already beeh
given in the first part of this essay. There, increased
involvement was related to increased goal achievement.
Tne very reasonavle presumption is that the more
effective a school is in aciiieving its goals, the less
conflict it will experience. Thus, to the extent that .
shhared control contributes to goal achievement, it
should also reduce the possibility of rauncorous
conflict.

Jonetheless, many principals would prefer to rely
on the chain of cowmanu. Cities are, after all,
equipped with school boards who are specifically charged
Wwith representing public interests and goveruning the
schools in accordance with those interests. Since there
is already sucn formally constituted and authoritative
comumunity group, why should anytining else be necessary?
Unfortunately, tihe i[ational Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders found that dissatisfaction with the
school board (anc¢ with educational policies in general)
was one of the most prouinent grievances48f Eeople

in those cities wuere riots had occurred. yke's
research indicates that despite the formal presence of

sciiool bourds at the top of city systews, '"The wide-
sp.ead frustration and discontent are evidence of the
lack of substantive representation. The formal
representing institutions simply do not prove adequate
means for urban citizens either to direct or control
educational policy.”4°
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"Substantive’ .representation ueans the willingness and
ability to press for the satisfaction of demands from
groups. It is basic to the idea of | representatlon yet
because of the extremely wide range [of interests .in

a given city, and because of tne scarce rezources
which plague every system, no board|can do an adequate
job of representation. Lyke concludes that ''Neither
increasing a centralized board's authority or resources
nor appointing members that better reflect tine social
characteristics of the coumunity will change the situation.
Because they face a heterogeneous conmnstituency with
conflicting comnunity organizagions, bozrd meubers
prefer to minimize coumunity 1nf13ence rather than face
continual sonflicting pressures.

The situation is one in which city-wide school
boards give up the attempt to respond to the demands that
are pressed because responding to one set would increase
tie pressura on them to respond to e+hers. The loglc of
this way be functional for members of city-wide boarus
in that it simplifies their lives but it reckons
conpletely witiiout the fact that city systems already
satisfy. some interests at the expense of others. By
failing to respond to new demands they are endorsing and
satisfying those who benefit from the status quo. Thus,
a strategy wihich is functional on the personal level
('don't listen to 'them"') is dysfunctional on the :
social level since it freezes a distribution of Dbenefits
which reflects a prior urban population. Still, given
the extrewe range of interests in any city, it way be
extrenely difficult for city-wide board menbers to be
rnuch more responsive than they are. Thus, one way to
aciieve greater responsiveness may be to shift the
representational function to a ruch small area base.

A great deal of tihe function and the justification
of establishinyg shared control greoups &t the school building
level is precisely this, to provide representation on an
areal base swmall enough so that it can be responsive
to local needs waich would otherwise go unsatisfied.

The importance of providing nore adequate representation
is highlighted by the widesyrv=: ' reluctance of people
to take more personal action. In a sample of Florida
citizens, Luttbeg and Griifin found that

. . . 94 per cent of the public would not
resort to organizing a protest deuwonstration,
going to ceourt, or threatening school officials
with the ballot box to correct the situation.
It appears, theu, that the public has indeed
bougit the story of the school professional
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that "only they are qualified to make
policy,” since alternative political controls
such as voting and court action are seen as
iuapproggiate ways to shape educatioanal
policy.

Two points should be made about this--;p; first is that
tnis sort of reluctance makes citizen representation by
established groups even more vital than it might other-
wise be. The seconu is that although the 394 per cent
figure may seen hign, tune 6 per cent who are left for
riore active personal intervention is about comparable

to the size oi the group wno would take a nore active
role in politics anyway. And assuming that we would
generalize from the Luttbeg and Griffin Florida sample
to the country as a wihole, the tiny 6 per cent

there becomes nore tnan a million people who are willing
to protest, sue and politic in order to get the schools
to change. Few social revolutions can count on a
nobilizing base that large. '

lle also need to consider who the people are
who are not now well represented by the existing
arrangements. Obviously, there are the urban poor.
Recent research has documented that, '"the larger the
percentage of poor households in the district, the less
accurate are the legislators' assessment of constituent
opinion."46 15 addition, poor people are more inclined
to seek redress of grievances through institutional,
not personal means. "Riley and Cohen's study of
Boston parents, for example, indicated that wmiddle class
parents prefer personal contact witii teaciaers and
principals; and working class were nore likely to want
institutional (i.e., community political boards)
riechanism for increased pare-t involvenent in schools.
Riley auu Coinen attribute this difference to non-
doniinant Hglitical groups seeking new ways to influence
schools.™
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III WHO SHOULD BE INVOLVED?

The thrust of the iandbook is toward increasing
the involvement of the lay community in school decision-
making. This section is the first of the ‘‘operational"
sections and takes up the topic of how such a group comes
into being and how its members may be selected. Everyone
agrees that the group snould be ''representative of the
community™ but actually ralizing that goal requires careful
attention. The various bases for representation and the ’
various :ethods of selecting representatives are considered
in tnis section.

The handbook itself discusses the origins of
differeut groups. That treatment does not need nuca
elaboration. The sporauic, aud special purpose naturc
of most coinaunity involvement in education (except for PTAs)
is well known. Many groups arise in rcaction to a
particular crisis and just as rapidly go out of business
when the crisis is resolved or subsides. Administrators
tend to think of educational issues as being in a world
apart from all others, including from all other municipal
issues. Tihus, tiaey preter that citizens approach
educational matters not as members of groups but as
individuals supposedly acting on the nmerits of each specific
issue. Jallace Sayre described the community which most
school administrators would prefer: ''The community, when
it confronts educational questions should be an unstructured
«udience of citizens. These citizens should rnut be
influenced in their response to educational questions by
their structured association or organizations; not as
neinbers of interest groups of any kind (save perhaps in
parcnt groups) or as umeubers of a political party.™
The lack of continuing education-related interest groups
neans several things for administrators. Not many people
will know very much one way or the other about schools
(which contributes to rumors and crises). There will be
very iew controls on controversies since people cannot take
leadership from establishing groups. Those groups that
do cone into being, since they lack the commitnicac anc
sophistication associated with continious participation
will be more extreme in their demands than would otherwise
be the casc. - A11 of that contributes to the prospect
for dysfunctional conflict - exactly what principals seek
to avoid. The creation of a shared control group 1is
recomnended for tuis reason as for the several others
mentioned earlier.

A crisis about discipline or a need for a new
builaing, or a controversy about money or curriculum, can
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often lead to the creation of an ad hoc group. These
groups can serve as the basis for a shared control group
but only if special attention is paid to several features.
In order to be legitimate a shared control group must

be as broadly representative of the community as possible.
liowever, crisis-oriented groups form around only a

single side of a particular issue. By definition, a
"pro" group will exclude the '"antis'’ and vice versa.
lioreover, a group forueu around tiie issue, say student
groupings practices, will not be fairly representative

of those people who are concerned with extending the school
day or adopting open classrooms. Special purpose groups
must always be modified. Special purpose groups do help
to wobilize some parts of the community, they do identify
people and issues which probably need attention, and they
often give their members important skills, experience,

and training. But, precisely because of their limited
focus, special purpose groups must always be modified.

The same point applies when Parent-Teacher
Associations, Parent Association, Home-School Leagues, and
other similar organizations serve as the basis for a
shared-control group. The need for brcad representation
and for an independent and legitimate point of view must
be considered. Research indicates that the groups with
the Lest prospects for success are those in which nembers
have had some grior experience with each other in a
group setting. The presence of prior organizational ties
increases the conesion of th. new grou,s and facilitades its
involvement with the institution.® In addition, when
conflict arises, the extent to which members have worked
together prior to the conflict is positively associated
with successful resolution. Tihese are important benefits
from building the shared control group on an existing base,
but the necessity of modifying thait base so that it
serves its new purpose should be kept in mind.

The Handbook makes the case for tihe use of
elections to help insure those things and that reccmmendation
will be documented here. The principal's activity at the
point of group formation is one of the several junctures
at which care and discretion are essential. On the one
hand the principal has a responsibility for and an interest
in the group's success. The temptation is obviously to
use the organizing resources and other advantages of tae
position to set up a shared control group quickly and
efficiently. On the other hand, there are several
factors which argue strongly against that approach. The
ability of tihe group to strengthen the school through an
involveu coiuiunity will depend on how pecple in the
neighborhood perceive the group. If it is seen as simply
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an extension of the school’s established powers it may not
do much to reduce mistrust and alienation. But, if
neighborhood people take the lead in its creation and

play a central role from the beginning in setting it up,
then thie group will be seen as a much more legitimate
vehicle of involvement. Thus, the professional’s job is
essentially one of technical assistance---that of providing
some guidance and help without displacing conuiunity "
people and their decisions. This is very important if th
group is to nave the legitimacy, identification, and
information which comes from early indigenous leadership.

The crucial activity in creating the group is
tile process of selecting its members. The kind of group
it is, the quality of its activities, the value of its
contribution to the school depend on its mewmbersaip.
Selection determines those aspects by determining the
personnel. The selection process is also the key ingredient
i1 Keeping the group responsive to the community.
Selection can occur by appointment, by election, and by
a combination of the two.

Regardless of who does the appointing, its
use for selection of group members is not recomnei:d. ‘he
evidence shows that appointment leads to mistrust and
does not contribute to an effective yroup.? Group
mesibers who are appointed have a difficult time establishing
tneir independence from those wio appointed them.
Stelzer's research cn school boaru members indicates that
appointed board mewmbers are mere likely than elected
ones to have prior ties to educators and educational
associations and that those members are less receptive
to conmunity opinion than their colleagues without such
associations.’ And, despite the best intentions,
appointing a group of pcople wno will display the proper
range and balance of important characteristics (age, sex,
parentul standing, race, ethnicity, occupation, and so
on through a long list) is very nearly an impossible
job. If it is attempted solely through the appointnent
route it is a tihankless task and an inevitable target
for criticism.

.i0st observors agree that elections are the
preferable metnod of mmember selection. Yin, et al.,

conclude: "Election mechanisms appear to be the uost
desirable."® Witn respect to board members, Stelzer
says, 'ilost informed observers who have discussed the

mode of selection of board menbers have favored direct
clection because of the association of elections with
the democratic choice of leaders.'"’/ And Lyke, whose
research hac uemonstrated the practical impossibility of
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adequate representation at the city-wide level, has this
to say about the prospects for neighborhood boards:

By and large under a decentralized system the
willingness of school board members to respond
to denands of the citizens will increase
significantly. In part, this will come simply
because members of decentralized boards will bc
from smaller districts: they will have closer
ties to the separate coumunities and will be
able to understand and appreciate citizen
complaints. Iijoreover if members on the
acecentralized school boards must run they will
be forced to respond to local demands more than
centralized board members, whether appointed

or elected. ifost important, substantive
representation will be improved because
decentralized scihool boards will not face as
heterogeneous a community as does the centralized
board.

The theoretical path through wnich elections
are thought to increase responsiveness to the public
runs something as follows. Office hoiders would iike
to stay in office or condidates who like to get liito office
compete in order to win the support of the public. The
competition between the ''ins'' and the "'outs goes on in terms
of which one can better satisfy the interests of the public.
This simple description of electoral dynamics has three
important parts: (1) incumbents who would like to stay
on; (2) candidates who oppose them; and (3) an electiorate
that judges the competition in terns of what the
candidates have done or will do for it. The aspects of
ambition, competition, and consciousness are not nearly
as vividly present_in public life in general as they
are thought to be.? Jennings and Ziegler, for exanmple,
aftér their examination ' of schoal board politics,  conclude
. . . The force of competition, the threat of defeat,
and the desire to remain in office are of little
mement for many school boards in keeping them responsive
to their publics.' 0 The problem is, that in a
constituency as small as a neighborhood, there may be
even less interest in serving on the shared control
group tc keep these forces operative. The problem is a
real one but in the absence of other more viable control
patterns, tnere secus to be no alternative butc to face it.

There is some evidence, again at the level of
school bLoarus to indicate that elected boards do a better
job at representing constituent opinion to tihe school's
adiniinistrators than do appointed boards. Stelzer found

[y
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that, in general, the more competition there was for places
on the board, the more receptive bcard members were to
citizens. " . . . members with high receptivity increases
by 9 percentage points, from 1z to 21%, winen all three
competitive aspects are present in ithe respondent’s first
election. The aspects of competition were (1) opposition
candidate for board seat (2) active contention between
candidates (3) differences of ideas among candidates.i'll

Peterson found that competition among candidates
in poverty program boards was associated with "universaljstic
rather than *particularistic’ representation. That is,
wiere there was no competition, board members tended to
pay most attention to satisfying the needs of individuals
not groupr. Where competition was a factor, representatives
concerned sthemselves with more broadly based interests.

i

ilann's research on aduinistrator responsiveness
demonstrated that there was a marked decrease in the
willingness to override community opinion Irom those
adninistrators who worked for appointed boards to those
who worked for elected boards. 74% of those working in
districts with appointed boards took a ‘'trustee"
representational role orientation while 61% of those
working for elected boards did so.l3 Even Jennings and
Ziegler found some differences in responsiveness between
the two methods of member selection. They distinguished
between responsiveness to group interests and responsiveness
to individual interests and found that “ . . . Llected
poards are indeed more sensitive to individual voters
because of the potential sanctiouns . . . but they are
less sensitive than appointed boards to group interests."l4
Aad after an exhaustive analysis, they finally conclude
that there is some reason for faith in the ability of
electoral machinery to deliver some increases in
responsiveness:

Llectoral characteristics of the school districts
do leave an imprint on the responsiveness of school
boards because these characteristics provide
differential settings within which the strong
elements of sociopolitical complexity (and

inass support) operate. 1t seems probable
therefore, that tinkering with the legal

franewori and fostering more competition for
office would - sooner or later - affect the
response linkn:: betweeun constituents

and school boards.l>



Thus, with modest expectations and realizing
full well that elections are the only approjriate tool
available for the job, we may turn to a consideration
0f the various features of the election itseli. These
features are very important for as Ralph Kramer notes
in his comnparative study of community action programs:
"An elect.on might appear to be intrinsically unore
democratic and more likely to insure a representative
/target area organization/ than any oth#r process, but
its success depended-on the.conditions under which it
was conducted, the criteria established for candidates and
voters, and tiae extent to which the neighborhood was
organized for voting, as well as the number of persons
casting ballots. 16

'The first matter for consideration is who should
be eligible to vote? It is clear ithat only those people
who reside within the attendance district should be allowed
to vote in the school election. Teachers, administrators,
paraprofessionals and other school employees shculd be
allowed to vote in the election even though they cannot
hold office in the control sharing group (see below). But
the underlying question is, should residents other than
parents be allowed to vote? Opinions are split about
this matter. Some people argue that parental interest
in the school is too important to risk it being overridden
by non-parent interest. If other than public school
parents can vote, it may be that the confrol sharing group
can be captured by a private parochial school faction, !
a group vehemently opposed to the cost of public educaticn,
or a militant political group. On the other side,
proponents of a wider franchise argue that interest in
the school is more broadly shared than simply the parent
group and it is desirable on noral and pedagogical grounds
to allow those interests an opportunity to participate.

As an example of tne rirst position Gittell recommends
that '". . . only parents, the true clients of iye school
system, vote for the comnunity board neémbers.’

The second position; that all residents should
be allowed to vote, is recommended in the Handbook. Cloward
and Jones observe that, '‘one of the most striking things
about our educational system is that there are virtually
no formal channels through which persons without children
in the public schools can make known their feelings about
educational matters. Those without children in school are
restricted to participation in the educational systen
through budget hearings or ad hoc 'citizens for better
schools' coumittees. Thus, involvement in educational
matters is Vlrtuall{ restricted to persons witih children
in public schools. But, non-parents are affected by
what happens in the school. They help pay for education
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just as do parents. And as we learn more about the
non-institutional ways in which learning occurs, that is,
as we learn more about truly "community-based'’ educational
opportunities, it is clear that non-parents also have

a role to play in the education of children and should be
allowed to vote. This need not cause parents much concern
because it is natural and inevitable that far more

parents than non-parents will take an intefsst in the
local school election and turnout to vote.

The Handbook recommends that any resident who
siiows proof of residence should be allowed to vote. No
other restrictions on the franchise (except of course age)
are advisable. Fantini, et al,, say that "Strictures on
disirict board eléctions--pre-registration ©f parents,
residency requirements, and a complex system of proportional
representation - are such as to minimize voting by the
poor."20 -

A second and often controversial question
revolves around whether sciiool emnployees should be allowed
to hold office. In a special note, the Handbook defends
the position that because they are already well
represented in the policy-making process and because
their participation on a control-sharing group would
constitute a conflict of interest, both paraprofessionals
and proiessional employees of the local school should be
excluded from holding office even when they reside within
the school's attendance area. Fantini, Gittell, and
llagat, in commenting on a similar policy with respect to
NYC connmunity school boards have observed that '"this
policy deprives communities of the participation in either
school work or school policy-making, of somne of their
most interested and energetic residents.' I But ..o
Gittell, writing alone about the exclusion of teachers,
defends that policy. ‘'Teachers and administrators
when acting as represen.atives of their community
groups should not sit on local governing boards. The
experience in the demonstration districts also indicates
that teachers and administrators largely view community
control as a threat to t?sir own status and will not be
especially cooperative."

Most of the other eleciio.: procedures are
straightforward adaptations of fair election practices to
tne neighborhood situation. The single exception may be
tie areal or other basis for election. The Handbook
recommends that all candidates run-at-large, that is that
they not run either for specific position {chairperson, etc.),
‘'second grade representative,' or from a particular part '
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of the neighborhood. The important consideration here is
the physical size of most urban attendance areas.

Because of population density and neighborhood life

styles, such areas are already quite compact, often
comprised of an area not more than a few blocks on a

side. This is especially the case with elementary schools.
The complications introduced by the larger attendance
districts of junior and senior high schools will be
discussed in a moment. —

-----

The TARY/RAND study of citizen part1c1pat10n in DiiB
prograis concluded, . . . tihat success is negatively
related to the size of tle target population. Of tue
Citizen participation organizations involving activities
serving less than 20,000 citizens, 63 percent were successful
in implesienting their ideas, compared to less than one-half
of those involving over 20,000 citizens. The greater
success for ali criteria waiqfor target populations between
5,006 and 20,000 citizens."' Andrews and Noack found
taat, within one large city scinool systen, parents
resicing in a uecentralized community school district
were iound to be significantly wore satisfied with their
coiamunity scnooli_tnan parents residing in a centralized
scnool district. Similarly, Kramer's couparative study
tadicated that smaller election units resulted in better
representation of low-income residents.

On a relateu topic, Jencks reexamineu the
Coleman data to discover wuether or not the size of the
scihool district had an effect on achievenmeiit scores.

I also cowpared large and small school districts.
The dJdifferences were trivial. First, I compared
sariple schools in the 3 largest cooperative

EEOS districts (Baltinore, Detroit, iflilwaukee,
WJew York, Pihiladelphnia, St. Louis, San
Francisco, anu i/asiiington, 0.C.) with schools

in the 116 smaller cooperative districts.

After racial and socioeconounic factors had been
tagen into account, the "true' Jdifference was
souewiiere between a three-montin acvantage for
the big districts ana a one-rmonth advantage

for the small districts. . . . . Tnese

results provideu cold comfort to reformers

who claim that student achievement in tng¢ great
cities coulu be improved by Balkanizing the
cities into smaller districts, sucihh as those

in the surrounding suburbs. no district,

larse or suall, seernis to have beeu very
successrul in boosting acnieveweat in
predouninantly black or lower-class sciools.

3
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This suggests that decentralization and coimunity
control have primarily political rather tihan
pedagogic effects.

It should be noted that Jencks was looking at district
size, not school building attendance arcc
size.

Ziegler has also recently dissented from the
notion that small constituencies yield better representation.
using the w1111ngness of boards to challenge the
superintendent's judgment as one indicator of
responsiveness, ne found that boards in small communities
were less willing to engage in such challenges than
tiiose in metropolitan areas. Ziegler‘s conclusion is thnat

Proximity is not good enough. One caan predict
tihe results of the current wail of
decentralization with gloomy accuracy.
Initially, in community schools, there .
will be a burst of conflict, realistic debate
| over educational goals, a high rate of
: turnover in personnel. Gradually, the urge
for a competitive educational product, the
complexity, the governing process, and the
staff monopoly of information will result
in the destruction of accountability.
Structural changes do not generally
produce behavioral changes. Ironically,
then, the current quest for reform will
produce more politically crippled boards,
providing one mgre layer of legitimacy for
aduinistrators.

Ziegler's reasoning is certainly plausible; neighborhood
resiuents may be reluctant to challenge professional
judgment because their interactioa is so close. On the
other hand, it may also be i1hat, because of that proximity,
principals . will anticipate neighborhgod reactions

on that alternate explanation has yet to be conclpsively
executed in education. Ve may only point out that the
sccond explanation for a lack of challenges is well
groundea in the premises of democratic government,

and tanere does not seem to be available a more reasonable
alternate to achieve the goals which have been outlined
for coumunity involvement in school decision making.
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. Larger attendance districts - those which
encompass more than a single neighborhood - present
complications. It may be desirable to break such areas
into smaller e¢lecfian sub-districts and select
representatives from the smaller areas. If that seems
desirable its probable impact on the composition of the
group needs to be weighed very carefully. The evils

of gerrymandering are well known. The effect of drawing
lines around any given area should not unnecessarily
diminisn ethnic or racial or other representation.

This is a very complicated subject which cannot be
assessed without attention to specific voter distributions.
One plan, for example, mgy concentrate a school's
opponents in one area where they have but a single
representative; another plan may distributeé opponents

so evenly that they have no representatives. The
guidelines here have to do with the critical importance
of representing whatever characteristics are salient

to school policy, fairly and impartially on the shared
control group.

CO#BINED ELECTIOW AWD APPOILNTIIENT

Elections are the preferred method of selecting
group members since they begin the process of involvement
early and on a broad basis. They contribute to adequatc
representation between group members and their
constituents and they are perceived as fairexr and uiore
legitinate in their results than are other methods of
selection. ilowever, there are special circumstances
whici may require another procedure.

One of these circumstances might be a neighborhood
that has a firmly established base of organizations and
voluntary associations. If those groups have a history
of interest aid interaction with the school, it may
be desirable (and sometimes unavoidable) to allow them
to send organizational representations to the local
school's control sharing group. One big potential
problen with this procedure is establishing just which
groups should be alloweu this sort of representation. If
ninimun standards of size and longevity are used as
criteria, any group tnat is excluded is very likely to
complain of discrimination.

Two other circumstances may justify tne use of
this selection procedure. If election turnout 1is
extrzordinarily low and if it cannot be raised, tnen there
uay be no alternative but to turn to established groups.
Or, if the election itself seems unlikely to deliver
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a shared control group that is broadly inclusive of

the neighborhood's legitimate points of view, then this
alternative may be considered. If it is considered, the
principal needs to be acutely aware that allowing some
organizations to send representatives will be perceived
as special and perhaps unfair treatment. Hho is to
decide what "broadly inclusive' means? On whose
autfiority is the selection process "supplemented"? The
procedure may well debase the selection process itself,
and that is a very serious consequence.

Altshuler's warning about the undcsirable
consequences of allowing existing groups to chocse -
representatives: ‘'The arguients against explicit: group
representation on neighborhood councils are obvious
and rather overwhelming. Such a reification of
particular criteria for categorizing voters would eliminate
from the system nearly all capacity to evolve; it would
intensify and ensure the persistence of today's most
salient group conflicts; and it would force man§
people into uwolds that they found Procrustean

Still, the delegate assembly approach worked
fairly well on a city-wide basis for coordinating progran
decisions in the cormmunity action area. The crucial
difference between that experience and the neighborhood
experience is very likely to be the relative dominance
of established organizations. If the strategy is
einployed it should be done with great care to minimize
the possibility of abuse and to minimize the damage done
to nore broadly-based selection jrocedures. It
seeils reasonable to conclude that a shared control group
should be only partially constituted through this procedure,
and then only with the cooperation and assistance of as
wlany of the appropriate neighborhood people as possible.
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IV WiiAT SHOULYD THEY DO?

A shared control group exists in order to
realize the goals of the school and the community. Its
contribution to that is made in terms of the group's
involvement in the substance of school policy. Earlier
sections of this essay defended the basic proposition
tnat that involvement is successful when it is
significant. In this section, various policy areas are
exanined, the evidence dealing with community participation
is presented, and some of the overall limitations are
examined.

Kenneth Clark's study of a dozen big city ,
community action programs indicated that among the ifeatures
which distinguished successful from unsuccessful programs
was sonie form of involvemnt or representation of the

program's clientele on the policy-making level.l

Significant involvement also helps the group
with its own tasks. Lyke found that, 'In general, the
more authority decentralized school boards have the
easier it will be for them to reflect tlhe demands of
citizens within their respective areas.

Significant involvement means invclvement that
ilay make a difference in what happens in the school: Iu
is involvement which can determine, influence, or change
what the school does. The existence of a neighborhood-
based group that can express community interests is not
enougn. The possiblity has to exist that those
¢Xoressions can impact school policy. It should be
obvious that what is intended here is not as one-to-one
correspondence between community expression and school
policy. Some of what the community wants may, on some
occasions, be reflected in school policy and sometines not.
Whether it is or not depends on a number of contextual
factors which have already been discussed (e¢.g., legal
restraints, availability of material resources, the power
position of other relevant participants, etc.) Other
factors are about to be discussed.

But the essential point remains. Iuvolvement
must on somne level make a difference. Harolc Savitch'S
discussion of "nominal® versus ‘‘effective' access makes
some illuminating points: 'We can begin to clarify
the concept by distinguishing ‘effective access'from
'nominal access‘which is not effective. Effective access
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is the ability of a group not only to be heard but over
the course of time to obtain some kind of satisfaction.
This saiissaction is in a sense assu~ed because

groups exercising effective access are in a position to
apply sanctions and inducements so that their demands
are not continually frustrated. Access which is

nominal or not effective is simply the ability of a
group to be heard in the strictest sense of thg word, or
as Dahl would say, the ability to make noise.'?

But, whether or not such an impact is justified
depends inter alia on the substance of the decision. The
nandbook suggests four major areas of school policy:
curriculum, budget, personnel and student affairs. iiany
observars have agreed on these as an appropriate
categorization of school policy matters.

- One study measured the range of policy '
areas in which parents in the Boston public school system
said they&wished to participate. Using five policy
areas, instead of the four suggested here, Raffcl found
that Black parents were interested in participation in
more policy areas than were the parents of any other
group. ‘The five areas included personnel (teachers and/or
administrators), curriculum, methods, and budget review.
While the average Boston parent respondent thought
that parents should have a role in a average of over three
areas, this average differed greatly by ethnic group.

While Chinese respondents sought a role in fcwer than

two decision arcas; Italian and Irish respondents in three,
slack respondents believea that parents should play a role
in at leas: four wof tihe five areas. Within the cthnic
groups, only the more educated Italians sought a greater
role than their less cecducatced group members.”

fann sought to discover the areas in which
school administrators thought that lay participation
would be the most appropriate and those where thecy thought
such participation would be least approj.iate.
Administrators ranked lay participation in "“budget and
finance’ as tie most appropriate, followed by student

matters, curgiculum, and teacher pcersonnel as the least
agpropriate. It 1s possible that admlnlstrators_bclleve
that the lay participation in "budget and finance’ may not
go further than simply paying for the schools or voting

in board e¢lcctions. The interesting and volatile aspect of
the administrators ranking is the last placc pesition

of lay participation in teacher personnel decisions.

Many community demands center around exactly this arca
where adninistrators are least willing to grant communities
a legitimate rolc. In her evaluation of the New York
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city demonstration districts, Cittcll, for example

says, ‘'The one power most desirevd by activist parents
who pressured yor community participation in education
policy was over personncl. Most poor parents wantidd

the ability to hold teachers and principals

accountable, a Center for Urban Education study of parental
attitudes showed that the grcatest percentage of
respondents wanted the right to remove school personnel
they deemed incompetent.” But to repeat a point made
garlicr, "involvement' can mean many things. ''In New York
City one community school district has recently

developed guidelines for school Personnel Practicces
Committees (PP({'s). These committees must include parents
from each grade level; represcentation on them must
reflect the ethnic composition of student population.

The PPC's are given a large voice in the recruitment

and selectton of all tax levy and Funded Programs staff,
in developing job descriptions and recommeiuing staffing.
patterns. They may also conduct an on-going cvaluation
of all staff by visiting classrooms with supervisory
personnel.'8

With respect to the budget area therc 1is some
¢vidence linking significant participation with progranm
success. Yin,et al., report that "When the Citizen
Participation Organization (CPO) has substantial
influence over the services budget, 79 percent of the time
it was successful in implementing citizen views 1into
policy. idoreover, with control over the budget comes
opportunity for managerial responsibility, and 83
percent of the CPOs with budgctary inf&uences saw thu
development of new leadership skills.'

However, in general very little rescarch
has been done about the impact of involvement on spccific
program arcas. #hile the over-all proposition linking
significant involvement to goal achicvement is well
documented,; the component attributes of that involvement
are less clearly demonstrated.

Typical is the comment of a 1970 Urban

Institute report referring to the evaluation

of socinl programs gencrally and specifically
to iodel Cities and Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Educotion Act: '""Relatively little
is known about the cffcctiveness of such
prograxs in mcceting their objectives.” The
report states that the programs include the
difficulties of defining program objectives

and output mecasures; methodological,
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bureaucratic, and practical costraints;
shortagces of trained personnel, lack of
funds, and the absenie of cleariy defined
evaluation policies. 0

This lack of detailed documentation has now
however, dissuaded the protagonists in the involvement debate
from discussing the overall subject. As the Handbook
explains, control can be shared in rather precise amounts
and thosc¢ amounts can vary according to local circumstunces
and thc policy areas implicated. Both "h~w much” and
““in what'' can be modified to achiéve a baiance which school
people and neighborhood people can agree on. However,
legitimate questions can still be raised about what sorts
of decisions should be shared with respect to particular
matters. The diagnosis of the reading problems of a
group of children, the location and evaluation of various
alternate reading curricula, the sclection and adoption
of one curriculum and the assessment of its results pose
- - - very specific dilemmas for school pcople and
laymen. What should be done in any particular decision
will depend to a large degree on such factors as the
knowledgeability of the participants, the history of their
interaction, and their relative influence over one
another. None of those things can be determined excecpt by
reference to specific situations which obviously cannot
be described herce except in terms of gencral overall
components.,

It nay oe that uncertainty about situational
aspects of any given instance of involvement is one of
the taings wnich makes adwinistrators recluctant partic-
1p21.ts. in share coatrol arrangements. Tne fierce
rhetoric whicn characterized thie early part 0f thCesebiddls
drive fur increased participation is certainly auother
contributing factor. In ordcr to justiry a umovcuent,
school people were often pictured as incouwpetent villains
and coutunity people often arrogated to themselves suf-
ficient decision-making power ana athority. Reality
is of course more complicated tnan rhetoric. Out of
that strife has come a much more realistic mutual
appraisal of the strengths and weaknesses of both sides.

One iumportant part of that reappraisal is the
rccognition that very, very few comuunities want tu run
schools tnemselves. They do not wish to replace pro-
fessional cducators, only to participate with them 1in
importan: policy decisions. Philip lieranto, for example,
in School Politics in tae iietropolis, writes:

Although tne degree of envisiona local control
is ofte¢n ambiguous, tne proponents feel tnat
commiunity contrul can only be successful if
tnere 1s 'significant’ comwunity involvelent
in key policy decisions, particularly in the
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areas of personnel, curriculuii; buaget, and
overall c¢valuation. This docs not mean that
parents and other comuunity participants scek

to run the scnool themselves. It does mean

tnat they want to be involved in Key policy
decisions and want to insure that the profes-
sionals working in the schools arc responsive

to the needs of the cowsunity and its children.1l

And Fantini, et al., have observed, 'pdost parents want
notning more than tine assurance that their children's
sciiools are being run by uwen and women who truly belicve
in tne capacity of all chilaren to learn. Ircunicatly,
tie nworc accountable the school is to the community,

the lower the degrec of community control is 1ikely to
be."lZ Tne relationship here is an interesting onc
since it suggests that as long as the school is account-
able, professional autonoay may bLe largely unaindered.

A gooa decal of the justification of a shared-control
group is to deliver accountability frouw the school to
the comamunity. If the group increcases that accountabi-
lity, then it may also increase, not decrcaseg the
personal autonomy of tne administrator. (The possibi-
lity of this paradouxical result emerging has been
aiscussed in Section II: "When to Sazre Control and
#What to Expect.'')

donethceless, the temptation to use comuunity
involveument for nanipulative purposes reix2ins a strong
one. The acfinition of manipulation is always diffi-
cult--tihere is an old say about "I teacn but you
manipulate!'’ Where protessionals have a responsibility
for leadership; that is, a respounsibility for encourag-
ing and stimulating people to do things they would not
uo unassisted, it will always be difficult to know where
lecadership stops anu manipulation begins. Referring to
people's "best interests' will not help much since those
interests are so varieca, and practically no action is
ever. undertaken except in the sincere belief that it
is serving ''The Public Interest.''™ However, it is pro-
bably accurate to say that when a different version of
people's interests is substituted for the version which
people themselves have zxpressed, then manipulation is
taking place.

The temptations to do that are strong. Uhat
apappens when the neighborhood persists in wanting to do
sometiiing which the principal feels is mistaken? The
principal's first resort is to persuasion and exhor-
tation. The principal may also wish to marshall his or
her own supporters. If that fazils, the principal may
wisa to resort to legal autihority (if the action is
within the legal province of the administrator) or
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pernaps if the issuc is iuportant cnougih, to consider
resigining. Tacre is an alternate. If the consequences
are not too severe, and if the estimated results--
altihough regrettable--are still acceptavle, the prin-
cipal ulay wisn to accede to sometiining iu which he or

sie does not believe. The freecdowm to fail is, after all,
one of the prices wnich all responsible decision makers
(including administrators) ‘pay. Two long-tiiie observers
of the cowmmunity involveulent scene, S. ii, iiiller and

.liartin RKeiun, say, "Efficiency and Participation do not

necessarily converge. It may not always be possible to
bring together without conflict ideals of erfficiency,
numanity, ana democracy. But we cannot surrender to

efficiency as the highest social value.?13

Communications

. A frequent criticism of education is tnat it
nas becoume so burecaucratized, especially in the big
cities, that it is a closed-decision systcm in wnich

public decisions are made in private beyond reach of

public scrutiny. Practically every feature of tne
suared-control mechanisii described here can be iater-
preted as an assauit on the closed nature of tuat
decision system. The introduction of new groups into
school policy formation and implemeatation will cer-
tainly contributc to more adequate communications between
scnools and tac public. Gittell ana lLollander wmake a
typical point: '"Public participation in sciool policy
forimation is circumscribed by the lack of visible
decision-making, the general shortage of information
available to the public, a deficiency in the means for
participation.®l

iiann's research on the conditions of adaminis-
trative rcsponsiveness found that tne nwaber and kiand
of people to whon auministrative decisions were visible,
and tue frequency of tinat visibility were relatea to
responsiveness to the community. here only bureau-
cratic superiors could oversee program decisions, the
tendency to override community interests was strong.
But, winen oversight by a neignbornood g-oup was added
to tae supervision found in the cnain of conmand, that
tendency diwinisned snarply.15 Similarly Lalloue and
Snith recoumend nore use of the public opinion devices
to assess the attitudes of the system's clients_and in
Leeping minority view points from bein buriea.l0
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V  hOW SHOULD THE GROUP BE ORGANIZED?

The responsibilities of a shared control group

require that it be organized carefully. It must have

a structure that is appropriate to the community- and
~school-related tasks it performs. It must make its

decisions in a democratic fashion and it must be

organized to utilize the best expert opinion available.

The organizational features of the group include its

decisions procedures, constituent relations,

aspects of its meetings and provisions for self-change.

Procedures for group decisions are discussed
in the Handbook itself. A distinction made earlier aboout
the difterence between consensus and consent 1is
reintroduced there. Briefly, where groups are cohesive,
where they share goals, most decisions can be expected
to emerge by mutual agreement. But where those
characteristics are not present, the prior establishment
of fair procedures for arriving at a decision is very
important. The Handbook also refers to the standard
reference for group decision-making, Robert's Rules of
Grder. In a neighborhood where most participants are
known to each other and where the group is created and
operates uuder amicable circuastances, adopting
parliamentary procedures may seem unnecessarily formal.
In one sense that is true: if decisions can be reached
fairly and with little effort, more formal structure is
not necessary. However, if the shared-control group
is to engage significant policy matters, some disagreement
is to be expected. The entire purpose of formal
procedures is to channel conflict, to ensure fairness
to all interests, and to preserve the integrity of
the group. Prior familiarity with formal decision
procedures, in non-stressful circumstances can help
groups through disagreement that might otherwise be much
mcre acrimonious.

The sort of relation which individual group
members should have with their constituents is always
a thorny business. Practically everyone is agreed that
any group which intends to pursue a neighborhood's interests
or which will be acting on behalf of a neighborhood
should include in its membership the salient descriptive
charact-ristics of the neighborhood. This does not
mean that Puerto Ricans cannct represent the interests
of Chicanos, or that Blacks irom the American South
cannot act on behalf of those who come from the West

L]
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Indies. Italians do not nave tc have Italians for
representatives and so on. On tiie other hand, where

a large and vocal part of the school's clientele

consists of uwthers who work outside tne home, a shared-
control group will be hampered in its operation without
some representation of that point of view. Gittell, for
examnple states “ . . . There is strong merit in the
arguient that CS3's and school staffs may be educationally
more effective if tney are ethnically representative of
those they are supposed to serve."l "A neighbornood group
that is not accurately representative cf its coumunity
constituency will have a difficult time acting on their
behalf. And, in addition, that unrepresentativeness will
hinder the group's acceptance by another important group,
tne teachers. If the group is not a representative

one, professionals feel it is lesE legitinate_ ana arc
less likely to cooperate with it.4 Despite the
desirabiiity of having a fairly close match betwcen

the descriptive characteristics of the group and the
neighborhood, there is not much that the principal can

do about an imbalance if that imbalance results from an
election. Where elections are used to select group
uembers, about all the principal can do is to be alert

tG the possibility of an imbalance or gap in
representation, and perhaps encourage people to run for
office in order to avoid those situations.

Another aspect of constituent relation is the
extent which a group acts to satisfy individual interests
rather than group interests. (An earlier discussion
pointed out that competition for positions on the group,
reduces the tendency of groups to serve only individual
interests.) What are the conditions which inhibit the
tendency of a group to ''do favors for ceriain people’?

In their study of a national sample of school boards,
Jennings and Ziegler found that the more complexity present
in the community being represented (measured by
metropolitianism, urbanism, and size) the less likely the
group was to represent individual as opposed to group
intercsts. Thus, tc tne extent that the shared control
group indeed represents or is chosen to reflect the

entire range of interests in a comwmunity, to that extent

it will be less likely to enact individual's gishes

and interests at the expense of those groups.
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VIl HOW TO HELP

The entire dandbook is organized around the
specific things which school principals may do to help
shared control groups succeéd. Each topic considered
here is an operational answer to the "how to help"
question. This concluding section of the interpretive
essay considers some additional things that principals
may do for the group. It deals in sequence with
requisite features for democratic participation.l

The first requisite is of course, the opportunity
to share control. That is not as tautological as it
may seem, since schools ordinarily offer many citizen
involvement opportunities that do not reach the level
of authenticity or intensity of shared control. Saul
Alinsky stressed,

. . the necessary physical links to start
the communication and the democratic bargaining.
Without that it becomes literally impossible.
You cannot have the democratic process and you
cannot have the democratic involvement of
people in the community as long as they do not
have representation. If tiiey are not .
organized, they don't have tne circumstances
from which they can derive legitimate
representation. This is the fundamental
requirement for the democratic mix. . .

This idea of the importance of

being organized in order to have true
representation from the community holds true
for the schools as well. Principals or
administrators who have ideas about
conmunity involvement in the operation of
the school must, of necessity, have a :
method of securing legitimate representation
from the community.”

The existence of a mechanism of shared control
is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for
successful involvement. As Edgar and Jean Cahn say,
"Wherever there is any form of representation--ou
boards, through employment of staff, elections, public
meetings, volunteer service, in the day-to-day administration,
through complaint bureaus, grievance procedures or
adversary contests---there 1must be access to knowledge
and to the resources necessary to present the best
possible case for the position taken."
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One of the most important of those additional
resources 1s the material support for neighborhood
people. In many circumstances, the participation of urban
residents is precluded because of family responsibilities
as a mother or father, or because of the necessity to work
at two or more jobs, or because of the single inability
to pay the small amounts entailed in carfare between
home and meeting place. Per meeting or lump sum stipends
‘can be used to make up for those lacks. They can allow
participants to arrange for baby sitters, pay carfare,
and compensate for income foregone. They can also
contribute to the neighborhood group's motivation and
attention to details of its work.

Title I of ESEA specifica}ly provides for
stipends to parent representatives. Several .
researchers agree about the usefulness of this provision.
Lyke, for example, recommends that city-wide schocl board
members be pa.d as full-timg legislators as are many state

and federal representatives.® Gittell says, 'The
traditional civic concept of unpaid board membership

developed by & middle-class community and for a limited
concept of the role of a school bogrd is not practical
in a system of community control."

In addition, stipends can encourage representation
of a neglected group in the politics of education at
the neighborhood level---men. Altshuler points out that
the Kerner Commission determined that three times as
many men as wor..n participated :in urban riots. From
the evidence, he concludes that it is men “who threaten
the stability of the political order,'" and thus it is
particularly important to attract male participation in
neighborhood government. That participation can be
induced with a stipend. Altshuler cites a study of
fienver Model Cities groups which provided $15 per meeting
stipends and which with 70% ma}e representatives had
reversed the usual proporticn.

The information on which to base involvement
15 & vital support component. It is so important that the
US Otffice »f Education has mandated that each parent
representative on a Title I ESEA advisory council must,
4s a minimum, receive free of charge

“"l. Title I legislation

"2 Federal regulations, guidelines, criteria
pertaining to Title I

3. State Title I regulations and guidelines

4. The LEA's current ~itle I application and past

applications and evaluations.

"S. Any other information the council members may
need to perform their duties effectively."
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OE's 1970 regulations also referred to an "affirmative
information program'" for parents which included, in
addition to the above things, recommendations about
exerplary programs, a description of the process for
planning and developing grant applications, and full
informatigon about the starting and ending dates of all
programs.g Malcolm Provus, who has wide experience in
educational evaluation has expanded on the goals of
information to be provided and the likely effects of
its availibility. .

Information about the daily, weekly, or
monthly travails of community program operations
can be exciting stuff. When the successes and
failures of programs serving real and pressing
comnmunity needs are observed and examined,

an increasing number of people will commit
themselves to the challenge of improving
affairs. When specific shortages of materials
or human skills are made apparent, the
community will find. its voice and hands.
Where it is publicly demonstrated that
essential human resources cannot be found
within a community, the need for their
importation will be acknowledged even by
militants. A sense of interdependencs

with a large community will be established and
a sense of control over one's own life-space
will begin to unfold. Only if the public is
fully informed about a program as it develops
will the benefits of that program occur, and
only then will proofs and evidence of its
effectiveness be forthcoming. . .

Public and educators alike can come to expect
that all programs will be described in terms
of:

Who is to be changed by the program?
In what way and by what time?
How are the changes to be brought about?
li2 must be involved?
What process will be used?
.What is the sequence of the steps in each
process and what are the immediate effects of
' these steps?
What staff training is needed?
' What administrative functions are essential?
What kind of institutional cooperation is needed?
/ What facilities, material, and equipment are
/ needed and will these be used?
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What dollar and nondollar costs are involved?
How mcuh money cgmes from federal, state, and \
local resources?10 . N

Along with more information, members of the
shared control group are also likely to profit by training
in its use and application to school-level decision making.
Again, the Title I guidelines stress the need for
“long-terTl on-going training of Parent Advisory council

members.""" The study of DHEW programs by Yin et al.,
indicated that in two-thirds of the cases where training
was provided to group members, the participants developed
new skills and were suciﬁssful in getting their views
translated into policy.

The provision of formal training experiences can
reinforce the learning that will already be taking place
simply by virtue of membership in the group. Fantini,
et al-;point out the benefits to be had by this '"learn-
by-doing' approach: "The question should involve not
what parents know now about the technicalities of
education, but what they can come to know. Participation
affords direct knowledge and facilitates understanding
and insights far more effectively than attempts to
learn and understand_from a distance. Experience is
the great teacher."1l3

The availability of staff help is also
extremely important. On the basis of eight years of
study at CASEA, Zeigler has concluded that " . . . elected
bodies must be provided with full time staffs, capable
of matching the administration fact for fact, jargonistic
phrase for jargonistic phrase. ?therwise, the
inevitable erosion will occur."l The study of citizen
participation in DHEW programs reached a similar and
emphatic conclusion. '

The most important organizational characteristic
for a CPO is that it has'staff under its own
control. As the following responses indicate,
the simple presence of staff was associated
with a 75 percent success rate.
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o Does the CPa\have its own staff?

Response Yes (N=20) No (N=26)

Not at all, or to a
trivial degree......e.... 25% 58%

To a significant but
limited or to a high
degree.......é........-.c7

-1

42%
100%

(€9
QD
DA S

No other feature is as critical to success in
affecting the services and {ge reasons for this
are not difficult to infer.

But, despite this clear indication of the
relation between staff assistance to community boards
and program success, Gittell reports that by 1972 not
more than 5 of New York City's 32 decentralized_boards
had executive assistants at the district level.

The final characteristic to be considered is
probably equally important. The professionals within
the schools, especially the teachers must be receptive
to and supportive of community involvement. The Handbook
discussed some specific ways in which those attitudes
can be fostered. The importance of staff attitudes
has been remarked by several authors. Fusco says
"If school officials expect parents to b¢ noncocpur.tive
their impressions vill convi¥ Zesell Lo pasents and
cause a negative attitude."
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NOTES

1. See Verba, ‘‘Democratic Participation,'" p. 53-78.
For a similar list of resources necessary to support
popular participation, see ilichael Lipsky, Protest
in City Politics: Rent Strikes, llousing, and the
Power of the Poor (Chicago:- Rand iicNally, 1970),
pPr. 167-168. .

2. Saul Alinsky, '"Organizing Low-Income Neighborhoods
for Political Action,' in Urban School Administration,
ed. by McKelvey and Swanson, p. 43. See also liess,
"Parent Involvement," in Day Care: Resources for
Decisions, p. 230; Kirst, The Politics of Education,
P. 124; Russell L. Isbister and G. Robert Koopman,
"Citizen Participation in School Affairs,' in Vital
Issues in American Education, ed. by Crow, p. §6.

3. Cahn, ‘llaximum Feasible Participation,’ in Citizen
Participation, ed. by Cahn and Passett, p. 5l.

4, O.E., "Parental Involvement,'" p. 11.

5. Lyke, "Representation," in Community Control, ed. by
' Levin, p. 167.

6. Gittell, "The Balance of Power," in Community Control,
ed. by Levin, p. 133.

~3

Altshuler, Comnunity Control, pp. 144-145.

co

"Parental Involvement in Title I ESEA;' p.

9. USOE, ‘"iiemorandum to Chief State School Officers/
Advisory Statement on Development of Policy on
Parental Involvement in Title I, ESEA Projects (Washing-
ton, DC: USOE/DiE'Y, October 30, 1970), pp. 2-3.

10. !falcolm Provus, "In Search of Community," Phi Delta
Kappan, v 54, n 10 (June, 1973), p. 661.

11. OE, "Parental Involvement,' p. 10.

12, Yin, et al.,Chief Participation in DHEW Programs,”
TARP/RAND, p. 56.

13. Fantini, et al., Community Control, p. 97. See also
Cunningham, Governing Schools, p. 171; and Rempson,

‘'School-Parent Programs,'" in The Urban Rs, ed. by
Jentler, ..ockler and Yarshaucer, p. 140,

14. Zeigler, 'lreating Rcsponsive Schools,” p. 43.
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15. Yin, et al., ""Citizen Participation in DHEYW Programs,”
TARP/RAND, p. 55. See also Rempson.

16. Gittell, School Boards and School Policy, p: 64.

17. Fusco, Improving School Community Relations, p. 8.
See also Kramer, Participation of the Poor, p. 233,

and Fantini, ""Quality Education,' in Community Contrel,
ed. by Levin, p. 57.
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