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This study was undertaken in the 1960's, a period in which demands for

EU

participation, condemuotions of public institutions as unresponsive, and
vigorous dissent from long unchallenged pplicies became commonplace. Schools,
like most public institutions, were targets of the drive toward democrati-
zation. Not only in the popular rhetoric of the new left, but iu the uore
sober assessment of such prestigious institutions as the Ford Foundation,
schools were condemned as overly bureaucratized, rigid, and non-responsive.

Now that the tumult and shouting has died, we are in a position to assert
that schools--like most public institutions--weathered the storm rather well.
We began this book with a discussion of the dilcmma of school governance. On
the one hand, schools provide an expert service, the quality of which the
client has traditionally been judged imcomﬁetcnt to assess. On the other hand,
school district governments are legally established in such a way as to pro-
vide the expectation of responsive governance. The presence of elections and
other mechanisms of accountability means that school district governance can
be judged against the standards of traditional democratic theorj.

One essential element of representative democracy is a responsive legis-
lative assewrbly. There are two components to a responsive relatiouship at
the school district level., Tirst, there is the relationship between the boavd
and the public. Then there is the relaticn between the board and the super-
intendent. Tdeally, the board, in response to comaunity demands and nceds,
formulates policy which the superintendent, as the legal "elerk" (many super-
itterdeats otill vetain this title), adwinisters.  Hencee, through this two-
phie process, ceuwcational policy s made congruent with constitutionnl
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e Obviously, the fdeal is not fully realized in school districts nor




in other similar governing structures.

Whatever the difficulties of obtaining the impossible, and however
inadequate the performunce of the governmental units, we make two funda-
mental assertions: (1) democratic theory is an appropriate standara by
which to judze educational governance; (2) cducational governance receives
a mixed report card.

The first point involves a return to our discussion of experts and repre-

' are subject to col~

sentatives. Schools, we belicve, produce "public goods,'
lective decisions rules, and axe a commonwegl institution. Schools also
produce private benefi;s, have a developing expertise (at least as reliable

as that of, =ay, psychiatry, but not as reliable as other technologies),

and hence can be judged as service institutions. Schools, then, are a mixed
form of institution. Judging them as service institutions is not our major
objective as political scientists, though clearly political scientists should
not be excluded from the fraternity cf cost-benefit analysis. At the risk

of over-simplification, the available evidence is that as cervice institutions,
schools perform sowmewhat better than they do as commonweal institutions. For
many Americans, the principal utility of education has been thought of in

terms of its c¢ffects on econemic productivity. We measure the value of edu-
cation in terss of the present value of the extra lifetime income one can
expeet to reccive as a result of education, Education supposedly incicascs

an individual's general skills, and as a result, individual productivity and
the productivity of the entire econowy. Consequently, national achicvement
teats are aloo videly aorced o be apprepriate as indicators of service
perfor mecs,  There should e enly wild complaiat herc, albeit there are
distressing indicacors that basic «hills are cesctimes not taught as
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effectively as they shoulq be. Moreover, all Americans do not have .qual
opportunity to gain access to technical skills. However, one solution to
that problem is simple: busing.

The deliberately callous way in which busing is introduced as a solu-
tion leads us tc our major c&ncern: schools are commonweal in that the géals
they distribute allegedly benefit the entire community. Thus, 2quality of
access 1s presumed. With regard to busing, however, decisions v-re made,
gencrally, without regard to either community expectations oT anticipation
of the consequences for the quality of education. The thruct for busing
came primarily from the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, using the Coleman
Report as its justificationm. While Coleman fouad that the function tradi-
tionally associated with quality of education (per pupil expenditurzs, cur=
ricular innovatlions, etc.) were unrelated to achievement, there was some
evidence that the best learning expericnce took place in middle class vhite

schools.1 lence, the Commission called for an end to neighborhood schools

. and the busing of children to racially balanced schools bcgan.2 In other

words, the contrcl of the school (insofar as control involves a choice of
attendance arecas) was not subject to community preferences. Soon, of course,
political opposition became rampant, and busing ultimately died a violent
(but slow) death.

The entire debate involved, in reality, minimum concern with th.e per-
formance of service functions by schools. Although whites fretted about
the alleged decline of educational standards, there is no reliable evidence
to support these fears (indeed the evidence of the Coleman Report is to the
contrary). Turther, the cifect of radically desegregated schools on blacks

is far {rom certain. The available (albeit skimpy) evidence indicates only
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that "if desegregation contiaucs over a fairly long period it usualily raises
black studcﬁts’ scores slightly. But the gains are usually small, and they
depend on factors that aobodvy fully understands."

While the Coleman Report was used to support busing, it was also used
to lefend decentralization and neighborhood schools: "of all the variables
measured in the survey, the attitudes of student interest in school, self
concept, and sensc of envircanmental control show the strongest relaticn to
achievcmcnt."3 The fact of :bhc matter is that the basic issue is not the
cfelation of busing, or neighborhood schools, to the performance of the
clients (students). The bone of contention is the ancient political ques=-
tion: who has effective control. Indeed, the expancsion of Coleman's
thewe by Joencks (who concludes that school quality has little effect on
achievement), docs not reduce the uirgency of tais question.a People bLelicve
that educativa Is the key to success, and occasionally (when they per-
ceive ghcy are not getting vhat there is to get), try to influence the con-
duct of scliool governance.

Fere is wvhere our judgment as political scientists begins. What have

we learncd about educational governance that allows us to assess its per-

formance agiainst the standerd of dewmncratic theory? A review of the findings

would be cu:hersone, but some of the main points scand out as particularly
reJevant.  We will speak now of overall treands, blurring for the moment the
distinctions which are coatained in our analyseis. Our first concern is the

re.ation of the board and the conaunity,

Board: arc driasy fronm o narvow, quasi-clite strata. Doard members, while

obvioualy intcereted In and conceerncd abeut cduetion, have o narrow and

particulevictic viewo  Recruitiont of board wmeibers has been laveely a
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self-perpetuative, low competition process--one that has not served to arti-
culate or accommodate the  myriad intcrests of a community. The interaction
between boards and community is one in which most demands are made by support-
ive groups. The congitence between leaders and led is poor to moderate.

There is, however, thie "deviant" board, the "unreformed" or "political"
board. Each of the linkage failures outlined above are amelicratcd when
variables traditZonally associated with the political process are iutroduced:
ward elections, partisan appeals, wmore intensce competition, and the like.
Clcarly, political compctition--conflict, debate, elite turnover--strengthens
the links between the board and the public. As Dahl and Linablom, Fulau and
Prewitt, and numcrous others have argued, political competition is esscatial
to the control of the leaders by the 1ed.5 If one wishes to address the prob-
lem of change, he can safely asscrt that institutionalized politicization--
undoing the worl: of the reformers--is a prercquisite to strengthening the
linkage mechanisms between the board and the public. Of particular interest

here is the slight improvement in attitude congruence in politically impreg-

nated districts. Since such districts are also the most socially heteso-

gencous, the fact that they are-~-even slightly--more accurately represcnta-
tive is of considerable signifi-cance.

Our findiugz on the relationship of responsiveness to reform are corro-
borative of the findings of recent studics of urban policy. In thelr study
of urban policy, Lincherry and Fowler found that reformed cities (cities with
manager goveranent, at large constituency, non-jartisan elections) were unre-
sponsive in their taxing and spending policies to differences ia the income,
occunational, relisioun, or ethnic characteristics of thedir populations. In

contrast, unreformed citics (eitics with traditional political institutions)
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were more reflective of the varied needs of th: community. Reformed govern-
ments, "are associaced with a lessened responsiveness of the cities to the
enduring conflicts of prlitical life."6

It should be noted that these analyses are gencrally based upon policy
outputs, making ticm not directly comparable to the conclusiuns reached here.
Hovever, one might argue that two studiecs of diffcrent goverumental units,
using different indicators, which nevertheless reach similar coanclusions,
provide compelling corroboration of the nature of response in reformed
decision..l structures.

This lessencd responsiveuncss wus, as we have noted, the cthos of the
reform mcvement, and it wa: by nu means limited to schools. Agger, Goldrich
and Swanson find the 'community conservationist" ideology a dominant one in
their comparative comaunity study. The commurity conservationist idecology,
onc¢ of "a-political” politics, rejccts traditional notions of the legiti-
macy of interest group cleavages in much the same fashion as does the ideolegy
of school administrators.7 Mayor Richard L-e »f New Haven, whose political
carcer has been so widely docurv-uted, was a classic community conservaticn-
1st, strcssing bencfits to citizens in gencral, rather than appealing to
class or group clcavages. Lee, a powerful political leader, was in no seuse
subscrvient to experts.  Indeed, he successfully mobilized expertise in the
caure of his doninant goal:s urban renewal.  Although Lee's skillful building
of a coualition in favor of urban renawal vas politically adept, the issue
ltscelf united chose traditionally identificed wich urban reform: the educa-
ted, activist, niddle zlass. The coalition (as is typical eof reform in geu-
cral, tnd wibne rencual in particular) Jid not include blocks. Ihe impact

of wrban repewal was mort visible in the dowmtown business district, and



in middle-income apartment developments, not in ghettoes. Hence, New Haven
-~a "model city'~fell victim to the riots of the 1960's. In a sense, the
neglect of mincrities in urbon .2newal is (ideologically) comparable to the
neglect of winoritics in favor of efficiency in education.  The justification
for the consolidation of school districts--which led to the ccunter demand
for the return of schools o "the people'~-was efficiency. Systems planners
demonstrated that the smallest efficient unit of opcration was one of approx-
imately 50,000 students. Nrwnerce in the equetions of systens planngrs is
there a consideration of the human cost of centralization. The fact that
nearly half of American cities hove adopted the council manager plan (stress-—
ing the neutral cupertise of the manager), lends additional credence to the
notion that expertisc, the rclegation of as many cuestions as possible to the
level of a technical problem, is a very ﬁcrvasive political philosophy. 1If
"the ¢nd of ideology" was prematurely declared, it is nevertheless the case
that tnere has been a relentless move (with cyclical counter-revolutions, as
in the 1960's)--towards a sociuty so complex that the competence of amateurs
is seriously challenged.

It is cxactiy thic question of competence which produces the dilemma
of the cxpert in school governance. Dahl argues persuasively about the value
of what he caals the "criterion of compctcnce."8 Some decisions sliould not be
made deisocraticolly, Vould one, for instance, want to be a paticat in a
democratic hospital, with majority vote dctermining diagnosis? Or fly across
the Atlantic in an airplane in waich the pillot abided by the decision of the
passenpers?  Such oxwarples sound -bsurd, but a glance at the "real world"
renders them less soo For dnstance, loyalist units in the Spanish Civil War

clected their officers and, creasionally, voted in support or opposition to
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their decisions. An cxamination of the referenda issue regularly submitted
to voters may raisc cqually absurd questions of competence. For instance:
should there be a vote on capital punishment? 1legali~-ation of marijuana?
Both issues have been recently voted on, aund perhaps they should be. But
certainly the technical expertise of criminologists and pharmacologists

was frrclevant to the decision of most people.

From the perspective of democratic theory, the problem is one of bal-
ance. To what extent car the public and its representatives determine whea
a decision is beyond their compctence? There is no hard and fast rule,
nor should thers be. As we noted in the first chapter, many couitries re-
gard cducation as beyond the coumpatence of the average citizen. In America
we theoretically do not. Ours is the model of lay contvol toward which many
European ¢ducators look with ecavy. In fact, as we have secen, we have a
commonweal institution bechaving isargely as though it were a service organ-
ization. But, given the mixned naturc of the school, how can we sort uut the
mix? To begin, a substantial portion of the "services" provided by schools
is hardly so precise or value frece as to make them understandable only to
experts. lPxcluding for the momoent the techaical skills normally cxnpected
te accruce to those vho attend schools (e.g., reading, mathematics, etc.),
schools also assuae the responsibility of tcaching "citizenship training,"
history, and other subjects wajch wake little, if any, pretense toward the
consensus of opinion characteristic of a “real' science.

With repard to the teaching of basic «lills, wnother problem cxists.

There is no hnovledpye base==about which proctitioners can achieve consensus=--

vadgve to the teashane-learning proccas. Innovations abound, as cedacation

P faddich, Yot the evidenee continwes to wount that there is no appreciable
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link between the way a subject is taught and the way a subject is 1earned.9
Teaching is a craft, not u rrofession. The services provided by teachers
sometimes succeed, sometimes fail. No one really knows vhy. "After a century
of psychologicali research, educators still know little about how children
1earn."10

Given the fact that the experts have not demonstrated that they know
any more about educatipn than laymen, the response to lay demands certainly
should not crecate any fear of the reduction of quality. Polyarchy would
probably not make a great deal of difference in output (however, it might
make a difference in the processes).

If we wish educational governance to perform in the manner of a common-
weal institution, a.polyarchy, or a representative democracy, we will have
to provide it with the institutional linkage to the political process wvhich
it currently lacks. Such ideas arc conspicuously absent in proposals for
either decentralization or community controi.

The myriad of proposals for various methods of creating a counter-
acting power to the superintendent generally coalesce around the notion of
proximity. The smaller the decisicn-making unit, the greater the opportunity
for participation. With considerable justification, traditional political
organizativns were as distrusted as administrators. The consequence is that,
while the cast of characters in comnunity schools, or decentrali.ed schooils,
hac shifted, the link between new elites and constituents has not been
streagthened. Participation in election is as low (or lower than) in the
election; of "centralized" school systems. Conscquently, the mew elite--those.
who man  the new boards of education--is as insulated as is the elite which

em:ryes from our study. TRecruitment paths are differcnt: board members are
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typically recruited from various anti-poverty organizations and established
social welfare agencies. However, the same filtering process occurs. Poverty
and velfare agencies are to community schools what civic and business assoc-
iations are to the "normal" board.11 Idcologies differ, conformity to dom-
inaat valueqdyesnot Linkages are no more appare F7r instauge, .

ai § . capes n parvent. /many of the new elite
call for de-emphasis on achicvemen: and development of a non~competitive
ethos. However, the- residents of the areas represented by the new elites
feel strongly-~cven more strongly than whites--that the purposes. of school
are vocational)and their images of appropriate learning environments are
tradifional to authoritarian.

When we turn our attention to the other.half of w1he responsiveness
equation, the ability of the board to control the behavior of the super=-
intendent (in the name of the public), our mixed assessment continues.

Boards are likely to become spoleswmen for the superintendent to the commun-
ity; their representational roles are reverscd, and the superintendent becomes
the dominant policy-maker. Hecre is, of course, a serious gap in the chain of
responsiveness, with a remedy far from apparent. Again, the dominance of
experts is not an isolated phenomenon; it is rot peculiar to schools. If

we appiy the sawe reasoning to board-superintendent relations as we did to
board-community relations, ve would offer our usual prescription: large

doses of pelitics. However, the same political process which enhances the

responsiveness of the boord does not encourage an active policy-making rcie

for the board. Although public involvement cither through the electoral
process or through group-relaced activitics de s lcad to greater willing-
ness on the part of the board to question the superintendent's prioritiecs,

the board's atteints Lo play an active role in the policy-maliing procecss are

11
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frustrated by the couplexity of ecducational problems and by inability to
gain control of a sprawling cducational bureaucracy. The more conflict-

ual and political the system, the mor2 active the board is in opposing the
superintendent. However, the translation of conmunity diversity and tension
into resistance to the superintendent (a translation enhanced by institution-
alized political devices), makes the probability of a superintendent victory
more likely. A divided board is easy prey. The most effective Oppositiéh
to the superintendent is the ccnsensual, unreprescentative elite of the small,
non-political district. Here challenges oc:ur rarely, but they are more
likely to succeed. Ironically, then this portion of the linkage process is
inhibited by the very factors which enhance other aspects.

Is the situation we have described unique? Are school districts more
removed from their publics than other units of government? If so, is their
relative insulation defersible? If not, why the cry for school reform? Our
evidence in these matters is necessarily fragmentary. Until that Utopian
moment o€ total replication, we can muster only partial evidence. Our first
source of evidence is the city council study directed by Eulau and Pr /itt.
We find that =ity councils are recruited in much the sawme fashion as school
boards, have the samez class bias, the same sourt of issueless competition, and
the same limited contact with non-supportive groups. Prewitt, for instance,
speaks of the strong norm of "volunteerism' present in city councils. He
argues that city councils enter and leave office "not at the whim of the
electorate,' but according to their own schedules. Incumbent return is high
(as is the case with most legiclative bodies), recruitment is not group-

oricnted, but is on the basis of nobless oblige: "They [city councilmen]

trcat council scrvice as a 'citizen duty' in much the same manner as they

‘ %
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treat service on the Chamber of Commerce, the PTA, the Library Board, and other
such community service oréanizations."l2 They, like school board memners, are
inclined to view their rvle as "trustee," e.g., standing alcof from community
opinion. Nearly half the councils studied arc categorizcd as "unresponsive."
Further, the groups to which they are likely to respond are the Chamber of
Comnierce, merchant gioups, civic affairs groups, and the like. Reform or
protest groups are rarely heard.13
On the other hand, a majority of council insist that they make most

policy decisions.14 Whether they do or not, they think they do; school

board members do not. lere, then, is a point of departure. Although city
managers arc rightly compared to school superintendents as experts dcaling
with amateurs, a more appropriate balance scems to have been struck in :.e
former case. One cou'd hardly deny that managers are not policy makers.
Nunmerous studies have shown them to be major participants in policy formation:
indced in many cases the chief initiator of policy.15 It does appear, however,
_that councils perform more adequately with regard to the second half of the
link if not the first. There are, of coursc, some significant differences

in the two arcnas of government. Most school districts rescmble the council-
manager plan, with no clected chief executive. About half the cities, however,
(even those with managers), have an clected cxecutive. Very few school dis-
tricts have elected supcrintendents, and cefforts to eliminate the few remain-
ing ¢lected cxecutives continue.

There is, then, no educational counterpart to the mayor who can scrve as
a focus of representative balance against the bureaucracy, (the chairman of
the school board is normally chosen by his colleagues). The abscnce of a

representative counterpart wmay strengthen the hand of the superintendent,

13
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Therc are, of course, other rcasons why expertise appears to have been more
successful as a resource in school management. There is some evidence that
decislons about schools are not as normally hecated as are decisions about
municipal policy.16 The main client of schools-~the child--is clearly a
"sacred object." Thus, there is more fear that "normal politics will dis-
rupt the service to the client. Such a fcar may be less a threat when the
issuc is zoning, garbage dicposal, or budgeting. We assert, however incon-
clusively, that school experts have been somewhat more successful in insulat-
ing themselves than have experts in other governmental units. This is not

to deay that conflict over school policy can occasionally become heated.
Indeced, the very sacredness of the client vi;tually guarantees that emotions
will occas‘onally become aroused. When the arena of conflict expands--

as in busing, scx education or similar issges—-the climate of conflict is
hardly restrained. It is simply that routinized decision-making--denying the

legitimacy of conflict--is the accepted norm. Conflict is equated with

_erisis,

We arc relictant to engage in speculation abosut the future, but there
is some evidence that the isolation of schools is being reduced. The polit-
icizatica of the educational process is, however gracdually, coming to pass.
Ffforts to decentralize schools, more radical demands for community control,
even more extreme demands for vouchers, the incrcasing unionization of
teachers, and the growing reluctance of taxpayers to pungle up, provide
evidence in support of our suspicion. Our purpose is not to recommend ap-
propriate ways of coping with increascd yoliticizatfon. We do suggest that
any reform movement must deal simultancously with the relationship between

the representatives and the public and the board-superintendent interaction.
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Whethex schools are decentralized or not, it is highly likely that the issue
of representation (as opposed to citizen particip;tion) will remain central.
Most pvople do not want te participate on a day-by-day basis in educational
decision-making, even if it is taking place in a neighborhood school.
One wodel of governance suggested as appropriate is the workérs coun-
cil, as used in Yugoslavia and some Western European countries. Such a
modu:l is normally associated with decisjon-making at a rather decentralized
level. Houwever, Lf such a model is followed,-we plunge back into the dilemma
with viich we began. Worker Councils, elected by workers, seem reasonable
enough except for two problems: (1) workers are not the client of the insti-
tution; (2) the output (profit) of the iustitutional is a consensual goal.
Neither condition applies to schools;
Other suggestions for reform come rcédily to mind. If we want legis=~
. lators to be responsive, why not give them the tools to do the job? Making
board rumbership a full time paid position, or providing a full time staff
would provide more of an opportunity .o balance the distribution of in-
fluence between board and superintendent, but would not strengthen the link
between the representatives and represented. lere, we need to undo the work
of the reforers. Another poussibility is to convert the superinteadent into
a mayor, i.e., make the superintendent an clective office. As is done in soue
large citics, he could be provided with a "chief adwministrative officer" to
handle adninistrative dutices.  The superintendent of today's schools might
be ideally suited to becomr the chief adiinist ative officer.
Suppose, then, that--by wvhatever means--we create "responsive' sclivols,
Vhat then?  Will the content ol policy clianpe?  1f people ought to be able

to participate in decisions thoet affect theiv lives, and if schools fall

-l
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into this category, then we can ask, again, a closer question of political
science: to whom should the school respond, who should make the rcsponsc;“
what kinds of decisions would be made at what level of governance? Suppese,
for instunce, that a rescarchcr decided to measure the quality of education
in responsive, politically robust districts in contrast to the normal district
antl found that, surc enough, the reformers were right: ‘“educational" achicve-
ment is less in our '"guod" districte. Such an outcome is not necessarily im-
probable. Politically open districts would probably respond more to the needs
of non-professional classes who tvpically score lov-r on achievement tests.

Yet we have no evidence that any structure of education--"open" class-
room, cotrmunity schools, team teaching, or any of the various iunovatious
tried and abandoncd in the last twenty years--has any impact upon what is
lcarned. If the reformers were proved right, it is a rcasonablc conclusion
that factors not associated vith the school would prove the most relliable
explanatory factors,

In terms of the ability of students to achieve what adults have decided
they should achiceve, responsive schools would change very little. lowever,

R e

are concerncd with discipline, and the assurance that their child will "'make

Y

it If they gt thelr way, would schools become even more drab than they

arc? Most of the denands for alternative education are university, rath-r
thaa cocaunity bosed. If cducational elites vere responsive, there is a
reasonable probebility that the children would be given even stronger doses
of "educatlcn for decilitvy." The process of education might become less

innovative,  To th- coct of reoponsiventon too preat?

However  citer oL aers this guoestion, the {Giure vill surely seoce an
H ?

16
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an escalation of the debate about the appropriate relation of technical t¢o
Political dccisions.18 As wo mosoeng, 5 1s apparcntly incvitable--into a
society more concerned witny conservation thap dis Stribution of resources
ore and more reliance upon expertsg appears inescapable, As of this writing,
theo technology of teaching ig primitive Comparcd to, say, the technology of
medicine, But it wi1g not always be so, Someday there wil] be an educationg]
tecnnolopv (behavio e modifxcation’) which wil] be as Poverful as te tech-
uology whicl Created nucleay veapons,  Shoylg such g technology be "respoy-
sive”?  aAp analogous Situation jg the te chnolopy ¢f €uthanasia, abortion, op
even cloning, Should suc) technologics be untrammelled by politica] docig=
ions?

The cxample of uncontrolled tcchro]ogy thch is most frcquent]y cited
in the decision to use the atonic boub, Should theye have been Some rati-
fication by Congress? Should there nave bc;n a "plebiscite'y Under either
circumst anco it is Probable thag the decision would have becp the same,
Indeed, the Pcople then likely woulq have "yoped" Lo use even more nuclear

.

weapong! Similarly, an educationg] teclinology which could Crcate a fenceration
probahly
of childrep Who leamcd at or prear their Capacity vould/be eagerly seized
upon by g grateful Citizenyy irrespoctive of the methods employed,
In spite of the ohvioyg Perile, Political decisions are--as long ag
¥e remuin cormit ted o dcnuczncy~~luhxcu1]/ Superior to techvical decisions,
If we are foing to Raintain gl trappings of dcemocracy in edurrution,‘ then
the realities of dcmucrnyy should be achieved, School boardg should govern
or he abolished, In spite of occasional Proposale for abolitjon, they wil)
remain, e 54 Posisible thiy Loards wig become Lerely ceremonial, a Yoo
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