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The belief that structural change providing for the

representation of minority parents in urban school districts would
improve educational services for their children has led to an
emphasis on school-system controlled or affiliated channels for
participation. This emphasis, based on assumptions about parent
participation in suburban districts, has neglected the findings of
suburban school studies that indicate the significance of community
organizations in the articulation cf educational inierests and has
diverted attention from the recent dilution of local school board
authority. This paper relates the utilization of both institutional
and independent community channels for the articulation of parent
interests in a New York suburb and the results of some recent events
in New York City involving the adoption of bilingual programs for
Puerto Rican students. The analysis illusirates some of the
structural similarities in both types of districts that inhibit
parent participation in school-controlled channels and identifies
some of the factors related to effective parent participation.
Results indicate that reforms are initiated not by established lozal
community groups but by extra-local interest groups. (Author)
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INTRODUCTION

oJ This paper will argue that structural change at the local school district level
o~ will not provide adequate mechanisms for the representation of urtan or suburban parent
(K@Y
LY interests in the present context of educational decision-making.
O
—i The belief that structural change providing for the representation of minority

0o
W parents in urban school districts would improve educational services for their- child-
ren has led to an emphasis on school-system controlled or affiliated channels for '
participation. As the author has pointed out previously (Steinberg, 1973), this em-
MGJ

m neglected the findings of suburban school studies which indicate the significance

phasis, based on assumptions about parent participation in suburban districts, has

of community organizations in the articulation of educational interests and has
[ Lo csnr ]

ﬁfj: d:.vez*t.ed attention from the recent dilution of local school board authority.
pes To substantiate the author's point of view, this paper will compare the utili-
zation of both institutional and mdependent community channels for the articulation

-2 of parent interests in '"Eastport ,;' a New York suburb, and relate the results to some

e N

ﬁ; Ve 3 recent events in New York City involving the adopti;m of bilingual progrrms for

&.3 Puerto Rican students. The analys:.s will illustrate some of the structural similari-

L I'OOTC\ W
ties, which 1nh1b1t parent participation in school controlled chamnels and identify

«f some of the factors related to effective parent part:.c:.patlon.

N . _
3 Results indicate that r:zfo*'ms“ vere -ipitiated not by established local community

¥
BN

‘Q groups but by extra~local interest groups. These extra-local groups perform at least
four vital functions for pa.rent change agents at the local level: 1) information dis-
semination, 2) moral support, 3) pursuit of actlons to effect leglslatwe or policy

change often required to enable local adoption and 4) legitimation of the issues.

m . > . .‘
#Paper presented at the Annual lieeting of” Th¥ ‘American-Educational Reszarch
Association, April, 1975. .
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RACKGROUND

For most New York City decentralization advocates, this reform was conceived as a
means to provide participztion of inner city parents in order to achieve representation
of their interests in the governance of community school districts. Some anticipated
that this participation would lead to responsiveness -- the development of new or inno- 1
vative practices more effective than those now provided for the imner city child., As
implerented in Hew York City, decentralization is a structural change providing for
school boards elected by the community and few innovations have been initiated at this
level, (LaMoue & Smith, 1973; Yates, 1573) Because the Decentralization Law did not
give inner city parents exclusive control of their schools, or develop procedures to
give parents an electoral advantage, there have been calls for legal reforms to achieve

these ends,*

To a large extent the expectations for parent control and recent efforts to
reform the Decentralization Law are based on stereotypes about parent influence and
goal consensus in homogeneous suburbs. (Fantini, 1969; Gittell et al, 1972) The
quality of suburban education was attributed to the ability of middle class parents
to control local school boards. (See Spivak, 1973, for an analysis of the assumptions
underlying decentralization and community control.)_

It was the discrepancy between these stereotypes and the realities of educational
politics in a New York suburb, "Eastport,! that led me to begin an exploratory study
of community-school conflicts in 1968. This research site was selected not only be-
cause of the "apati which then prevailed in relation to educational issues (as opposed
to economic issues), but because the community included some of the social characteris-
tics typi?al of many New York City neighborhoods, Since it is predominantly white and
middle class, many outsiders might categorize Eastport as a homogeneous community but,
in fact, it is a heterogeneous area including both working and middle class residents,
Divgrsity is based on social class, religious and political ideology and ethnicity.

The history of school-community controversies prior to 1968 reflected deep cleavages

B e ey

#* In 1973, for examplé, the Public Education Association advocated the creation of

Q sub-districts to increase parent representation.
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between religious and political groups as well as between the school community and
residents who did not use the public schools (about 45% of the 12,000 households com~
prising the school di;trict) But one of the major reasons for studying Eastport was '
the ineffectiveness of the established institutional channels for participation in
issues related to the school program,

Since the study is unfunded it has necessarily relied oﬂ the r.nost accessi}.:Jle; dla.t;
and the voluntary cooperation of numerous informants, Despite the bias based on my' ‘
status as a parent in the Eastport system, I have pursued the study to cha]leflge-.the
stereotypes underlying decentralization with the ho;;e that thne éna.ctmel;lt of urban de-~
centralization would eventually provide the basis for a comparative analysis of schlool
politics in urban and suburban communities. ‘There also seemed to be a need for more
longitudinal studies of suburban school politi'cs.

The: initial focus of the Eastport study, based on Colemanfs {1959) framework for
the analysis of community conflict, was on the role of established community organisal
zations and the institutional structures for participation (school elections and pub-
lic meetings). The. arousal of paren'c interest in curriculum or program issues, be-
ginning in 1969, reflected the impact of the New York City decentralization controversy.
Ensuing events confirmed the basis for conflict predicted by Coleman: that school ad-
ministrators would resist "pargnt involvement in this area for which there are few
formal channéls for expression.™ (p. 17)

:\t the very time tha’;, decentralization advocates were talking about the 'power' of
middle class pare;nts, Eastport parents were without any institutional channel for ex-
pres;ing wishe;s related to the curriculum or teaching — a consequence of professional
domina’gion and the definitior-l of parent participation in these issues as illegitimate.
As a re'éuit there was a leadership vacuum in the community in relation to educationj
the schools 'were 1ntegrated with a small narrow segment of the organizational struct- -
ure and few pa.rents knew anything about the school system other than what they could

learn from thelr own child's experience, The socialization of parents had trained
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them to focus on child development and the home rather than education or the school sys-
tem and they were totally unprepared for effective participation when the channg}s
became opened. |

Defeat of Eastpoft's school budget (for the first timg) in 1969, brought about not
onlynthe opening of the institutional channels for participation but the creation of new
ones with the objective of developing a more respugsive school system. As one trustee
responsible for the innovations put it: '"This board is\determined to represent the
conﬁmnity."

With these changes, the emphﬁéiﬁ of the sFudy shifted from community conflict to
parent influence in education, seeking answers to two questions: Can parents influence
the.kind_of education that goes on in the classroom and, if so, how is this influence

exercised? Or, reformulated in the functional terms suggested by Almond and Coleman

(1960, p. 16), how are parent interests articulated and through what structures?

RESULTS

. -Results of the Eastrort study suégest that the traditional institutional.arranée-
ments for creating a representative school board do’not provide adeéuate structures to
ensure the representation of minority interests iﬂ a heterogeneous communi£§ nor do es~
tablished ~ommunity organizations provide adequate strucfures for the articulatioﬁ of
diverse interests. The tendency ifor institutional structures to becoﬁe élosed to oﬁ-
position through the domination of educational administrators énd/or citiéens repre~
sentative of established interests, combined with'the'téndéﬁcy for communit& structure;
to betome dominated by the latter, results in the need for the creation of new struc-
tures for the articulation of new or unrepresented interests.

Established community organizations provide the means to mobilize support and/or
oppasition to school board decisions with broad publié appeal (mainly economic issues).
However, they were not effective structures for the mobilization of support for specific
goals relating to educational services., One reason for this is that in most cases the

%

issue involved only a minority of students.
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The primary basis of support for these new interests came not from the network of
Kestabl@shed community groups but extra-local interest groups. Analysis of the differ-
ences between succegsful and unsuccessful reform efforts suggests that extra~local groups
perform at least four vital functions for parent change agents at the local level:

1) information dissemination, 2) moral support, 3) pursuit of actions to effect legis-
lative or policy changes often required to enable adoption at the local level and
L) legitimation of the issues,

The,need to create new structures at the local level points up a major distinction
between suburban and u?ban school districts which has profound implications for the
future of decentralization in New York City. Eastport, like many other suburbs, lacks
on-going independent ccmmunity based educational interest groups or a tradition of
fonping new groups to represent such interests.. In contrast, New York City, like most
other cities, includes a number of civic groups with resources to pursue educational
interests. Their ability to pursue citywide or broad*™ based issues at the Central
Boér@.and state level has been weakened by decentralization, At the local community
level, the school boards created by the Decentralization Law have placed parents
whose interests are not represented on the school board or articulated through °-

established community groups in the same structural position as reformers in Eastport.

METHODOLOGY

Representation will here mean, following Pitkin (1967), the capacity for elected

,representatives to act in the interests of the represented, According to éitkin, a
representétivé system reéuires not 6nly free elecéions, but institut?ongl arrangements
for both the Mexpression of wishes' and response to these wishes (pp. 232-233)l _Other
democratic theorists, however, have stresséd the need for noﬁ-institutionél struct;res,
‘or indépendeht organizations to ensure the institutionalization of opposition.

(Lipset et al, 1959; Kornhauser, 1959) 'This stﬁd& i;clﬁdes data Qn participation in

1

both types of structures.
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Data were based on seven years of participation observation of public and private
meetings in which parents attempted to influence Eastport educational policy, inter-
riews with school trustees, administrators and parent activists, Information on the
New York City issues was obtained through an investigation of bilingual programs
sponsored by a voluntary association in New York City.

In Eastport there are two categories of institutional channels for the articu-
laticn of parent intérests relating to educational issues: traditional and i‘nnovative°
The former include school board and local school meetings run byjédndnistrators gnd
trustees, citizen advisory committees and the PTA (classifiéd as an institutional chan~
nel since it includes teachers and prin¢ipals). These ﬁeetings are formal, based on
parliamentary procedures and usually routine, Communication is typically a onq-ﬁéy
process with no provision for an on-going dialogﬁe betwecen officials and parents.

The innovative channels, instituted in 1970, include an Educational Goais Committee,
private meetings between school board members and parent delegations, and .in 1972, a
state sponsored Redesign- program which aimed to develop administrative responsiveness

at the local school level. In contrast to the traditional channels, the new géructures
provided relatively informal communicaticn aﬂd attempts to encourage small group dis-~

_ cussions. tlith the exception of the rrivate méetings between the board and parent
delegations, the agenda in toth the traditional and innovative channels is controlled

or constrained by the professionals who also selecped rarent representatives. For the
rost part, these parents were mothers active in both the PTA and community organizations,

'Iﬁdependent channels for articulation of parent interests include: 1) informal
or noﬁ~és;ociational interest groups based on friendship or neighborhood cliques,
ethnic'idcntity ;nd educationzl philosophy; 2) established associational interest
groups such as taxpayers associations, business groups and fraternal socicties; 3) new
interest.groups, including associational and informally organized types with

specific goals. (Almond and Coleman, 1960)
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PARTICIPATION AND ISSUES

Variations in the rates (measured by attendance at different types of meetings)
and patterns of participation (who participates and in what issues) over time suggest
that when the school controlled cﬁannels are closed to parent in-put on educational
issues (or non-responsive), dissatisfaction with the schools takes the form of economic
protests and efforts to change the school board. When school leaders were perceived as
responsive to parerts participating in the innsvative structures, support for the °
schools increased and the number of participants in the school channels also increased
as issues became salient. When the leadership was perceived as non-responsive,
participation shifted to independent channels.

.The innovative structures signalled a change in participatory norms: recognition
of parent involvement and the legitimation of dissent in educationdl issues. That
.they did not gua¥antee responsiveness was indicated by the shifts between participation
in the institutional and independent structures. .

13Sves basesd o~ gpecio l 1nTerests.

Eastport reformers have pursued,both universalistic and PR
Included in the first category are demands for systemwide improvements such as the
articulation of programs within and between schools, administrative and teacher accoun-
] tabilitya?r tpe upgrading of ancillary or supplementary services.available to all stu-
dents. & interests are those calling for the creation of specific pro~
grams to serve the needs of categories of studentsjz Programs for black studenes and
children diagnosed as having learming disabilities, for examble, are here included.

Parents involved in these effocts tend to fall imto two categories: those who on
- arrival had educational expectations usually based on membership in extra-local pro-
fessional groups or identification with extra-local refererice groups (mostly teachers s
psychologists and other professionals involved in child development) and those whose

activism grew out of the school's inability to provide an appropriate educational

program for their .child.
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The most significant development since 1970 has been a shift in the form of
parent-initiated reform efforts from non-associational activities -- informal clique
delegétions with diffuse complaints ~- to the formation of organized independent groups
with specific goals. All of these goals reflected inno;ations Ar reforms generated by
extra-local interest groups, .

Do Phases of Particivation. Parent participation has been divided into two phases

whichirequire a description of particiﬁation prior to 1968,

Between 1962 and 1967, there was né organized dissent related to the school program.
Complaints about school services were confined to private discussions., Public apathy
vas attributed to the ineffectiveness of the institutional chahnels, a result of the
school board“reform movement which fostered professioﬁal domination of the educational
process ard pa?ticipatory norms which defined only supportive p;rticipation as legiti-
mate (Steinberg, 1971)., The institutional channels originally designed for the inte~%
gratioh of the school system and the community were used only for one-ﬁay communications:
to inform paronts-awembewhat the schools were doing., In addition, informal or private
meetings between the board and parent delegations were prohibited by school policy based
on the rationale that education wag a public enterprise so all discussion should be
"oren.” Furthermore, response to "special interests! was considered illegitimate. It
was claimed that the educational program was designed to serveithgbﬂmajerityu" '

The effect was to cut off aﬂy means for those elected to represent the commun;ty_
to develop a hasis for determining their constitubsnts!? interes?s, making representation
in this heterbgeneous district virtually-impossible. From time to time an isolated
parent who had nét been socialized to the prevailing norms, w&uld publicly express dis-
satisfaction with Eastport's educational services., This wvas qgickli squelphed by an
official or supportive parent who claimed fﬂat the schools had to ge geared to the
"majority." This was usually followed by rumors that the dissatisfied parent was
either an educational "nut" or alleged to have a '"disturbed" child. Once this pro-
cess was underway, it was difficult for the parent to mobilize subport from any source,

Ee g IR ;mwmr
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The situation changed in 1969 following the defeat of the School budget which re-
flected not only resistance t¢ increased spending but awareness of the deterioration in
educational services. Professional domination had led not to increased efficiency, but
the fragmentation of the school ;rogram, in part due to the unplannea adoption of mis-~
cellaneous innovations, despite the expansion of the administrative bureaucracy. These
were compounded by increased enrollments and the hiring of large numbers of new teachers,
many of whom had little or no prévious experience., (The enrbllment increased by 25%
between 19€0 and 1967. Currently it consists of about 6.000 students in six schools.)

Protests which erupted in 1968, focused on an administrative redistricting pro-
posal (to relieve overcrowding -- not to promote integration), fising dosts and a bond
issue. Informal unorganized parent protests against the first issue were based on
friendship cliques and residential areas. Protests related to economic issues, on the
other hand, represented the activation of non-parents mostly members of the instrumen-
+al voluntary  associations: business groups and taxpayers groups. (There were, however,
indications that parents were involved in this activation.)

Parent complaints about the educational program and the lack of communication be-~
tween the.school and parent community emerged jﬁst before ihe l969’budgét defeat and
gathered momentum following that event, The institution of the Educational Goals Com-
mittee and willingness of the board to meet with private grouﬁs was attributed to the
board!s need tu develop support for the schools in order to pass the budget. The
strength of the anti-budget forces ;equired the board to strengthen its ties to parents,

_The stated objective of the Educational Goals Committee was to create school
board and administrative responsiveness. Since parents were selected by school admini-
strators, their role advisory and functions vague, we might conclude, on the basis of
Cibulka's (1974h) criteria, that the effort provided parents with a low degree of power.

Nevertheless, the Goals meetings did provide the school toard and administration
with considerable information on constituents! concerns and there were éttempts to

respond, These efforts, however, were perceived by reform-oriented parents as

10
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representing "traditional" interests (emphasis on tasic skills, vocational training and
the needs of "slow" learners). Reformers charged that the teaching program was "rigid"
ani already too traditional., liembers of this faction who became active in the PTAls
and the League of Women Voters iiere the primary movers of a successful effort to une-
seat the trustees rerceived as educational "conservatives! who then dominated the board.

Participation entered the second phase when most parent activists, regardless of

whether they opted for innovation or accountability, became disenchanted with the Goals

Committee (which endured for three years). In part this was due to the fact that the

response to the latter involved long rongeissues whose impact éould not be immediately
perceived (i.e. a Right to Read program which mandated that teachers spend an addition-
al 110 minutes a week to improve reading instruction for small groups of students.).

After 1971 and continuing to the present, most parent reform efforts rave.been
expressed through two types of private meetings between parent groups and the school
board. The first, representing delegations with diffuse complaints about'the program,
were typically onc:£hot events in which parents aired a variety of issues and were un-
able to formulate or deveiop consensus on a specific goal. They served primarily an
affective "steam-venting" function,

The second tyre, represented organized r?quests for a specific goal, Throuéh
their participation in the Educational Goals meetings, increased interaction at thg
local schools ard informal communication channels, a few of the reformers were able to
mobilize support for a specific program change., The developrent of an orgahized ine=.
dependent structure to pursue negotiations with the board followed the initi;l~rejec-
tion of requests for change presented by either individuals or informal delegations,
Board members did not claim, as did those studied by Lyke (1969) that the demands
were irrelevant but that they could not interfere with the school program or suppqrt
requests :for specific programs -~ the province of the superintendent. -

Despite these claims, some groups were successful. Policy outcomes indicate that

the highest response was_in relation to the organized interests - most of which -

21
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reflected reforms gererated by extra-local groups. These included: the Civil Rights
movement (special treatment for black students), child development groups (programs for
children with learning disabilities), the alternative education movement ("open" class-
rooms for one elementary school), the women's liberation movement (a iunch program in
all the district's elementary schools) and the rise of white ethnics (demands for more
. responsiveness to the needs of Italian students), (Novak, 1971)

Although some of these interest§ emerged after the institution of Redesign they &id
not develop through this structure. Some, however, were eventually incorporated into a
local school Redesign committee. Since the changes developed through Redesign were pri-
marily administrator and teacher recommendations (which typically did not involve the
curriculum) and perent-initiated reforms have relied on the formation of independent
groups, we can conclude that this structure is not e‘ffective for the articulation of
parent-initiated reforms or new interests.

Interviews with parents involved in each of the aboye mentioned issues reveal a

3

.

similar pattern: a) Individual requests for change at the local school level; rejec-
tion based on claim that no action can be based on “individual" complaints. b) Creation
of a network of parents based on common.interest. During this stage pareﬁt% provide
each other with mutual support and some seek information from extra-locai organizations
or authoraties. Rothers with no previous training in chi}d psychology and edhcafion be-
gan to read books or take college courses on these subject;. c) ﬁxéané&on‘of the net-
vork through open discussion of issues. Although there issues were not usuall& puréued
in open schpool meetings, raising the subject helped to recruit new memi:ers. d) Non-
response of the superintendent or school board to requests for change.n Rejection was
typically based or claim that reform required gdditional resources not likely to be
forthcoming from a community resistant to increased spending ;r that the cha%ge wouid
antagonize school -personnel or other parents, d) Consultation'with educators who had

implemented similar reforms in other school districts. f) Formation of an organized

* With the exception of the Italian issue which appears to have been instigated by
outsiders,
Q
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group or committee to pursue the issue on a long range basis,

The importance of the extra—loéal support is greatest during the initial phase of
“the process when the issues were declared invalid and parents had to provide docuren-
tation to prove the validity of their cause, Initial .response was usuwally low-- few or
inadequate” resources were committed to the new program or change. Significantly, com-
mitment of the local school gpard has increased in relation to two issues which were en-
dorsed by the New York State Education Department. In 1973 this agency published a poli-
cy statement on alternative education which strengthened the open classroom cause and in
1974 this agency adopted a policy on services for handicapped students (the category
urder which learning disabilities is included). The fact that the State legislature
mandated that local-diétricts provide appropriate programs for the handicapped and in-
creased the per pupil allotrent for students in this category should help to strengthen
further efforts in this area, So far alternative education has not received 1egislat;ve
support,

As ‘the results of this study indicate, it is extremely difficult for parents with
new or unrepresented interests to utilize either the institutional or established commu~
nity structures to articulate these interests. Because of the absence of independent
" structures designed to pursue educational issues, they are forced to create new struc-
tures., Furthermore, -goal attairment usuwally involves conflict strategies. (Lyke, 1969,
p. 156, also discusses the lack of community institutions to suppiement formal ones.
Cibulka, 1974B, reported a relationship between success and conflict.)

Efforts were focused on local adoption of reforms generated by extra-local groups
aﬂé weré's%rengtﬁened when these extra~local groups were able to create official endorse-~
ment at the étate level., The socialization of Eastport parents, and most likely all
suburban parents, directs them to pursue action at the local level. Except for the
'ﬁarenfs of children ﬁith iearning disabilities, few parents recognize the need to change

state léws as a mbfe efficient change strategy. Additionally, most parents lack the

e W eur - g o,
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required legislative expertise and financial resources to pursue actions beyond the
local community.

Another problem is the amount of effort required of the Eastport parents to develop
the skills to pursue their objectives. Contrary to stereotypes abo;t participation in
secondary associations (Sills, 1968), few Eastport parents have learned political and
organizational skills through such membership, Even those who have political skills

find them inappropriate in dealing with the school bureaucracy. These deficits are es-

pecially true of mothers who dominate educational affairs in Eastport. There are two

reasons for this: the incentive for participation in most community oriented associ-
ations, even when they pursue instrumental goals, is primarily social (friendship and
status). Secon&ly, the functions 9f rost local groups are primarily integrative., Civic
and service groups, ti.e ones most involved in school issues, seek to support local
institutions and avoid public controversy.
| Few mothers, then, have the training to cope with the superior political skills of
the resistant educational administrators and their position is further weakened by the
fact that few ha;é had experience in bureaucratic organizations (the rules of local
schools are extremely complicated and since, in Eastport, not written down in one
place, it takes parents a long time to learn them.) The successful groups usually in=
clude lawyers and organizational executives, but even they had admitted to incompetence
in dealing with the educational bureaucracy.

The.expertise was acquireq from nurerous personal encoumters with local officials

and the advice of sympathetic trustees. According to the latter, parents have to or-

ganize pressure groups in order for the board to force the administration to act. With-

out this power tase, they are unable to influence other toard members or the -

administration.

PEBEHE K
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that seems clear from ithe Eastport experience is that when efforts were made by pro-

fessionals to involve the community, they were not effective from the standpoint of

rarents because:
a),.the institutional structures did not provide for parent-initiated reforms

b) rost parents lacked the political capacity to take advantage of the institutional
st ructures

Because of these deficiencies at the local community level, the significant zroups
were extra-local, The decentralization policy in iew York City was based on the theory
that decentralization was functioning in the suburbs and that it was the participation
of parents that gave suburban schools their quality and effectiveness. If the samé,par-
ticipatory model could be applied to ifew York City, the advocates reasoned, it could
begin to turn the system arourd.

The Eastport study has shown that this concept was a myth. When the decentfdli;-
zation policy was enacted in iew York City, the very same problems emerged in relation
to community participation as were evident in the Eastrort situation.

R R
THE NEW YORK CITY BILINGUAL ISSUE

Although school elections in ilew York City are separate fron regular elections, as
in Eastport, the election procedures and differential participation serve to enhance the
représenéation on school boards of members of established neighborhood groups,
rolitical parties and the United Federation of Teachers.

In Eastport, all citizens have to register for school elections and this has the
effect of'féducing turnout of the nen-school community in periods of relative stability.
Voters registered in the regular elections in New York City are automatically eiigible
to vote in Community School Board elections. Thus, the burden of registration, because
of their lower particiration in general elections, falls on the disadvantaged inner
city parents -~ the very people decentralization was designed to serve, This problem is

compounded by the complexity of Proportional Representation which few laymen comprehend.
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The non;partisan nominating caucus, which has been identified as a mechanism to con-
trol school conflicts (iinar, 1966), has not been established in any New York City dis-
trict and few appear to have resources to put together and promote a slate representa-~
tive of public school parents.* It is therefore not surprising to find that most Commu-
nity School Boards are dominated by representatives of white middle class established
groups.

Even where change oriented parents have won school board elections, there is evi-

dence that they encounter the same frustrations as Eastprort trustees who have attempted

_to represent rarent interests (Yates, 1973), and few reforms have been instituted.

While some of the reports attribute the adoption of bilingual programs to local initi-
ative, the events involved in this issue reflect federal rather than local parent ini-
tiative. In most districts, Fuerto Rican parents who want bilingual prograiis would en-
c;unter the same problems as the reform oriented rparents in Eastport, since the repre-
sentatives of established ethnic and other community groups are not likely to reallocate
scarce resources for the benefit of a new minority, Bilingual education is a particu-
larly controversial issue since it is perceived by many New Yorkers as giving Puerto
ﬁicans an advgnt;ég not provided for previous non-English speaking groups, Although
Fuerto Ricans are American citizens they tend to be regarded as immigrants. To those
who consider th; socialization of the immigrant to "mainstream" culture as a major
function of the public schools, the goals of bilingual education -- the maintenance of
the child's native language and culture -- are not legitimate.

The inability of Pu;rto Ricans to develop cohesive ethnic neighborhoods, characy
teristic of earlier-immigrant groups, has been discussed by Fitzpatrick (1973). Be- '
cause ;f their geographic dispersal throughout the City boroughs, Puerto Ricans have

not been able to achieve representation proportionate to their total number in municipal

*There appears to be a need for more research on the functions of the non-partisan nomi-
nating caucus. Studies dealing with the caucus system have not utilized methods to

determine how effectively this structure is in developing a representative system,
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and other elecctions (Rosenberg and Beardon, 1973) and the sare generalization applies
) .
.to Community School Board elections.

With few exceptions, the implementation of bilingual programs in New York City re-
flects federal action and the activities of middle class professionals (including éuerto
Rican educators) in independent city-wide organizations; Despite the increase threugh—
out.the 1960's in Puerto Rican and other non-English speaking school enrollments, the
City system did not reallocate resources to provide special language programs to meet
the size of this group. The exceptions are in areas where Puerto Ricans de comprise a
majority, but most of the bilingual programs irplemented in the City were supported by
federal funds following enactment of the %ederal Bilingual Act. This Act made it rossit
ble to circumvent the provisions of the Hew York State Education Law which prohibited
.instruction in any language except English, a rajor obstacle to the implementation of
bilingual and other experimental language pgograms for non-English speaking students;
mUhen the federal bl]lnoual funds arriigdigfhgre were few administrators or licensed

teachers with the training to implement the programs, Funds were prov1ded by Tltle VII

(ESEA) for the development of bilingual instructional materials and teaching methods,

but by 1974 the results had been disseminated primarily among the Title VII ‘educators.

iiore funds were made available for bilingual programs in 1973 with changes in

Title I guidelines requiring that funds be earmarked for these programs, An investi-

gation of services provided for children with English 1anguage difficulty (in 1973 and

1974) revealed the need for systeratic procedures to assess student needs and improve-

ments 1n program plannlng and 1mplementat10n (Stelnberg, 1974). Since local school dis-

trlcts do not currently have sufficient resources for these efforts, responsibility lies

Wlth the Central Board and the State Education Department. On a city~-wide basis, the

students w*th language difficulty (approx1mately 145,000) comprlse a large group, but in

rany districts they are a tiny minority., Because of thls it would probably be nore ef-

ficient to centralize services for this group, In 1973 the Central Board did estabiish

an Office of Bilingual Education but its relationship to the community echool districts

was described as "advisory."

1%
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Many.of the issues in the bilingual problem are technical and at present beyond the
ability of most parents at the local level, Although federally funded bilingual programs
often include a component for local parent participation, the evidence from program evalu-
ations which include such a component indicates that most were ineffective. Besides,
they are not geared to promote parent participation in decision-making., Program descrip-
tions are comparable to the Title I parent involvement programs analyzed by iiclaughlin
with an emphasis on promoting support for the existing program. If the program is appro-
priate for the students there is nothing wronz with these methods, but they are certainly
questionable in view of the evidence indicating that the situation is often the opposite,

In addition, the schools have no machinery to reach the non-English speaking parents
of children not enrolled in the special programs. Uhile some schools have bilingual co-
ordinators to supervise the programs, their activities are confined within the school
and the bilingual component. Their responsibility does not appear to include the
determination of the total number of students in need of a language program,

Whether or not the needs are met depends not-;nly on the availability of funds but
the reSpon31veness of local bulldlng pr1nc1pals. There are signs of such respoﬁsiveness
in some schoolo, but there is also evidence that many programs did not conform to the de-
scription provided in the Title I proposals. Finally, where federal funds are ‘inadequate
to meet local needs, further gains require either additional funds or the réallocation
of existing resources. Parent demands for such reallocation at the local school o; B
gchool board level are likely to create cdnflicf, and in some cases have done go, with
established interests or to place the needs 6f Puerto Rican stﬁdents in coﬁpetition Qith
black students and other minorities. | |

These problems have been raised to point up the fact that neither the intervention
at the federal, state or citywide level is sufficient to meet the requirements for effec~
ﬂive program adoption and implementation at the local community school level, The data
on Eastport suggest that where these New York City districts are shared by a heterogene-

¢

ous community it is extremely‘difficult for any minority interest to be represénted
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without both the organization of local parents and the intervention of extra-local
groups.

The prospects for poor Fuerto Rican parenis to achieve results comparable to those
achieved by Eastrort reformers is unlikely given their low educational levels and multi-
ple econoﬁic and social problems, According to Rogler (1973), collective action is dif-
.ficult to devélop arong Fuerto Hicans from the Island since it is not part of theif pre-
vious experience and the "history of group failure" characteristic of fheir organiz;tion-
al efforts, Despite the fact that the Eastport parents did not initially have the skills
to cope with the school bureaucracy, they were able to orgaﬁize themselves and devofe
time to seli~training. Also, they were led by parents with social influence. It is
conceivable, however, that it is in the interests of Puerto Rican educators working

in these communities to provide this training,

SUkLARY

Political decentralization of the ilew York City schools and decentralization experi-
ments in other citieé aimed to promote the participation of minority parents in edu-
cational decisions (Boyd and Seldin, l§7h; Cibulka, 1974B, ILaNoue and Smith, 1973;
Zellran, 1974). However, these experiments were based on the erroneous assumptions
atout institutional participation in suburbia and untested hypotheses about participa-
tion in generzl. Vhile institutional structures are capable of secﬁring minority repre-
sentation and from tire to time have done so, this is not always £he case with the pub-
lic schools. Uhen the institutional sﬁrﬁctures were closed to the Eastport parents they
were able to utilize established community groups to mobilize support for broad based
issues but not for the promotion of a minority cause which required the formation of an
independent brganization.

These .indepdent groups pursued specific issues based on reforms generated.by extra-
local groups. Lxtra-local groups'appear to perform four functions for local district
parents: 1) information dlgsemlnatlon, 2) roral support 3) legitimation of issues and

1) effect policy changes enabllng local adoptlon or strengthening local programs when
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already adopted.

. Since most of the Community School Boards created by decentralization in New York
City are dominated by representatives of the established community organigzations, poli-
tical parties and the UFT, the prospects for Puerto Rican and other minority represen-
tation appears doubtful under current electoral provisions, as well as the resentmenﬂ
which has developed among the established ethnic groups. |

On the basis of evidence from Eastport!s Redesign effort and results of decentrali-

zation experiments in other cities, it also seems unlikely that the educational interest;
'bf inner city minorities can be effectively pursued through government sponsored insti-~
tutional participatory structures. All these studies suggest that administrators are re-
sistant to parent influence and can hardly be expected to provide parents with the
organizational and political skills required for effective participation. Helfgot (2974)
suggests that government sponsored social change efforts "may be permitted to exist

only as long as they remain ineffectual."

CONCLUSION

The specificity of many of the educational issues raised in Eastport and the bilin-

and other issues in New York City reflect three major trends:

The growing acceptance of the concept of equel educational opportunity and the
right of each child to receive educational services appropriate to his abilities
and needs. The concept of compensatory education established the precedent for

allocating public school resources based on NENRUNNNNGS needs.
j‘nuo—t.

Social differentiation and specialization of functions at the community level and
the need for coordinative structures between the local and "supercommunity"
units —- and integrative structures within the community. (Warren, 1963, p. 62)

An increasingly "political approach to curriculum questions on the part of the
general public." (Kirst ard Walker, 1971, p. 507)

Aralysis of the issues in Eastport and decentralized New York City districts sug-
gests that in New York State institutional arrangements created for parent participation
do rot provide adequate structures to meet the demands implied by these trends. The

Civil Rights Act and provision of funds for educational programs for the disadvantaged,

<0
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primarily intvended for black students, has eroded the traditional criteria for allocating
cducational 1:sources which had previously, in most schools, becn based on ability!
groupings. Ihese changes; paved the wny for Jemands for special programs to meet the
nceds of other groups. As Cibulka (1974B) pointed out, more and more parents are
challenging tae traditional univaisalitic criteria and expect the schools to develop
progranms to meet client needs.,

The local school board provides no machinzry to pursue these issues or to "institu-
tionalise c¢ppositioa to the status gquo" (Kirst and lioster, 1969) and the ability of locil
parcnts to oppose existing policies througi indspendent s“ructures is limited. In
Eastport success is related to the acquisition of both political skills ard technical
expertise ac uell as social influence,

Although the local school board is perceived by most citizens as a policy-making
body responsible for allocating resources based on local needs, this.function is limited
by restrictions irposed by stale education law, teacher contract arrangements and inade~
quate cconouic ard tochnical resources. Feu districts have the resources to develop
systeratic procedures t. identify student ncads or evaluate program outcomes. Conse=-«
quently rost schgol loards have no basis for determining student nee&s or reallocating
resourees Lo crente ﬁore effcetive educational progrems. In addition, most school
board memoers lack the expertisc Lo deal w:ith these issues and thé& have no staff to

ather information. Thus they are alﬁbst completely dependent on the administration
for technical informa?iona Even if local districts had the above resources, in many
cases, program modification would rcquiré changes in state law or tecacher contracts or
toth.

The lack of structurec for articuliting éducational interests at the local community
lgve; requires the forration of new structurss to pursuz parent iniﬁiated reformg. How-
ever, fcu parents in either ths ilnner city or suburbia hzve the skills to pursﬁ; these

strategies which appear to serve primarily the parents whose children can be labelled
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as having "special" educational needs. Thus we doubt that such strategies can effect
reforms'for the child who cannct be placgd‘in a special category. Furthermore, these
’ local parent organizations are unable to pursue action where reforms réquire modifi-
cation of state laws or, as in New York Qtiy, the’ Central Board.

These trends and local deficits suggest the need to strengthen the existing extra-
local educational interest groups that are capable of articulating citizen interests at
the state level. Sincé most of these existing organizations aré'geared to promote
special interests there may be a need for a new group to promote broad interests as well
as to provide greater support fog all paréhts at the local levsl.

It would appear that the data presented here indicate the need for reformers to
direct attention not to the institutional arrangements for representation in educa~
tional systems but independent comﬁunitY'based structures capable of creating
representation. As Pitkin reminds us:

. Mo institutionél system can guaraﬁtee the eséence,.ihe substance of repre -
sentation. . .The historically developed institutional forms, the culturally
ingrained standards of conduct are what flesh out the abstract, idea. . .

- Thus the development and improvement of representative institutions, the
cultivation of persons carable of looking after the interests of others in

a responsive manner, are essential if the fine vision that constitutes the

idea of representation is to have any effect on our actual livés," (p. 239).--

. The development of independent local and extra-local community structures to

articulate citizen interests may,'in'the long run, contribute not only to more effec-

tive ciﬁizeh farticipation but more responsive representation at all levels of the

educational enterprise, . PR
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