[ 9%

DOCUMENT RESUME BN
ED 113 428 UD' 015 568
AUTHOR Rav1tch, Liane; Grant, Hllllam Re v
TITLE . School Decentrallzatlon in New York City 19***fiﬁﬁj"““”“”“*"
Detroit's Experience with School Decentralization. ’
‘ INSTITUTION Center for Governmental Studies, Washington, D.C.,
PUB DATE 75
NOTB 9p. ° i .
AVAILABLE PROM Center for Governmental Studles, 1701 K Street, N.W.
Suite 906, Washington, D.C. 20006 (Free)
JOURNAL CIT Neighborhood Decentralization; p1-8 May-Jun 1975
o - =1 P
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$1.58 Plus _Postage
DESCRIPTORS Boards of Education; *Community Controli;

*Decentralization; Minority Group Children;
Organizational Charnge; School Community Cooperation;-
*School Community Relationship; School Organization;

- _ Social Integration; Urban Areas; Urban Education; T
' Urban Environment; Urban Schools; Urban Youth
IDENTIPIERS *Michigan (Detroit); #*New York (New York)
ABSTRACT ) .

The 15-ysar effort to decentralize New York City-
‘public schools and thereby 1mp1ement basic changes in the school
system is briefly sketched in this study. The structure of the school
system, powers of local boards, central board, and chanczllor, schooi
board elections, keeping the public 1nformed, educational impact, and
effect on truancy and crime are among the issues discussed.
) Structural change is found not to go to the root of most serious
- school problems which appear to be basically social and economic in
nature. Although decentralization in ¥ew York City has created new
" job opportunities for minorities and brought control of schools
closer to the comnunlty, it is considered not to have affected
quality of education in schools. Likewise, Detroit¥s efforts—toward- -
decentralization are described. Intended as political rather than
educational reform, decentralization here has produced a grass-roots
school board, and it has involved more people in school affairs. Yet
significant reforms in the schools are seen not to exist, and a new
structure that includes both the management and political skills of
the city's top leaders and the knowledge and vitality of the
neighborhood represéntatives is urged. .(Author/AH)

3k 3 oo 3k 3k 3k 3k ok 3k ook 3k 3 ok Ak ok 3k 3k ok ok 3k 3k ok 3k ke 3k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok o ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk ok ok ook ok ok 3k ok sk ok ok ok ok ok ok
* Documents acquired by ERIC include meny informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. EFIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
i 3 ok ok 3 3k oo 3 ook ok ok 3k ok ok 3k o ke ok 3k ok o o 3k ok 3k oo ok ok ok e 3k 3 ok ok sk ok 3 3 ook o Ak 3 ok ok ok o ook 3 ok sk ok 3k ok 3k ok




NEIGHBORHOOD

DECENTRALIZATION

%

EDUCATION

L]

I »

[ ' 4t ﬂ*"’.“"‘j}:f-:"%' %A
d b s ,{gﬁﬁfﬂ‘w
Tv l

;f.f:.
'?z*?:“}s~§7§?42;§‘}4*‘ TR et L) “ern
School Decentrahzat:on‘ ~’§.«§s?_t£§5* providing quality education.. But by 1966,-

et O
;:zi’w Lv},g-rg:;;} tro
i o

* ‘tq-4s,

3
-

't
St

in New- York Ctty.. it ;{{3‘ 5.£mnty pupils exceeded SO percent of the
1975 . iy ) ‘,:;M'L';"}';“’f *school? system” s: 1.} million pupil register.”
N : : 1 i’ f{ -Thus;" it had peconw ~clear - that citywide

R Rt -‘{x integration,-as it' had- been deﬂned "had
IR PR become an mpossnble goai ; ;,;{ t T

by Diane Ravitch** ' T "i,-*.« WL ey T oy e RS 3f"

The decentralization of the New Yorh-u""" Commumty c°""°' Do

City public schools by the state legislature in = | 1~ As the: passionate drive for mtegratlon
“1969 came about as the result-of fifteen - faltered, it iwas replaced by an equally -
years of intense efforts to implement basic ¢passionate demand for community control
change in the school system.” . ., ., of the schools. Civil rights activists who had
" %3 - bitterly -attacked the neighborhood school

First, A Push for Integration P ‘concept as a cover for racism promptly
_shifted their views. Commui}ity control,

they argued, would loosen the grip of the

Beginning in 1954, the year of the:.
tion imposed by federal, state, or local law, » bureauctavy, would, permit black and Puerto

U.S. Supreme Court’s ban on school segrega-

avil nghts groups in New Yotk pressed for-¢ Rican parents to. control their children’s.
an end to de facto segregation. Schools in. , education, would stimulate competition for
poor, black neighborhoods were plagued ,excellence, and would lessen alienation in
with low reading -cures, truancy,vandahsm,.,_ poor areas. . (Of course, loal control had
high dropout rates, and rapid teacher tum-g‘fbecn the same political strategy of those

over. Civil rights leaders believed that inte | ho had fought forced integration.)
gration was the key to quality educzuon.. < ,’ , : _ Community control and decentralm-
Schoot integration, however, was fms« “tion were described by advocates as revolu-
trated by the city’s rapidly shifting demog-._.,txonary approaches to urban school prob-
raphy, as more than a million poor blackss. lems. Actually, the idea of reforming schools
and Puerto Ricans moved into the city and: by restructuring their governance has a long
an equal number of mlddle-class whlm and cyclical history in New York. For the
moved out. first half of* the nineteenth century, the
Integrationists and school officials had schools were managed by a closed, cen-
Occpeatedly maintained that any school that tralized corporation, in the latter half of the
\Dwas more than 50 percent black and Puerto nineteenth century, they were run by
Ricaa was “‘segregated™ and incapable of elected local school boards with extensive
" autonomy. In 1896, the entire system was
LQ *Diane Ravitch is a member of the Institute centralized because of widespread dissatis-
Oof Fhilosophy and Politics of Education at faction with the schools. Centralization re-

Teachers College, Columbia University. She 1s

mained intact for the next 73 years.
author of The Great School Wars. New York City, In 1966 anti-poverty workers and
1805 1973 (Basic Books, 1974)

community organizers in Harlem, launched
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SCHOOL DECENTHALIZ.ATION Fae T
°Durmg the- late- 1960: there was’ 01-"
strong push for school decentralization ~|
' in several cities. New York-and Detroit - |- i ©
carried this' the farthest, and .their.

experience is reported in this issue. =~ .
3 , \ )
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the community control movement drawing
on the same emotions as demands for “black
power.” The growth of the community - -
control movement was spurred by a Ford
Foundation-financed experiment in scliool
decentralization, which began in 1967. One. . -
of these experimental districts, Ocean Hill- .*
Brownsville, was the scene of a bitter con- ]
frontation between mllxtant blacks and the -~
_ equally militant teachers” union, which cul- -
" minated in three- strikes by the teschers.in. .
the fall of 1968. The state legislature ended. . .
the dispute in.1969 by requiring the New . e
York Board of Education to create from30
to 33 commumty school districts, which - -
would swallow the experimental districts. ...~
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The school decentralization act was 2
disappointment to the commumty control
faction. Militant commumty leaders, black
separatists, and their allies 1n foundations
and universities had wanted a school system |
in which each disttict was as autonomous as |
separate towns, free to choose its cur- ‘
riculum, to hire and fire at will, and to
allocate its own capital funds.

On the other side, defenders of cen-

tralization were equally dismayed. Many
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school professionals saw decentralization as
capitulation to ethhic demands and an aban-
donment of the merit system,

Actually, implementation of the law
has reahzed neitf\ler the hopes nor the fears
of either side. It was a political compromise,
and far from pertect, but it has produced a
warkable system.

How 1t Is Structured

- . Asa result-of the new law, New York
now has a central Board of Education, a
chancellot, and thirty-two. community
school districts. Each local district is
governed by an elected local school board,
which is answerable to the central board for
its conduct of the schools.

The central board retains authority

over.-t&e..cix.yls‘high_schools,.antha.chaL__w

boards control the elementary: and junior-
high schools in their districts.. Each district
has about 20,000 children in its schools.
Each local board has nine members,
chosen in special elections every two years.
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\out creating a board that was unduly large.

Any registered voter and all parents of
school children (even if not a régistered
voter) are eligible to vote, Local boards are
selected by proportional representation, a
process intended to ensure the inclusion of
minorities within districts.

Powers of Local Boards

Each local board controls all programs
invits pre-kindergarten, kindergarten, elemen-
tary, intermediate,.and junior high schools.

Its key power is the authority to hire a .

community superintendent, who is expected
to carry ouf the local board’s policies. The
local board broadly defines what educational
policy,. what curriculum, which textbooks
are to be used in the district, subject only to
the approval of the chancelior. Both men

Scribner and Irving Anker, have interpreted
the authority of the local boards to be
wide-ranging, though-the latter has been
more inclined to enforce central standards.

The local board operates cafeteria serv-
ices, social and recreational centers; it has
the power to appoint teacher-aides, to select
sites for future schools, to review plans for
new schools, and to make repairs in its
schools (up to $250,000,annually).

In practice, the powers of the local
board are extenstve. It can decide whether to
emphasize one educational approach or
another, whether to encourage bilingualism
or programs for the gifted or remedal
instruction or paraprofessionals.

Central Board and Chancelior

The central board consists of seven
appointed members, one from each of New
York’s five boroughs (appointed by the
elected borough presidents), and two at-large
members appointed by the mayor. Originally
the central board was to be elected, but it
proved impossible to arrive at a formula that
permitted adequate representativeness with-

The city board establishes citywide educa-
tion policies and selects the chancellor.

The chancellor is the single most im-
portant education official in the city, He is
the chiet operating officer of the city board,
and he has the responsibility to oversee the
conduct of all community boards, He s
required to uphold educational standards
throughout the city. The chancellor has the
pnrwer to suspend, overrule, or remove local
boards or individual members.

[
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The Ieg:slature knowm°Iy established
decentralization; and not cofamunity con-
trol.. The local boards are strong, but the
central board holds ultimate responsibility

for proper educational and fiscal operations, :

b -y
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School Board Elections "
The first school board election was

held in March 1970. Community control

partisans boycotted the election and urged
minority groups tp do the same. The
teachers’ union, church groups, and civic

organizations formed slates in most districts. -

Less than 14 percent of the eligible voters
turned out. Fifteen percent of all those
elected were black, and about -10 percent -
were Puerto Rican (compared to citywide:

ho-have-sesved-as ~city-chaneeHors-Harvey _r_p_qpulatmni_pf 21 and 12 percent, rupec-g

N *"i e

.

tively). Bl A

The second elechon-, held in May
1973, brought out only 11 percent of the
vote. However, 25 percent of those elected .
were black, and 12 percent were Puerto .
Rican. Eight districts had white majorities
on the local board but a pupil population
that is predominatly black and Puerto Rican;
the outcome of the election reflects tHe
voter population, not the pupil population. .
In both elections, a majority of those elected
were endorsed by the teachers’ union.

At the third election on May 6, 1975,
the voter turnout declined to 9.8 percent of
those eligible, despite spirited campaigns by
the professional unions and a newly-formed
group called the Alliance for Children. Once
again, the candidates endorsed by the
teachers’ union won & majority of the seats.
Were it not for proportional representation,

the union slates would have won every seat 2

in the overwhelming majority of school
districts. Both the turnout and the outcome.
are certain to spur demands for changes
the electoral process, by those disappointed

‘with the level of participation and by those

who would like to minimize the influence of
the teachers’ union. .

The reason for the low turnoutsis that
there seems to be very little reason to vote,
except n rare dhistricts where antagonistic
slates st up voter interest. Most distncts_
lack real information systems, such as com-
munity-wide newspapers. Unless they are
attached to a slate, candidates have a hard
time getting voter recogmtion. Most voters
do nut know who the candidates ar2 or what
they stand for. Every candidate claims to be
for good education, and no one is against it.

NEIGHBORHOOD DECENTRAUZATION
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Community School Board meets in a school gymnasium. Its nine

members are elected at-large in the distnet through a system of proportional representation.
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Thus, except for slates endorsed by well- - Ecucational Impact

known groups, it is extremely difficult to
ditferentiate among the candidates. - ’

Keeping Public informed .

One serious problem since decentrali-
zation has been the difficulty of keeping.the
public informed. Most community :school
distncts are not really communities, for they

.The. impact of decentrdlization has .

been mixed. Some problems are unchanged,

- some are better, and some are worse.:

lack a sense of community, recognized lead- :
ership, and a newspaper. Each distnct con-~
tans an average of 250,000 residents and .

encompasses many difterent neighborhoods..
Except for public school parents who are
active n school affairs, most citizens are
illantormed about the public schools.

New Y/or/k's three major newspapers
cover the /4chools only sporadically. The
New=York Times has four education re-
puiters, but the onguing work of the public
schools 15 not really newsworthy. Most press
coverage tends tu focus on scandals or
ominyus Jevelopments because of thesr jour
natotiv ynterest. Nuw that there are thirty-
two dnt\n\.ts. each with its own peculiar
1ssucs and troubles, it . even more difficult
tu Leep the public informed.

3

Educationally, decentralization- has
not led to any major changes. For the most
part, the same teachers are in: the classrooms,
using the :same methods -and the- same
textbooks as before. Some local boards have
shown; a willingness to experiment, but
others: have emphasized discipline and a
return to the basics. The local board in one
low income distnict was reprumanded by the
chancellor for permutting a revival of cor-
poral punishment.

Reading scores, which had declined
steadily over the past several years, seem to
have stabilized. This could be the result of
the dimmshing of utywide strikes and
buycotts since there is now mwrte tine for
sustained teaching and learnung than in years
fraught with stoppages, 1t mught be that the
scures “hut bottom’;, or 1it_mught be that
long range attacks on reading disabihity have
begun to pay off. There 1s no evidence one
way or the other that decentrahzation has
affected reading scores.

4
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Lowering of Tensions

>

One mayor effect of decentralization,
however, has been to shift complaints to the
locahties and to reduce the incidence of
xcnywule protests. in the 1950s and 1960s,

<

e scﬁ&l cntics attacked the entire system, and |

recurrent strikes, boycotts, and confronta-
tions affected all the schools. Now, most
issues are local issues, so protests are di-
rected at a particular school oy district.

Tlus decentralization of dissidence has
meant a lowering of tensions for the system
as a whole. Schooling has proceeded with
fewer disruptions and greater continuity of
instruction. b K . !

' ' j{ i
Effect on Truancy and Crime l o
., Proponents of decentralization® and |
community control argued that parents and
“students would feel less alienated if their
" schools were locally controlled and that this
positive atmusphere would reduce truancy,
vandalism and juvenile crime. Decentraliza- -

. tion, however, does not appear to ha

affected these problems. ¢
L .

Attendance rates. which were nearly -
90 percent in the early 1960s, have declined
now to about 83 percent. They are not
likely to rise again soon since many local
boatds have drastically reduced their number

" of attendance officers (in order to apply the '

salaries to other uses). .
Crime in the schools, which sharply
escalated in the past few years, is obviously
unrelated to decentralization. Juvenile ar-
rests in the city have risen precipitously
* recently, and the schools too have a higler
incidence of robberies, assaults and other:
crimes. -t b4 R
T

LT
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Integration Still Elusive

Iirespective of decentralization, nte-
gration seems tavie elusive than ever. Black
and Puerto Rican pupils now comprise two-
thitds of the city's enrollment. The attrition

. of white pupils continues and s expected‘to

be an estimated 1.4 percent annually for the
next three years.

The tendency, of the local boards,
espeaidlly in radially changing distncts, has
been to retard integrativn, erther by fighting
to keep theur chuldren in their own district or
tu keep vut another distnict’s children. There
hiave oueasionally been rumors of a court
suit to make every school racially balanced
(one-tfurd white, one-third black, vne-third
Puerto Rican) or to bnng about busing

3
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"’})L‘wcm the ity and the suburbs, but
pressure for integration has nut emanated
from the focal boards

e
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More Mmo‘n.ty Admmmntors
One definite chahge attributable to .
«decentralization has been the rapid promo-
tion of black and Puerto Rican professionals
to supervisory posts. Thirty percent of the
system’s top administrative posts (paying
320,000 a year or more) are now held by
blacks-and Puerto Ricans. The proportion of
minority principals and assmtant principals
has increased from six percent in 1969 to 20
percent today. The proportion of minority
teachers stands now at 11.5 percent, about
two percent more than the year decentraliza-
tion began. {In a system with 60,000
% teachers, it requires a very large number to’
change the proportion of minority teachers
significantly.) -

Yet there have been problems in this
area. Allegations that some districts will not
hire whites, or that certain districts are for
Italiany only or Jews only, have spurred an
investigation by the city’s equal opportunity
officials.

Changes in Personnel Selection

The method of hinng new teachers”
was changed in the decentralization législa-
Jtion of 1969. Civil nghts groups had com-
plained that there were too few minority
teachers and supervisors and had t ged the
elimination of the school system’s Board of
Examiners, which has been giving tests and
prepanng eligibility lists since 1898. The law
retained the Examiners but permitted the
schools which ranked 1n the lowest 45
percent by reading score to hire teachers
who were not on the Examiners’ eligible list;
the only requirement was that new teachers
had to have passed the National Teachers
Examination.

The way that school supervisors are
stlected was changed in 1971 as the result of
a court order. The Examiners were enjoined
from holding any {urther supervisory exami-
nations until 1t could devise a process which
all racial groups could pass in proportion to
the number of applicants. The old tests were
scrapped, and for the past four years the
tocal boards have been free to hire anyone
whu had state certification. The Buard of
Examuiers has Jdeveluped a new method,
which has been approved by the court for

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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adoption this Seplember Candidates will be
Dranted a pruwswndl license if they pass an
“assessment” compmed of a “battery of
job -relevant exercises.” After a year on the
job as supemsors the provisionals will be
evaluated for a pefmanent license. '

chd«for Competence

" The greatest problem in a decen-
tralized school system is attaning a high
level of competence in the local districts,
Unlike a city of 250,000, which has its

~

leaders, its civic groups and its educational |

agencies, an artificially-created distnct of

250,000 tends to lack cohesion and ex-

penienced leaders. New York needs thirty-
two top-flight commumty supenntendents
(none’ of whom will have the status and
recognition that. would be accorded in a

+ small. city) and thirty- two different high-

caliber staffs.

The local districts have had their share ‘

of problems 1n handling money and power.
The chancellor has had to order new elec-
tions in three distncts as a result of irregu-
larities at the polls. Financial misconduct or
bungling caused the chancellor to intervene

g
‘&‘:‘ i

Lack ©f clear issues and 1nadequ. e chunnels of information hayve contnbuted to low voter
turnout in New York's communmty school board electons. Only rarely have antagomshc

slates stirred up voter interest.

S

. New York City, at least decentrahzatlon

‘with the~ demands_ of confhctmg pmsuregw(
. groups.’

'Rican professiondls, and it has also brought

in two other districts. One district board was
removed altogether because 1ts finanaal af-
fairs 2nd records were badly mismanaged.
Another district has been virtually paralyzéd
because of-a power struggle between’ the
teachers union and a.mili’taﬁgroup of

Puerto Rican parents.

.
>

Conclusions .
In sum, decentralization is far from
being an educational panacea. It would
seem, On the contrary, that structural change
does not go to the root of most serious: °
school problems, which appear to be basi-
cally social and economic in nature. For

was an appropriate political solutlon because
the centralized system was unable to, cope - -

;
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Decentrallzatlon has certamly crcated ~‘
new job opportunities for biack and Puerto- e

control of the schools closer to the citizenty.:

But there is at present no evidence that it

has made any significant differente in the: - -

quality of education in the city’s schools..
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Detroit's E){perie‘e with ©
School Decentralization

S Ve

by William R, Grant*

Shortly after 7 p.m. on January 6,

*1971, the Rev. Darneau V. Stewart banged

lis gavel on a metal folding table in a jumor
lugh school ggm and signaled the beginning
of the most sweeping change in the admin-
istration of the public schools of Detroit
sice the citywide school system had begum :
129 years before.

Stewart was the chairman of one of
the enght region school boards which had .
officially taken office five days earlier with. «

the beginning of. school decentralization m~ Jdistrict" supenntendent ‘who would be re- !
_sponsible’ for reporting to the central office

Detroit.. This first meeting of 2 community
school board in the city ‘was attended by .
more” than 200 parents, but was otherwise
uneventful. In a sense it was a fitting start.
The five years of school decentralization in
Detroit have produced nio major confronta-
tions or scandals. But'neither has there been
the significant’ improvement in.the city’s\
schools which supporters of decentralization
* had anticipated. The serious financial prob-
lems which have faced the system since 1968
and a federal court suit over school segrega~
tion which began in 1970 have had a more
visible impact on the system than has the
shift to community con¢rol. o
Decentralization has made an impact,
on the school system, of course, but it isan
impact that is subtle and difficult to trace.
And it can be evaluated only in abstract -,
terms. Decentralization - has. ‘increased
“communlty involvement” and. “participa-
tion” and has “democratized” the school
administration. But those who suppcrted.
decentralization out of the hope tha~-it:
would be accompanied by significant re-
forms within schools have been disap-
pointed. Little is different in the classrooms
of Detroit.

w

(.
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Evolution of School Organization

Educafionial administration in Detroit
has gone through five cycles of decentraliza-
tion/centralization since the first public
schools were created in the 1830s. Starting

‘leham R. Grant is education writer for
the Detroit Free Press. He has followed schobdl
decentralization in Detroit since it began.
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with autonomous ward sch?mls. the system
took steps toward greater centralization in
1842 and 1881. Then in 1916 Detroit voters
approved in a referendum a new seven-mem-
ber board with members elected at large.
This organization was to last for more than
50 years until the legislature created the
decentralized system in 1970.

Current discussions of decentralization
began as early as 1960 when Superintendent
Samuel M. Brownell recommended to the
school board that it create a parent advisory
council in each high school attendance area.
The board was unwilling to share its powers
with commwnity groups, however, and the

,1dea was dropped. In 1956, Brownell began
an experiment in administrative decentraliza- .

.tion by setting aside an. area headed by a

on all the schools under his authority. In
1967, Superintendent Norman Drachler ex-

tended this con‘&pt to the entire city by’

creating nine regions and gi\;ing the local
administrators the tltles of reglon' super-
intendents. 4 '

’

* Legislature Acts o3

By the late 1960s (he civil rights
movement in Detroit was in disarray, and
the concepts of black power and black
control were oni the rise. In 1968, a black
legislator from Detroit presented a bill in the
state legislature which would have divided
Detroit into 16 autonomous schoo} systems.
The bill 'was opposed by virtually every
group with any influerce and was defeated.

a In 1969, Sen. Coleman A. Young,-an- .
influential legislator from Detroit. who in

1974 would become the city’s first black
~mayor, introduced a bill which required the
Detroit school board to divide the city into
regions, each run by an elected school board.

The Detroit Board of Education could have -

killed the bill, but all seven members had

_expressed their support for some form of
community control. The board was unable -
" to decide, however, on the format for

sharing power with community groups, so
the members sat back and let the Youno bili

become law because that seemed the eas:est
way to resolve the issue.
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School Board Responds . .

Dunn° 1969 and early 1970 the board
held numerous public hearings to get sugges-
tions on the shape of the new schgol regions.
The board was then controlled by an integra-
tionist majority first elected in 1964, and |
the board members had begun to have
difficulties in reconciling the concepts of -
decentralization and community control.

Most of the blacks and whites who
appeared at the pubhic hearings demanded
regions which shared a “community  of s
interest,” the euphonism in Detroit in 1969
for segregated black and white regions. Even- 1 __
the NAACP argued that the decentrali2ation
law should not become a-vehicle for mtegra-
tion and that the board should respect the ..
_effort of -various, community - groups - who. ‘
-wanted black control of black schools. - ; - e Sefs

. The school board, however, refused. “f o
did not become president of. the Detroit. ...
Board of Education to preside over the
liquidation of an integrated schoot system,”
A. L. Zwerdling, the most influential mem- . .:
ber of the board, announced at one meeting. .

. On April 7, 1970, the board divided -
the city into school regions as required by =
- the new law. The regions were made noncon-
tiguous so that the board could include both
black and white neighborhoods in each
region. In addition, the board included as
part of the redistricting a new high school - .
artendance zone pattern affecting half of the + -
cty’s 22 hugh schools. The plan was designed
to increase integration at the high school -
level by- exchanging students between black -~::.
-and whlte hlgh schools. - &
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. White citizen groups demanded that
the Ieg:slature do something. By midsummer- ¢ _
the legislature had passed an amended decen: -
tralization lay which: prohibited the: school .
board from changing high school attendance --
areas and which took the power to draw
region boundaries out of the hands of the
board and placed it in the hands of a
commission to bc named by the goverrior.
The new Jdaw did not satisfy ~the white
neighborhood groups, though, and on
August 4, 1973, the majority of the school -«
board was recalled from office, the only
successful recall election in the history of
the system.

On the day of the recall election the
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boundary commission announced its deci- Staff Selection

sion on region lines. The commission frankly Region boards can choose their own
said that it had drafted the lines for eight  admimistrators and teachers, bu only from a
school regions in an attempt to assure black “central pool hired by the citywide adminis-
<ontrol of four regions and white control of ~ (ration. Also, the placements by region

four others. “The song may be ‘community  pboards must conform to the system's policy

control,” one top city official observed
that day, “*but the tune is ‘Dixie.’ ™’

Eight Regions Created . ol

The decentralization law provided for
eight regions of as equal population as
possible. That meant regions of about

180,000 people each. The student enrofl--

ments varied from 27,000 to 40,000. The
law prowvided for the schoul board to redraw
the regions after each federal census so that
they would continue to be as nearly equal in

size as possible. The board 1n:1972 decided - ,i" it. The money also_remains physically 3
* _under the control of the central administra- * :

tion and is paid out on the basis of vouchers, N
issued by the region boards. The system'’s

to leave the boundares unchanged, despite-
the fact that the 1970 census showed the
regions to range in population from 161,220
to 217,188.

The law prowvided for each region to—,

have a five-member school board, -with the
top vote-getter serving as the chawrman of
that board and its fepresenfative to an
expanded citywide school board. The city,
or central. board was to be made up'of the
eight region chairmen and five members
elected uitywides Sen. Young and the other
authors of the new dJecentralization law

_ thought that gving the region board charr-

men 4 majornity on the central board would

assure that the regiuon wiewpoint would

always prevail. . .
That has not proven to be the case,

however. The region chairmen, for the most

part, 1egard themselves more as central

of staff integration. Two state court deci-
sions in 1974 forced region boards to name
administrators in accordance with the sys-
temwide guidelines for staff integration.

, Budget Conm;l : . ;
The region boards have also felt con-
 stricted by l?udget policies. The central
board decides the budget allocation for each
region,” and the region boards:have only
" limited' authority to make adjustments with:

.
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. tight financial situation has complicated the
prgblem because there has never been
money available to give the region boards a
~ fund from which to undertake new programs

of their own choosing.
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Control over Curriculum

Central board President C. L. Golight-
ly. an associate dean at Wayne State Unver-
_sity and an at-large board member, calls the
region boards “a legal fiction.”” There 15, he
says, ‘‘only one legal board for the School
District of the City of Detroit and that is the
13-member central board.” !

The central board: is 'rhe only one legal
board, says its president, C. 1. Galightly. He
talls the region boards: *‘a legal fiction."”
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First Election L .

The masses of candidates that Sen.
Young and other supporters of decentraliza.

tion had expected to run for the new posts

have not materiahized. In 1970, only 200
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candidates fited for the 40 new region board .

seats, despite .the fact that the political
battle then underway about integration had

) .
Despite the restnctions and Gulightly's  attracted wide attention to the new decen- .

views, the region boards have considerable

‘ralization law. Of the 200, there were 19

buard members than as region board mem- powers. The law gives them virivally com- teachers (coffege teachers or those employed

bers. The region boards have no control over
the votes cast by thewr chairmen at the
venlra buard level, and there has not been
one major 1ssue since decentralization began
on which the region board chairmen voted
together to protect the rights of regigns. -
The board members tend to divide

~ mostly along phdosuphical lines, and it 1s

not unusudl for the regivon board chairmen
serving on the central board to vute to
tmpose their will on a region board, even
though these Jdecisions may wiolate the prin-
ciple of region control. »

Euch of the region buatds has under its
Jutisdiction about 35 schouls, induding the
fugh' schools, Only about g dozepgspecial
schivols are centrally adminsstered.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: s

plete control over curnculum, and there are
no restnictions on the placement of adminus-
trators and teachers from the central pool
except for the integration policy.

The powers available to the region

Region boards have apparently never recog-

, by other systems, Detroit teachers were not

permitted to run), 18 housewives, seven.
lawyers, & simpling of other professicnals
and some blue-collar workers.

There was no consistent citywide cam-

" board, however, have gone largely unused. ~paign. The Umited Auto Workers, a tradi-

tional power in Detroit politics, supported

mized the power to restructure the system. candidates who did well in two black dreas

which s implicit in the control of curricu-
lum. The rezion buards have made no basic
changes 1n administration, Only une board,
for example, has replaced the tegipnul super-
intendent it inherited at the beginming of
decentralization.  More impurmhtly, the
region chairmen have failed tu use their most
basic power - their majunity position un the
citywide board.
4

of the city, une puur and one middle<lass.
The white citizen f’:ﬁ}‘l’ which had been
organiced to  fight*"integration supported
candidates who did well in ‘two white re-
gons. Despite the expectation of the gover-
nut’s boundary commission that there would
be four black-controlled regions and four
whitewontrolled regions, blacks won the,
majority on vanly two regional boards. Blacks
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+Jdid s0 p‘obrly as i result of the backlash vote
_aéuinst integration that only 13 blacks won

" tion to the 45 (entral and regional board
nts Only three hlacks won seats on the
central hoard, Qe elected aflarge :md two

* as region chairmen.

Over the next five years the number of
blacks on the city board grew steadily,
lusgely through the resignations of region
chairmen and the movement to the central
board of the next region board member in

“line One region was represented by~three

Jifferent chairmen before the end of the

first term. . ‘
.- '
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Second Election -
The second election of board memf

| ——bets—in-1973-saw-less than half the number

of candidates as had filed in 1970. Only 72+
candidates ran, a _number so small that
primaries were required in only two regions.
It one region only six people filed for five
seats. ‘Blacks fared, much better in 1973,
however. That year Detroit'also elected Sen.
Young as its first black mayor, and blacks
won control of nine seats on the 13-member
central board, tourof five at-large seats and
five regional chairmanshups. In all there were
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Educational Leadership

Those whe served oun the city board
from the time of s creation n 1916 until
the beginning of . decentralization  were
nearly always prufesslunals drawn from the
most influéntial organuatlons in the city.
Although many of these membets wgre not

‘themselves part of the uty's ruling dass,

they lived and worked n"close proximuty
with those Who ran Detroit and therefore
were able to deal with political and business
leaders on more or less equal terms. .

The nature of the board changed with

‘the shift to .decentralization. Decentraliza-

tion was designed to introduce’ grass-roots
¢ontrol to the system, and the change clearly
has had that effect. One of ‘the problems
-that has plaguedthe decentralized board all
along,_m fact, has been t{m its membership
so accurately reflects-the city, with all its
racial and class antagonisms, that it, fre-
quently has been almost impossible to get a
consensus for any course of action, The new
board no longer was exclusively middle-class

and professional. There were still persons of:
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_that strata on the board, but none had the

influence with the aity’s rulers which many
of_the older board members had enjoyed.
Almost half of the board is made up of
liousewives, and, for the first time, the board
includes worklnﬂ-cla» tnembers.

As 4 result, the board has begn cut off
from power. Part of this vacuum has been
filled almost by accident by the _Education
Task Force, a group created by the school
board in 1973 to make recommendations
about the schools. The«Task Force includes
grass-roots persons among its 60 membrers,
but it also includes the presidents of several
‘banks, the mayor, the speaker of the stite
House of Representatives and other key
legislators. It is headed by a retired Detroit
city controller and a leading businessman."
The leading members of the Task-Forge have!
become, in-‘effect; the board’s liaisqn with
city and state government and the business
community. When the system nearly ran out
of money to operate schools in March 1973,
the Task Force worked with the legislature
on a solution which kept schools open.

,_...,.,-ww——h-w't'c 13 Ve '

22 blacks in the 45 regional and central
board seats.

The election of a black majonity to the
central board did not bring any significant
change, though. The board still 1s deeply
divided along phliosophlcal lines, and there
lias been virtually no situation in which the
13 board members divided along racial lines.

Conflicts Settled ‘ C

When decentrahization began in De-
trott 1n 1971, everyune seemed to be trying
to avoid the kind of confrontation that had
occurred in Ocean Hill-Brownsville three
years earlier. Decentrahization,was less than a
month old when a situation simlar to that
which led to the Ocean Hill confrontation

arose 1n Detroit.- A region board yielded to '

the demands of a parent group and removed
a pincpal in violation of the ‘system’s
contract with the administrators’ union, The
union and the central administration backed
off on the issue, however, and'guietly placed
the punupal i another school. Other po-
tentiat conthicts have been setiled i similar
fashion.
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Photo by Nicolas S, Wilhelm.
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The central Board of Education in Detrowt consists of five at-large members and eight

regiwonal represeniaines. The eight abso serve ds regional buard hatrmen and are the top

votegetters in their regions,
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| C.uhghtly,l the board presdent, is In the auhors of the state's decentrahizapion | ', "W i “‘J%M}%ﬁ*ﬁ”"f‘;""‘"g
. * | re ."‘ ~",,“ A .
puvate cntical of decentralization and the law. And it has involyed more peuple in . ., ‘ wt.«.w,w

’r.uul ot board 1t has produccd “What we  school affawrs. There 1s a community cqunul

N N -t

have found,” he once sad, s that 1f you elected for each neighborhoud school to  The. Centar- for Qovornmontal Studus is a-’.

i the schools over to Lhe »ummumty, adwise, the region boards. Meetings of the privat ,)nonprofm corporatnon Jnvolved.mm;
they run them hke they run the netohbor atywmide board frequently drew no more research and educational acnv:tlegrelated to,.h
hood Baptist church.™ School ofticuals tend  than 50 persons 1n the days before de&:ag- local, state and federal government and also.f‘
to be equally cnitical. “We don t have ‘decen.’  tralization. Now 1t 1s common for region . citizen acuon a:med at'government improves ¢
tralization,” ™ one compluns, “we have ‘diss  board meetings to be attended by several ,ment. Smce-lts foundmg om1969 the Center.:'
inlegrguon’.’ v ) " hundred people. . has had ‘contmumg mteresr m neughbor-
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N . ‘ .&.hood;decentrallzatlon.(and ,cmzet\,mvolve
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Effects of School Decentralization~ . . = . “‘T‘ﬂfﬂ:‘g"?ﬁ"x&%ﬁ oy 3\ Busii]
< No Simple Answers * PR L AL T VY e ,p..m.., 4 L~. ﬁ »,,ﬁ:e‘ .
Student achievement,.as measured by . S Fsls pbrted m:"part‘by‘a' s m,from eFord

scores of students_on standardized achieve- . But the Detroit expenence has aiso "Foun
ment tests, has nisen 1n Detroit dunng the demonstrated that it is a fraud to tm the 5\ “Xsewlces"to‘ﬂocal‘“ \fflcvalw X maners’
tive years of decentralization.. But the first "'schools over to the comrwumty when the related‘to’nenghborhooé decentrahzanon 5 ;g
upswing 1n achifvement was recorded on the grasstoots board had neither the’skills nor R 'gg S ERGEY Ak i |
tests given i October 1970, before decen- the money to do the job. A return to the ;’*\w‘-w ;5 w!‘ "5 ‘{W “_
trahzation began. Decenzrallzqt|on has not. (distant,, centralized system would only re- rFll;form-now ~.r SAE "ﬁéw 8

o) N r‘.; }‘ 4 "“'h ) “ .;v.‘ N
resulted 1n a drop 1n achievement, and that is . place the present problems with the same I-BL:mo?m:’lh U"tl f mfrmatﬁ:n s

datlon;a,th Centembromdes tha follow~

sigmficant 1n hght of complaints of some problems decentralization was desngned to Han e Focdsupo p}lg‘;ﬂv iterns asdeter f -
" central  admunistrators that regionalism remedy. AL s\;n)l ,,, BYmsurveys of Iocastl offucnals- ands

makes 1t impossible to attack the learning , . Whato seems to be needcd Is a new &rgnques“tsrecelvcd’"@k,;lﬁ" xd:dd.um? g

problems of low income chxldren on a structure that includes both the management 'fx—Specnavreports‘anddefasledcase;tuanes..;, ‘*

.cn‘tym;le basis. » . % and political skills of the city’s top leaders - ‘-—Summanes&of"(pro;ect; eva|uat|0ns.;and "‘q
t must be remembered thit decen- and the knowledge,k and wtality of the :-3\search-reports, ARt "f”z,gr“'rs S
_trthzation was intended primanly as a poli-  neighborhood representatives. It 1s difficult < —Book«rewews'a#dvbubhographnes,:m,-u
cal, and not an educatlonal, {efOUYJ. The to imagine how such a system mght be -D:scount.sale'of r&evantbooks g.dnx., e
theunsts supporting decentralization ex-  structured to assure the election of a school 1 i ;o-,’,. w.*-w: \hf ,x,; .ﬂi\-%ﬁn«-& il
‘puted educanonal ymprovements 1o result board which includes this kind of vanety. m““ mi“f*"%* %‘&,‘T&i:&{a i w.,... et
from increased commumity involvement,and  Even if such a board were created, 1t mlght aTochnml Ass ﬂ?ﬂm“’{'x"’qx eh §

,’Yat"r »,}

Y s Trusn 8k
not as a direct result of communmity control. prove to be incapacitated by internal class o Fren” c6nsultat|on\ < elephone maul ord
- ¢ I "‘
The measure of that hope must come overa fnctions. | : Al persb:\aiwsuf fqth&CentEFW“;:?‘EMg"’
leng:r penod.than five years. X There are considerations that were not »—On-sltm:asslstancet- based -tpon; .no,,p,of,f oy

Even the cnitics of decentralization in discussed before the present Detrowt struc- ;, costs:; 4&-1'4 .,3 ﬁ,w} ’H‘I m,‘
,  Detroit concede that 1t has accomplished ture was forced by legislation, however. And & "‘”ﬁ
twu of s central purposes. It has produced the _present system proves that simple an- ?% n;
a grass-roots school board, even though that  swers ;atcly produce the h0p°d -for solu .‘,t- {?3.?&
has created some problems not foreseen by. nons.a ! ’ -‘
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