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ABOUT THE INSTITUTE...

The Instituie for Community Studies, Queens College, sarves as a Link between the
urban university and the urban community. The Institute brings to bear the intellectual
resources Jf the university to the problems of urban society, while bringing the utban
community in touch with the world of the university.

As such, the Institute offers the urban community research znd technical expreise.
Within the un'versity, the Institute offers edu.ational programs in urban studies: Credit
courses in urban affairs are sponsored by the Institute; as we adule education courses
on tupical urban issues. In addition, the Institute holds workshops in the community,
university conferences on urban topics, and training programs for citizens.

The Institute publishes a monthly publication, COMMUNITY, reviewing curesnt
developments in wiban studies, and occasional monographs, COMMUNITY JSSULS,
analyzing topical urban issues.

At present, the Tastitute is the recipient of a Ford Foundation grant to previde
reciinical services to dermonstration school programs in comrauricy participation, while
tesearching and evalua.ing those programs.
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DEMOCRATIC THEORY AND COMMUNITY CONTROL

by Burton Zwiebach

Comrunity conteol is a form of parriciparory democcacy. And whether participa-
tion s demucratic depends on the context of that participation.

Democratic theory is primarily concrrned with the larger society, for in the absence
of its democratization, the democratization of certzin groups within it is seldom sig-
nificant. Thus, democratic theory is political in the basic and traditional meaning of
that word: by “political” we commenly refer to the manncr in which we tend to certain
external arrangemencs of society which are important and of gereral concern.

This, at least, is how politics has most usually been understood by its chief theorists
and bractitione=s. Those provesses which do not seem to concern society generally or
which do not seerns especially critical to it are distinguiched in our ordinary language
frora the morte inclusive processes.

Defence of a policy as demociatic say, to e coacetned with politics, become
significant when it implies that the policy will resulr in incteased democratizacion of
the larper society, rather than democratization of the smullcr group 2lone, This reserva-
tion {s consistent with our ordinary ussage of the word “democratic.” The inctease in
participation by all members of a corporate board of ditcctors may be called democratic
if we are concerned with the way that the bozid tends to its own arrangemcats. Yer it
would not nrmzlly b2 said to have any democratic implications for society at large.

This reservation has serious implicaticns for our recommendations on how cota-
munity contro! is to be excecised, o1 on who is to cotapose the relevant communiry,
For instarce, if the group which controls a school is niade up only of the Farents of
the children in atrendance, bound together only as pacenrs, we would have a good deal
of trouble detecting democratic implications for society at lazge. We would be con-
cerned with the relatively natrow partticipation of a relatively small group in an
itaporrant but telatively testricted social process. What implications such participation
weuld have for society at large are not clear, nor indeed is its effect vpon the self-estcem
of the participants at a time when so many cther processes work to deptess such self-
estecmn. 1 suspect the results would be less than draniztic and would have little effect
upon the group’s relation to society at large, Perental putticipation under these circum-
stances would thus seem to have marginal deinocratic imnplic-tions for the parental
group and no democratic implizations for society.

But it the control of the schools is a function of a community, ot if some iden.
tification between the people comprising the community is a brobable autcome of
decentralization, the democta.ic potential wovld be large. A minimal demc<ratization
might occur if the parents voted for the community school board not simply as parents,
but as representatives of a community with scme more general cafaci(y for self.
determination. The most impressively democratic solution, however, would be to convers
these urban communities into sub-governments—that is, to decentralize as many urban
services as is feasible and transfer these to the control of communities. Any solution
with claims to be democratic must exist somewhere between th se points.

Burtn Zwichach is an Asusistant Professot of Potitical Science at Queens College.
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Community control and democratic traditions.

To say that community control is democratic must alsdo mean that, whatever its
relgvmce to society at large. such control is consistent with the ideas of the democratic
tradition.

Democratic theory rests on the conviction that political decisions shonld be made
by consalting the col]ectivefreferences of the citizenry. This implies citizen participa-
tion at some point in the decisionmaking process. Further, such participation is seen
as stengthening an already existing democracy not because the citizenry is necessarily
wiser than an elire body, but because participation helps to create better citizens and
a specifically democratic taentality; this latter point cannot be emphasized enough.
Democracy valves the dignity of the individual and participation in the political process
is one way of creating and supporting this dignity. For political participation giver the
individual a kint of bis ability to control a segment of hir social environment. It
develops in him a confidence in his political efficacy (however marginal), It satisfies
his need for reasonably successful encourte's with his environment. In short, it helps
him to value himself.

The problem is that, classically, most democratic theorists believed that meaningful
participation 1equired an idenrification between the individual and society, a beliet in
the effeciiveness of one’s participation, and a capacity to communicate vith one’s fellow
citizen- and leaders. Which, they felt, could hardly be realized in large societies. Further,
it was impossible 1> consult the citizenry, to ascertain collective prefecences in a large
state. Democratic participation thus involved a degree of <ocial intimacy and mutual
concern; it could exis: only in a cociety “"whee the people can readily be got together
and where each citizen can with ease know all the rest. . . "*

This concern with size was not merely theoretical. In Engliod and the United
States, the first ettempts at constructing democratic yovernments occurred in small com.
munities, such as those isolated communitirs on the American western froaier. Radical
political groups which held themselves out as Jdetnocratic did not try—as the Levellers
had during the English civil war—to convert the national goverrment to democracy.
Rather, they isolated themselves ss far as they conld into sinall self-governing and self-
sufficient communities and identified deniocracy with their énternal politics. Sach groups
included many Owenite, religious, and primirive communist communities.

As industriatization developed and the potsibility of viable small societies was
radically reduced, some democrats altercd their concern with political space. But, ac
least in the nineteenth century, radical democrats did not abandon this concern because
they did not see how democracy could work in the latge state. Just as Aristotle argued

—_—

*1.3. Rousseau, The Social Contract, 111, 4. See nlso bid, 111, 1 and the farrous discussion

of patriotistn in his Discowrie o Political Ec nomy. Mootesquieu makes the same point in his

Spiris of the Leus, Vill, 16. Ta Fedenslist 10, Madisco, while defending the large republic, dis-

tinguishas participﬁo«;ybedemomq from representative ernment and azgues that & small seate

Eib' xtqm};nem’gl former. Hamilton, Madison, Say, The Federalist (New York: Modern
tery, 0.d.), p. 59.
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that © polis which is too large would "forfeit its nature” as a polis,' so radical demo-
crats felt that any participatory system, representative or otherwise, would lose its
demncratic character in large states. The retention of this theoty was no doubt dee in
large part to the substantial infisence of anarchism and cooperativism upon mid-
nineteenth century democrats. Writers like Godwin, Shelley, Owen, and Proudhon
tended to associate not merely participation buc all valusble humac relationships with
small group association and it is interesting that theit successors {Marx and Durkheim
for example) worked to raake this view consistent vith the facts of mass industriat-
ization rather than alter ta= theory.

This createq celebraied tensions in radical democratic thought. In the case of Marx,
it is hard 1o see how public ownership of massed capital could take place in a Rousseau-
istic environment. Nevertheless, Marx contrasted the large political state necessary for
Loutgeois society with the possibility that the small ccmmunity could someiow be the
political form of proletarian democracy. Thus, he seized vpon the Paris Coramune of
1871 as the paradigm revoluiionary state (despite its being anarchist rather than
“Maixist” in inspiration) and interpreted it as a small populist demecracy.’ Futiher,
the logic of Marx's denunciation of the state and of his prediction that it wonld wither
away (re, lose its coercive charrcter) under socialism, implies the desitability of the
small associative polity-—a model not too different from that of Paine or Owen!

The "New” Demcerary

In mass societies, political participation is radically altered. Direct patticipation
by individuals is largely replaced by individual pariicipation in goraps which, excepe
in the polling booth, represent the real participatory units of mass democracy. Direct
and immediate representation is repleced by a complex system of representstion, with
interest groups and coalitions playing roles classically restricied to parties, citizens, and
statesmer. Taus, while some essential features of demociacy are retained, one feature
is drasticaliy modified. Yet the new democracy has its advocates, including some famous
ones: Schumpeter, Herring. 'fruman. Berelson. Lazarsfeld. Dahl. They atgue that this
system {s democratic and is the only version of democrzcy contistent with existential
reality.

$ Politics 1326a-1326b. Similaely, in the Lrbics, he says that "rou cannot_make 2 city of ten
men, and if there are 2 hundred 1hou<and it is a city no Jonger” (1170b). H. D. P. Kitto pres.nts
this argument by produsing s conversation berween an ancient Greek and a modern Lordon club
menbe . The kaglisthman asks why the Grecks had not united into a single sute.

The Greek replies, "How many clubs are there i London?” The member, at 8 guess, says

sbout five hundred. The Greek then says, "Now if all these comtined, what splended premises

they would build. They could have 3 cfubhouse rs big as Hyde Park.” “But,” u)i: the member,

“that would no Jonger be g cILt” “Precisely,” says the Greck, ‘ani a polis as big as yours s

no lenger 8 polis.”

(H. D. F. Kitto, The Greeks (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1957), p. 79.)

 Marx, The Civil War is France, passirm.

* Thare are rany teferences to this in Marxist literature. The foci classici ace Critigue of the
Getha Program (1875), IV; The Civil War in France (1871), Third Address, 3; Engels, Anti-
Dakring (1878), Part 111, 2. S~ the discussion in John Plamnenats, German Marxism and Ruisian
Commeniim (London: Longmans Green and Co, 1954), pp. 152-164.
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The problem vith the democratic tradition, these tevisionists argue, is that it
overemphasized the role of popular participation in a democracy and hence was led
to place oo much stress on size. In fact, however, most citizens do not participate in
politics except to chocse leaders who participate for thern. Even so, participation in
voting is no:otiously low. People are “by nature"* apathetic, and it is naive to think
otherwise. Therefore in de-emphasizing participation, the new democracy metely regis-
ters a fact of life and attempts to dezl with a reality in which participation is a function
of groups and elites.

Ihis indeed is the crux of the debate. If politscal apathy 63 natural so man, this
reinterpretation of democracy is legitimate ard the relationship of democracy to small
states 15 dissipated, Democratic theory it satisfied by an olitiss system of representation
10hich is compatible with large sccieties. The problem with this argument is thac it
assames the truth of its most crucial conitention. The assamption that apathy is natural
to man is a grawitous one, consistent with, but not demanded by, the evidence. Yor
tn0s* of the evidence concerns the fact of apathy; very litde time has heen spent
researching its causes. And this evidence beats more than a single interpretation: the
faalt of the revisionists has been less in theit collection of data than ia the questionzble
inferences they have drawn from it.

May aparhy not be a product of a society that operates to dirconrage participation?
Such an inzerpretation is ¢ 1rely consistent with the evidence relied upon by the revision-
ists, especiaily since that evidence is descriptive rather than causal.

Political apathy . . . may stem from feelings of personal inadequacy, from a
fear of endangeting important personal relationships, or from a lack of interest in
the issues; but it may also have its roots in the society’s institutional structure, in
the weakness or absence of group stimulation or support, in the positive opposition
of clzmen:s within the political system to wider participation; ia the absence,
in other words, of appropriate spurs to action, of in the presence of tangible
detercents.

There is also seme direct evidence which can be used o suppore this view as against
the view that apathy is natura’, slthough this cvidence is sketchy and far fromn
conclusive.

*Robeet A. Dahl Who Goterns? (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1961), p. 225,

* Jack L. Walker, ‘A Cliri% of the Elitist Theory of Derr oxracy,” American Folitical Siicnce
Review, LX (Juae 1949), p. 290

*For instnce, it v interesting that pasticipation was subetantially greater in the nineteenth
century thon in e twenticth (Walwer Dean Burnham, “The Chmgl’ng Shape of the Amecrican
Folitical Universe, American Political Sciemce Reriew, 11X (March 1963), 7-28. Again, th2ee js
some evidence that crime may be s substirute for participation as an outfg: fot frustration and
tension ( Fredetic Solomon er. al, “Civil Rights Activitics a3d Reduction of Crime Among Negrocs,”
Arckives of Geneval Piychiatry, XII (March 1965), 227-236, ciscussed in Walker, po. 290-291.
Conditions in which man le work scern also to contribute to apathy. {Lewis Igpsiu. “Wot
Life end Political Artitudes: A Stuly of Manual Workets,” Americam Polrtical Science Review,
LVIL (December 1964), 961-962).
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Furthermore, apatby may be a rational response :o a systems shas discourages par-
ticipation, American party politics irpels politicians to avoid dramatic issues and sharp
conflicts, to mirimize ideological differcnces, and thus to present citizens with few issue
choices. It is nat surprising that many voters do not see voting &s a rewarding or mean-
ingful act. Participation can mcan something mote than occasional lever-pulling and
something less than total immersion in politics; yet opportunities for such participation
are rare. Increasingly, corporate executives and trade union leaders make decisions
which critically affect the quality of our lives. Yet policymakers such as these are not
formally political actors and their primary responsibilities are to that narrow group
of people upcn whom they depend for office. Even if I can fight City Hall, I cannot
fight General Motors; and when Chevrolet tells me that 1 must pay fifty dcllars more
for its automobiles, 1 have less recourse than when my town cax goes up rwenty.

What is the result? It is that the most clearly perceived characreristic of our
society is not the invitation to participate but the authority of thase in command. May
we not then conclude that the common man betrays good sense if he chooses to resign
from political participation? I apathy not a rational sesponse to the enormity, imper-
sonality, and unresponsiveness of society?

The new democratic theory is one which has sacrificed almost ull of the democratic
vision to the pursuit of a reality which is dependent upon a dubious interpretation of
available evidence. The ability of a democratic society to enlist the eneigies of its
citizens in order to further their civic education and their capacities for individual
development—which Mill saw as the primary justification for participation and which
contemporaty writets are fe-cmphasizing *—has been sacrificed and what has been sub-
stituted is 2 democratic shadow, a democracy void of the demoxratic vision and the
dumocratic mentality. Pethaps our circumstances produces such a result. But it is not
the inevitable alternative of mass democracy.

Community control implies thas the muliiplicity of decentralized functions will
give to the communities a character of subgovernments or parallel governments. For
the governing bodies of these ccmmunities (whether a single governing body or a
separate body for each type of functicn) will seek not merely to infuence public policy
or to affect it indirectly, as a pressure group might, bue directly to satisfy basic needs
of their corstituents through authoritative policymaking. They thus differ in principle
from involuntaty or collegial groups such as trade unions. Anl because they could
involve the community as 2 participating body of citizens (subcitizens if you like),
they would have the capacity, if they chose to, not merely tor act for their constituents,
but to enli't their comstituents’ loyalties. In the case of Black and Puerto Rican com-
munities, this enlistment of loyalties raay amount to a monopolization of loyalties. This
mobilization of loyalty is what entitles these units 0 be seen as more than n.ere
communitics performing functions delegated by superior authority. Combined with 2
formal, if limited, grant of quasi-govetnmental status, it gives to these units & legitimacy
indistinguishable from that usvally anributed to government rather than that associated
with voluntary associations.

! See, ;é. Henry S. Katiel, The Promite of Politice (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Tnc.
15661, pp. 62-69 and passim; Lane Davis, “The Cost of Realism: Coatcrnporary Restatements of
Demecacy.” Wentern Political Qmarterly, XVIL (March 1964), pp. 37-46.
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‘The loyalties so enlisted are far greater and more passiona e than those which can
be mobilized by city governments. This provides an additinnal spur to participarior.
Furthermore, there is good reason o believe that coronuni.y ¢ ‘ganizations will strive
to «reate and maintin such loyalty and will be drives, 1s the ¢ 1y is wot, to encourage
participation. This, I think, is due to the teauous and dclicat. power position of the

community organization. That position is appzrent when we ¢x-mine ihe characteristics
of these subgovernmerts.

Firs*, community organizations wovld cenrrol certsin deined and limited locai
sesvices, Second, they would be institutionzily derivative, even if authoriative in their
avin right. That is, there will remain a reasonably strong wba. authority with debnite
n attenuated bndgetary, conirace, planning, collective bargaining, ard similar powers.
Third, the subgovernments would be dependent 4nancially upan che city or the state.
Fourth, they would clearly 1ack their own judicial machin'sy and would thus be
d:pendent upon the city and state for judicial enforcement f ¢heir decisions. These
formal limitations—and others-——mean that effcctive comruun’y control can exist, but
that the authority-in-fact of the community goveraments can he eroded if they cannot
naintain sufficient political influence. This disability, cotamce 1 to many local govern-
ments, is more pronounced in the case of the comiaunity subgoverntient. But ithe
influence of the subgovernment vpon the city derives to a gre it extent from its ability
to mobilize its basic resource—izs constituency. There is this good reason to expect
the comununity subgovernment to try to retain und expand the loyalties of its con-
stituents and ro encourage their active identifeation with the subgovernment.

Finally, the mobilization of loyalty woald aid in the deviioprient of the cohesive-
ness and sense of political efficacy necessary to revive democr: :ic participation. Encour-
agement of participation combined with an increase in the i flucnce one might exert
on important matters may counteract, in basic ways, the an-i-participation factors in
other ospects of American political culture. ;

Democracy and Social Instice

From its coanection with moral valucs democracy bas t'zveloped anothe. vnique
tistorical a<sociztion: it is a theory identifable, as no othct theory has been, with
cpposition ta socixl injustice and it is a theory that justifies the protest against such
iajustice. Thete sre threc reasons for this. Firsr, there is a Hragmatic one, sspecially
ralevant in the modern west: realization of the aspitations f disinherited groups is
usually best aided by appealing to democratic norms. Seconc’, the logic of democtacy
inplies that the aspirations of a group—insofar as they zctuzily involve the liberction
cf that group from inferior status and its accession to eqrality—reflect -2 values
inscpatable }:om democracy. Third, the tealization of thee aspitations convetts a
disinherited group into a group integrated into socicty and ' u3 able to play a rolc in
that society’s politics. i

1

The relationship of social justice to democeacy is not nerely a marter of thee-
seiical speculation. That selationship has been pesceived aal acted upon throughout
the history of the modern period. Tt has persistently been invoked by exploited or
powetless groups to justify o~ merely the realization of thxr aspirations were non-

8
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political. The English revolutionaries of the seventectth century s v democratic theory
as the vehicle which justified their ecoromic and moral claims as well s their claim
to political power. Democsacy was 1o them inseparable from a host of liberties: liberties
of speech, religion, political par icipatior.; legal liberries such as habeas cotpus and fait
trial; and most importact, pethaps, the liberty to follow the commor economic callings

Demc<ratic theoty was used to justify the demands of British working class move-
1nents for the extension of the fiinckise. But it was also used to justify demands for
the humaoization of the work process and econorn’c equality. The inst example of this
is the contrast between the Owenites, who profoundly influenced British wotking class
movements, and the Chartists, who did not. The I;tter seemed to view democracy
instrurnentally: reform of the House of Commons would lead to legislation favorable
to the working class. Owen on the other hand, saw it as involved in the general atterapt
to huraanize and liberalize the social eavironraent. He advocated democracy as mich
because it was the political sysiem most consistent with these values as because of its
instzumental uses” Indeed, Owenites generally felt that the Charstists overestimated the
instcurnental value of democracy, a perception which proved propletic.” Later, democ.
racy was seen as the political form of the socialist society by Marx. So, tov, workers'
coatrol of industry—rthe “guild socialism” of the early twentieth century “—Wilsonian
self-determination, and Debs's notion of trade unionism were iustiﬁedrﬁy tefasnce to
democratic theory.

To advocates of decentralization, this fearure of democratic theory is especially
peitinent, For whatever its implications ure for the whole of society, decentraliz.tion
is now intimately connected with the legitimate aspirations of certain radically dis.
possesced groups. It is not merely a way to subject political and bazeaucratic auviority
to the coctrol of communities: it is a vehicle for liberation—an institution designed
to satisfy many of the basic needs of these groups--and hence s vehicle for dignity
and individual realization.

THE QUESTION OF EXPERTISE

It is often argued that education is an area where specialized knowledge and pro-
fessicnal skills sre necessary. The opinions of the common man may simply be out of
place bere: it is not a question of deraocracy but expertise.

In dealing with this type of question, the greatest democsatic theorist of our time,

3 See, generally, his New View of Sceiery (Glencoe: Free Press, 1653); Book of the New
Moral World (Locdon: E. Wilsoo, 1836): Life of Robert Ouen by Himielf (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1920).

U An Qwenice complained that the lower orders are quite sssured chae o tadical reform of
the House of Commons must prove the graad ganncea for all out woes.” M. Bear, A Hittory of
Britirh Socislizrs {2 vols.; Londoa: G. Bell sad Sons, 1919-1920), 1, 171.

W See G.DH, Cole, The World of Labosr (London: G. Bell & Scas, 1913); Self-Government
ia Irduitry (Loodon: G. Bell & Sons, 1919); Scmuel Hobsoa, Nationd Gsildr (London: G. Bell
&9?0()1;, 1919); A. J. Peaty, Guil’s, Trals ond Agricalrure (Loodoa: George Allen & Unwin,
1921),

9

10



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A. D. Lindsay, once remarked thac (ven the most expert shoemaker canaot know
where—or if—the shoe be has made pinches. The inexpert wearer must tell him™
So, the most skillful statesmrn or ad ninistrator capnot keow the full effects of his
policies without hearing {rom those lie rules. "It is sadly instructive,” Lindsay com-
mented, “to find what a gap there alwiys is between the account even the best admin-
istrations give of the eflect of their regulations and the account you can get from those
to whom the regulations apply.” ™

Men being what they are, and sccicties being what they are, the free addressing
of compiaints by the powerless to their rulers is not an everyday occurrence, This is
espocially ttue where the powerless have learned to expect little from authority except
control or humiliation ard react azccordingly—that is, say what they conceive the
authority figure expects to hear. For example, how many children, confronted by over-
bearing or hostile teachers, have denied what they believed to be true or assented to
what they believed false? Communicstion or frustrations, complaints, and hostilities
must tal.e place through institutions ir which the communicants either feel somewhat
at home or anonymous. A tiot serves this purpose painfully. But political irstitutions
strongly identifir 1 with the communicants serve the purpose as well, with somewhat
more beneficial results. It we are int:rested in finding out where the Negro's shoe
pinches, the orsanized community offes us a classic way.

But defending decentralizarion in principle does rot require us to waive practical
and prudental objections to it. Such ol jections ate always relevent to delimit the scope
of a normative theory and to allow us to discover the practical boundaries within
which that theoty is realistic and felevant® May it not be that it would be vnwise to
subjece education to popular control, ttat it would lead to poor education?

This objection has an extremely limited application. In the fiest place, th: limits
of expert authority are the limits of ecpert competence. When a question of national
health insurance is up for debate, the doctor's expertise does not qualify him to ralk
85 an expert 1bout the social benefits or costs of such a system, the effects upon the
tax structure, or the political dangers nherent in the ricasure. These are political and
economic questions, not medical ones. ‘They are quustions above which Le has to better
tight o be listened to than any of his fellow citizens who have attained a coinpasable
degree of enlightenment. In education, the question of the best administrative struceure
for a school syster is a qaestion 2boat which the teacher has no special knowledgs.
Perhaps it will be thouglit that the schaol administrator has such knowledge. But i the
school administeacor to be the judge of Eis own area of compete.ce in public policy-
making: Clearly therc are very good ind obvious reasons to have that detestnination
made by the community or its represt ntatives.

1A D. Lindsay, The Modern Demccratic State (Loadon: Oxford University Press, 1959
[first published 19435' pp- 2694,

H1bid, p. 270.

¥ See W, G. Runciman, "Sotiologicsl Evidence and Political Theory,” Laslcet and Runcimaa
(ede.), Philoropby, Politirt s9d Sociely: § cond Series (Oxford: B. H. Blackwell, 1962).
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Second, we must make a clear distinction between expertise~-where the professional
is entided to deroand a2 major voice—and the values whick a community wisher ifs
experts to follorr. 1 may be unqualified to tell a lawyer how to plead his client, bue 1
am surely entitled to join in a demand that the bar make provision for reptesenting
impoverished clients. ‘The control provided for by decentralization is not conttof over
the techniques of education, but over the values which educators ought to pursue. It is
control over wmoral ends, not professional means. The inarticulate dissatisfaction of
parents with th= performance of the schools is a legitimate point upon which they
may be consulted: they are being asked where the shoe pinches.

The ctisis in education is a crisis of values, whete even technical questions may
only imperfectly be separated from moral ones. In the first place, it is a challenge to
the prevalent middle class version of what education eatails, to the actitude that the
poot—especially the black poot—ate unteachable in the absence of a drastic reform
of their social, cultural, and familial conditions 1n ditecrions accepted as rnormal by
middle class whites. Yet there is evidence to indicate *hat what is holding up the
education of poor blacks is a set of values masquerading as facts, which are held by
middle class whites."

The extent to which educational techniques are bound up with values can be
seen if we ask how we are to measure educational progress. There was a t'me, not
very long ago, when educational achievement was measured by 1. Q. tests or wneir
equivalents. These tests were finally seen to be culture bound, dependent fo: their
validity on a particular sec of values. In their place, we have substicuted reading pro-
ficiency tests, which trecent examination has also found to be culrure bound. Some people
have turned, or father returned, to the belief that education is successful if ir tnens out
students equipped to function in the society around them and poscessed of skills
demanded by and useful to that society. Skipp.ng over the question of whar this
itaplies for education in totalitatian societies, we can sce that chis test, like the others,
involves the acceptance of certain values, Now there is nothing bad abouc educational
achievement bcing measuted partly by values. But in this ¢vent w2 must accept the
notion that the ecucator is not the only person competet.t to assess those values.

The black community has asked that black history, literature, art, be included in
the school curticulu'n, They have asked that their children be provided with visible
symbols of black authicrity. These ate questions which concern various professional
disciplines and abont whizh expertc may have much to say, provided their self-interests
are not involved. But they are also questions requiring choices between valves, between
cads as well as means, upon which the community ought to be consulted.

In the end, commurity control is &n issue transcending education, police, or any
specific urban functioa, It is an jssue intimately involved with the demands of demo-
cratic theoty and it cannot be discussed without reference to that theory. This does not
prove that, in our presert citoumsrances, democrac entails decentralization ¢t that we
can justify decentralization by referring only to democracy. It does mean chat those
opposed to decentralizatian ought to consider the meaning of irs rejection.

W Educational Atbicversent and Community Control. Monogrsph 1, Institute for Comrmuaity
Studies, November 1968,
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