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INTRODUCTION

For the last several years, the Howard Samuels Center has engaged in research on

comparative state school politics with a special concern for the issue of constituency building

and urban school reform.  In 1996 we began this three-year comparative state study of education

policy-making in nine states, California, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,

Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Texas, to determine the impact of state politics on city school

reform.  We chose these states to reflect differences in region, state political culture, and state

institutional structure.

This study, undertaken between the years 1996 and 1999, highlights two policy issues:

charter school legislation and equitable school financing.  These policies were chosen because of

their prominence and relevance for understanding state politics.  By studying the various

stakeholders and their roles, the coalitions formed, and those who benefited, we worked to locate

the key actors within state-level regimes, ascertain their educational agendas, and especially to

determine the effectiveness of urban school advocacy groups and stakeholders within each

regime for achieving school reform.

 Charter schools propose to offer more choice to students and are an attempt to encourage

school innovation through autonomy from state, district, and union regulations.  Indeed, in levels

of autonomy, these schools do differ from state to state and within school districts.  For example,

some states place caps on the number of charter schools and limits on who may apply for a

charter while others exempt schools from many state and local rules, have no limits as to the

number of schools, and/or permit the use of uncertified teachers. 

School finance policies provide an opportunity to explore the stakeholders in school

reform and to see more closely the impact of place: the power of urban and rural areas and

suburban school districts.  Our primary interest was in city advocacy groups, city officials,

governors, and business groups.  School equity reforms aim to change the current system of

funding schools through the local property tax, as it leads to significant differences in funding

from district to district, often benefiting the wealthier suburban districts.  States have been forced

to address this issue due to legal action and the related pressure of state court decisions.  Some

states, however, have initiated reforms without court involvement.
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As a result of this nine state study of state political regimes, we concluded that state

power in education has shifted from state legislatures to governors, many of whom were elected

on conservative platforms and have little interest in reforming urban school districts and even

less interest in building local advocacy and participation.  We found, with some exceptions, a

dearth of local city advocacy groups in the state capitals who promoted the interests and

priorities of city students and school districts.  Coalitions of city advocates were virtually non-

existent.  It was not surprising to find a lack of a counter-force to the distinctively anti-city

school politics in the states and a lack of interest in, and even an antagonism toward, issues of

equity, diversity, and urban school reform by important state actors, especially governors.  State

aid policies, financial equity, decentralization, and affirmative action, historically part of the

urban agenda, were not a part of state school policy agendas.  Even in states where court

decisions called for state action on equitable school funding, the state education regimes ignored

or evaded the orders.  The new state agendas dictated by gubernatorial politics included high-

stakes testing, expansion of standards, vouchers, and charter schools.

Our findings are based on the literature, local news coverage, almost 200 formal

interviews with stakeholders in the nine states, and many other informal discussions with

participants in school reform.  Interviewees included city council members, city and state

superintendents, gubernatorial staff, legislative members and their staff, union representatives,

business executives, education advocates, university faculty, directors of professional

associations and mayoral staff.  These individuals were asked questions about their involvement

and interests in education reform, power relations in education policy in their state, the history of

finance and charter school reform, coalition activity, and the impact of these recent reforms on

urban schools.

Regime Theory

The intent of our study is to describe state education regimes.  Regime theory is based on

the idea that governance requires the coordination of governmental and non-governmental

resources which is beyond the capacity of elected officials (Stoker 1995).  In the political science

literature, regime theory has been applied to urban politics, but it can also describe state level

politics.  Education policy at the state-level is dominated by a constant group of formal and

informal participants.  Because public power is limited, politicians seek out private interests and
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form governing coalitions.  Elected officials have to reach out to the private sector to gain

human, structural, and monetary resources.  Private interests including businesses, unions, and

other organized interest groups, provide funding and organize their members to support the

governing coalition.  Politicians mobilize public support and offer the resources of government.

Together, private interests and politicians converge around a particular goal or agenda to govern

the state.  This coalition, if it is stable and lasts beyond election cycles, may be called a regime.

Clarence Stone provides a clear definition of a regime: “a regime thus involves not just any

informal group that comes together to make a decision but an informal yet relatively stable group

with access to institutional resources that enable it to have a sustained role in making governing

decisions” (Stone 1989, 4).

 Regime theory has been criticized for overlooking issues like racism, anti-city politics,

and party organization; it is said to focus too closely on regime participants and not enough on a

location’s history, economy, and political environment (Kantor 1997).  Recognizing the justness

of this criticism, in this study we closely look at each state’s history and political culture.  State

political culture can be understood as a set of political attitudes which has grown out of a state’s

particular historical experiences, patterns of immigration, and institutional structures.  While we

found many similarities among the states in terms of the composition and agenda of the state

education regimes, each state also had its own unique characteristics, a reflection of the fact that,

although national trends have affected all state education regimes, individual states have

developed their own responses to these trends.  (Appendix A includes state by state descriptions

of our findings regarding important elements in their political culture.)

An examination of the state education regimes is especially important because education

scholars have neglected this area of study.  Most of the existing literature on the politics of

education concentrates on the national or the school district level.  Yet, the states are legally

responsible for the education of resident children.  Lewis and Maruna wrote about the problem

with the existing literature:

What is surprising in this literature is the lack of much empirical, comparative

work on the states’ educational activity and reform.  It turns out that we know

very little about the factors associated with different outcomes at the state level.

While there is much normative work on what scholars and activists want to

happen, there is not much work on what has happened and what political factors
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produced these outcomes (notwithstanding the occasional comparative case study)

(Lewis and Maruna 1996, 439).

The Old Education Regime

State education regimes have been dominated by school professionals and their

associations.  These include the chief state school officer (CSSO), the state education

department, the state board of education, their local counterparts, teachers' unions, and the

supervisors' associations.  Elected officials and other interest groups have had less of a role in

determining state education policy.

The roots of professional power are in the ideology of the Progressive Era which led

administrators to attempt to limit the role of politics in education.  They believed they could best

educate children by applying the principles of scientific management to increase efficiency and

rationality.  They achieved control over education by establishing a centralized bureaucracy and

by limiting the power of elected school boards (Bastian et al 1986).  As a result of this

institutional rearrangement, education policy has since that time been controlled by a "subculture

of state education policy-makers" led by these professional elites (Marshall 1989).

Teachers’ unions became significant players in education during the sixties.  Before the

1960s teachers were almost invisible in the arena of education policymaking, but in the 1960s the

first major teachers strike, held in New York City, forever changed their status in the policy

process (Lieberman 1997).  Several highly successful strikes were organized by the American

Federation of Teachers (AFT) and in the 1960s, the National Education Association (NEA)

became more teacher-oriented as school administrators, the founders of the NEA, left the

association to form their own organizations (Martin 1994).  The control by teachers unions and

professionals was also replicated at the city level where power was dominated by the central

administrative staff and the teachers unions.  Often school and community activists were given

the appearance of involvement.  Wilbur Rich calls this tripartite of urban education power the

Public School Cartel (Rich 1996).

The direct involvement of business in education dates back to the middle of the

nineteenth century.  Involvement varies from a direct stake in school policy, such as book

binders and school construction contractors to a more indirect, but still important stake in school

policy, the requirement of well-educated workers.  From the beginning, the business community
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promoted compulsory education in the states and national programs of vocational education.

They allied with the professionals during the reformist Progressive Era and were influential in

introducing Taylorism into education (Marshall 1992).  They again became involved during the

1950s when they criticized the schools for their lack of concentration on math and sciences and

brought about a national concern for “excellence.”  Most recently, they have favored vouchers

and increased standards.

State elected officials, for most of this century, were less involved with setting the

educational agenda than non-governmental actors.  Legislative leaders became more involved in

education policy in the 1960s due to “increased judicial activism, the growing power of social

movements demanding change, increasing education costs and a recognized need for more

efficient use of school resources” (Lewis and Maruna 1999, 443).  Public activism, which helped

fuel this new legislative action in the 1960s, was derived from Brown v. Board of Education and

the Civil Rights Movement (Gittell 1980).  However, as these leaders lacked staff and time, they

often responded to pressures from the professional interest groups and relied on the bureaucracy.

Often this resulted in piecemeal policy generation (Usdan 1969).  During the 1980s, legislative

committees and their chairs became the work-horses of policy making and their expertise was

valued by the legislature as a whole (Patterson 1990; Rosenthal 1990).

Prior to the late 1980s, governors exercised little influence over education policy.  They

had little formal or informal control over the school bureaucracy and rarely initiated policies.

Many have suggested their lack of involvement was due to the traditional separation of education

from politics.  However, there were also issues of ideology and race that could have negatively

impacted the political careers of outspoken governors and mayors (Gittell 1967). This historical

gubernatorial trend is in sharp contrast to recent presidential campaigns in which the public cited

education as a primary concern and the candidates responded.

External Changes in the 1980s

In the 1980s a number of changes in American politics led to the weakening of the old

regime.  The organization of excluded groups recognized that school policy did not address the

racism that produced disparities in learning.  Additionally, the growing professionalism of state

government strengthened the role of governors.  In 1983 the publication of A Nation at Risk, a

national study of the failure of American education to meeting high standards of performance,
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brought business strongly back into education policy.  Finally, the attention by the media to

educational failure and inequities focused public opinion on education as a key policy issue.

Institutional Growth

The increase in gubernatorial power over state education policy is, in part, a spill over

from the general growth in the power of the governor’s office.  Beginning in the late 1960s,

governors increased their formal and informal powers in all areas of policy making.  By the end

of the 1970s most states had professionalized their executive offices with larger staff and

cabinets, longer terms of office, consecutive terms, and veto powers.  Governors also gained

more control over the state budget and state agencies and received larger areas of budgetary

discretion (Van Horn 1989; Renshon 1992).  Notably, the average state changed governors only

once between 1980 and 1989 (Greenblatt 1996, 1809). 

Due to the devolution of power under several presidential concepts of a “new

federalism,” state government continued to grow in power and responsibility during the 1980s.

Governors took advantage of their new policy responsibilities.  Concurrently, they shaped the

federal programs and initiated a range of new policies in health, welfare, and education in their

states (Van Horn 1989).  Governors gained political stature with these expanded roles and today

regularly advise congress and the president (Kirschten 1995).  Beyle notes, “individually,

governors have been strengthened; as a group, they have solidified their position as leaders

within the federal system” (Beyle 1992, 33).

In the past decade, the enhanced status of the National Governors Association (NGA)

furthered the gubernatorial role at the federal level.  The NGA played a major role in the creation

and passage of the two major welfare reforms, the 1988 Family Support Act and the Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.  The NGA was also

instrumental in placing education reform on the national agenda and was a strong proponent of

the Goals 2000 legislation, one of President Clinton’s major education policies.  It is also

indicative of gubernatorial ascendancy that the last two presidents have been governors.

A Nation at Risk

In the early 1980s, with the publication of A Nation at Risk and other reports, business

community interest in education reform increased.  These studies indicated that compared to



7

students elsewhere, U.S. students’ academic achievements were average or even inferior.  This

added to concerns about the ability of American workers to compete effectively with their

counterparts abroad.  In response, individual CEOs, the Business Roundtable, and other business

coalitions began to articulate their need for an educated workforce and became more directly

involved in education policy.  They argued that quality schools and student excellence were

necessary for maintaining and attracting business investment.  They correspondingly blamed

local public school systems for the apparent decline in American economic competitiveness

(Bastian et al 1996).

The private sector thus exerted influence in the political arena, supporting increased

appropriations and taxes for education.  The business groups became involved at the local level

by sponsoring individual schools (Martin 1994).  They also influenced the shift towards an

interest in standards in education.  In the 1980s states adopted educational standards but placed

fewer resources in programs that would move all students to reach these goals.  The shift away

from a concern with equity was significant: “The development of a universal curriculum was

devised to establish rewards based on competitive performance and was rationalized as achieving

equal opportunity for learning.  In fact, students were subjected to a competitive system, but not

on a equal basis.  No one can argue with the goal of high standards, but the real issues are how

they are implemented and how resources are devoted to achieve them” (Gittell 1993, n.p.).

Popularity of Education

During the 1980s, media attention to educational failure increased.  Slowly, the public

became convinced that education policy should be a political priority.  A 1997 poll by Lake

Research showed children’s issues, which include education and health care, “are poised to

become the new third rail of American politics, along with traditional issues concerning seniors

such as Social Security and Medicare” (Lake et al 1997).  Voters indicated children’s issues were

of increasing importance to them.  Lake's research showed education was the issue that voters

most wanted Congress to address after the 1996 election (1997).

Thus, as the old regime weakened, new players, attitudes, and priorities took the field,

prepared to do legal, political, and legislative battle.
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Structural Approach

In the first section of our study, by way of background, we look at the national trend of

suburbanization and how this demographic shift has affected school politics.  Simply, the United

States, over the previous fifty years, became a suburban nation.  This growth of the suburbs and

related decline of cities left cities politically weak in relation to the suburbs and eroded the urban

tax base.  Because the suburbs have both the votes and the money, urban schools are languishing

and unable to get the help they need to supplement their limited funds and solve other dire

problems.  This is because state level politicians are beholden to suburban voters, many of whom

are apathetic and hostile to the cities.

The second section is devoted to a description of the political culture of the nine states

and an analysis of how each state’s individual culture is reflected in education policy.  We

demonstrate that, despite the common assertion that education policy is not linked to politics,

political culture has a real impact on how states approach education policy.  For example,

traditionally progressive states are more bold in experimenting with reforms, while states with a

populist tradition evidence a greater level of popular participation in education politics.

The politics of finance reform is the focus of the third section of this study.  Here we

discuss the different ways the states attempted to deal with restructuring the system of financing

schools.  Urban school advocates have used state courts to challenge unequal financing systems.

Several governors have attempted to centralize the financing system and provide more funding to

rural and property-poor suburbs.  Maryland is the only state in our study that targeted increased

funds to achieve greater equity to a city during the course of our research.  Even as court cases

increase, equalizing school finances has become a very unpopular issue.

 Section four addresses the politics of charter schools.  In examining the process behind

the passage of charter school legislation in the states, we found that governors often championed

this measure.  Teachers’ unions, however, did not support charter schools, but they were forced

to compromise on the policy in almost every state.  The business community has come out

strongly in favor of vouchers and charters, seeking what they described as market conditions in

education.  In many states, charter schools were ultimately adopted after voucher legislation

failed.
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In the fifth section we examine city education regimes and their relationship to state

education regimes, looking at city mayors, community organizers, education advocates, teachers

unions, and the business community.  In assessing the effectiveness of these urban groups, we

concluded they demonstrated a startling lack of influence on state politics.  This absence of clout

was due to numerous constraints enumerated herein.

Throughout this report, we include information about specific states, individuals, and

organizations.  These sidebars aim to expand on points within the chapters and provide details on

each state that are sometimes forgotten when trying to draw generalizations.
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SUBURBANIZATION AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Our study of urban schools compares education politics and policymaking in nine states.

These states, California, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey,

Pennsylvania, and Texas, experienced dramatic population shifts in the past four decades that

created soaring suburban growth and population decline in center cities.  This foundational

chapter explores the connection between national demographic shifts and the politics of

education.  In many of the states we found the suburban demographic shift reflected in the party

shifts in state legislatures and governors offices.  Its impact on state school policies is profound.

America has become a suburban nation.  Between 1960 and 1995 the proportion of

people living outside central cities increased by fifteen percent (Oliver 1997).  Additionally,

most of the economic growth of the 1980s and 90s occurred in the suburbs (Orfield 1997).  The

suburbs became politically and economically dominant: in the 1990s sixty percent of the

population in 320 metropolitan areas lived in the suburbs and a majority of jobs were there as

well (Rusk 1995).  Suburbs are now so large that many suburban officials and residents believe

they are autonomous entities, unconnected to their central cities.  Garreau (1991) calls such

places "edge cities."  In their denial of a social or economic connection to the central city, edge

city residents have been typically unwilling to pay for city services such as schools and public

housing.  This phenomenon has created extreme divisions between cities and suburbs.

The Effect of Suburbanization on Cities

American cities have suffered as a result of suburbanization.  Regional polarization

created blighted central cities, decaying inner suburbs and new growth at the metropolitan fringe.

After World War II, the White middle class began moving to the suburbs.  Cities, however,

remained healthy until the 1960s when mandated school desegregation accelerated the White

suburban exodus.  Business and commerce followed suit.  With diminished tax bases the cities

declined, schools deteriorated, and crime rates rose.  Poor African Americans, with few

employment opportunities, remained in the cities.  A 1997 study by the U.S. Department of

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) looked at the demographic changes that cities faced.

One of the major findings was that:
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poverty rates in central cities rose steadily from 1970 to 1993, increasing by over

50 percent.  Since 1993, the national poverty rate has fallen and there has been a

very slight decline in the central city rate as well.  But in 1995, one of every five

central city residents was still living in poverty compared to less than one in every

ten suburban residents (HUD 1997, 32).

The concentration of poverty in cities continued to increase in northeastern and

midwestern cities (Orfield 1997).  At the time of our study nearly every metropolitan region in

the nation had a core of "dense poverty" (Orfield 1997, 2).  The HUD study confirmed these

findings.  For example, the report found “most of the jobs fueling metropolitan growth are being

created in the suburbs...the concentration of the poor within many urban areas has been

increasing.  More than ten percent of all city residents live in census tracts with poverty rates of

40 percent or more” (HUD 1997, 5).

Cities that experience major population loss, have a high percentage of minorities, and an

average per capita incomes of less than seventy percent of suburban income levels are called

"point of no return cities" by Rusk (1995).  He identified twenty-four such cities in the U.S.; five

of them, Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Newark, are major cities in our case

study states.  Moreover, the urban core of poverty and racial segregation has intensified.  For

example, the HUD study found Philadelphia lost 68,125 jobs between 1990 and 1995 while

60,991 jobs left Baltimore in the same period (HUD 1997).

According to Rusk, suburban growth is especially damaging to inelastic cities that cannot

expand their boundaries because of geographical or political obstacles (1995).  Income inequality

between cities and their suburbs is especially significant in these cities where residents have

much lower incomes than their suburban counterparts.  In Detroit and Cleveland, for example,

urban incomes are fifty-three percent of suburban incomes (Rusk 1995).  Inelastic cites have

higher rates of poverty and segregation.  Elastic cities tend to have more integrated metropolitan

areas are more economically successful (Rusk 1995).  Inelastic cities are more prevalent in the

Northeast and Midwest, while cites in the South and the West are able to annex surrounding

suburbs, boosting their economies and integrating their social institutions.  The table below

shows the decline in middle and upper income families in the central cities.
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Distribution of Central City and Suburban Families by Income,
1969, 1979, and 1989 (in percent)

Low income Middle income High income

Year Central

Cities

Suburbs Central

Cities

Suburbs Central

Cities

Suburbs

1969 20.2 14.5 59.9 60.6 19.9 24.9

1979 23.6 14.7 58.0 60.4 18.4 24.9

1989 24.5 14.0 57.6 60.4 17.8 25.7

Source: Reprinted from The State of the Cities, June 1997, 38, Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, Census of Population and Housing.
Notes: Low-income families have incomes below the national 20th percentile family income.  Middle-income
families have incomes between the national 20th and 80th family income percentiles.  High-income families have
incomes above the national 80th percentile family income.

The Political Ramifications of Suburbanization

The political consequences of suburbanization are hard to overstate.  Most important is

that the suburbs gained political power at the state level while cities have lost influence.  Thus,

the suburbs are the new locus of political power, representing over half of the American

population (Orfield 1997).  Other ramifications include the economic connection between cities

and suburbs that have been largely ignored by suburban officials who are typically not concerned

with urban issues.  An historical anti-city bias among suburban residents creates powerful

obstacles to regional solutions and coalition building between suburbs and cities.  Moreover,

racism and classism have strengthened urban/suburban cleavages.  Finally, central cities tend to

vote Democratic while the suburbs lean Republican (Orfield 1997).

Anti-city sentiments are tied to racism as urban areas have minority concentrations.

Despite claims that African Americans and Latinos have also migrated to the suburbs, census

data shows minority population increases in the suburbs were marginal.  In example, between

1980 and 1990 the minority population increased in both urban and suburban areas by only three

percent.  The reality is that cities are still largely home to minority groups.  By 1990, African
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Americans and Latinos comprised thirty-six percent of the U.S. urban population and only

fourteen percent of the U.S. suburban population.  In some states like New Jersey, these numbers

are more extreme as city populations are sixty-three percent minority while the suburbs are only

fifteen percent.

Table One shows urban and suburban African American populations have remained

relatively stable, although suburban African American populations did decline in Illinois and

New Jersey.  In five of these nine states, African American urban population percentages

increased slightly.  Meanwhile the Latino suburban population increased in all nine states, albeit

at varying levels.  In short, new suburban population growth is predominantly among White and

Latino populations.
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Table One. Percentages of African Americans and Latinos in Urban and Suburban Areas
for Each State, in 1980 and 1990.

STATE URBAN AREAS SUBURBAN AREAS

1980 1990 1980 1990

California - African American 12.27% 10.44%  5.08%  5.10%

California - Latino 20.99% 28.89% 18.43% 24.29%

Georgia - African American 52.16% 51.93% 14.99% 19.32%

Georgia - Latino  1.37%  1.80%  1.18%  1.88%

Illinois - African American 33.99% 31.51%  6.05%  5.66%

Illinois - Latino 11.55% 15.29%  3.20%  4.51%

Maryland - African American 50.91% 52.15% 15.23% 18.48%

Maryland - Latino  0.95%  1.07%  1.83%  3.15%

Michigan - African American 43.07% 45.94%  3.89%  4.38%

Michigan - Latino  2.87%  3.81%  1.47%  1.67%

Minnesota - African American  4.93%  7.28%  0.49%  1.03%

Minnesota - Latino  1.60%  2.35%  0.63%  0.93%

New Jersey - African

American

33.87% 35.49%  8.75%  8.62%

New Jersey - Latino 17.29% 27.98%  4.91%  6.24%

Pennsylvania - African

American

26.68% 27.83%  3.19%  3.40%

Pennsylvania - Latino  3.32%  5.38%  0.67%  0.93%

Texas -African American 17.67% 16.52%  5.39%  6.78%

Texas - Latino 26.83% 32.44% 13.78% 18.07%

USA - African American 22.19% 21.35%  6.00%  6.76%

USA - Latino 10.83% 14.79%  5.36%  7.56%
Source: United States Census, 1980 and 1990.

Suburbanization, by creating a physical separation between African American urban and

White suburban populations, has propelled White, middle class, suburban populations to
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electoral domination in state politics.  Many observers and scholars consider suburbs to be

politically apathetic places where private life dominates and civic life is nearly non-existent

(Duany and Plater-Zybeck 1991).  Wood (1959) termed this the "vacuum model of suburban

politics" caused by the economic and racial homogeneity of suburban populations, the lack of

political conflict, and the dearth of social problems.  We believe this suburbanization has fueled

the national shift to conservatism.  In example, in three of our case study states, Illinois,

Michigan, and Minnesota, conservative governors were elected by large suburban votes.

Racial Segregation

A major consequence of suburbanization is further segregation by race and income.  In

the previous era rich and poor lived in separate neighborhoods within a municipality, but today

they are separated by municipal boundaries (Massey and Eggars 1993).  Segregation is due in

part to the desire to create racially and economically homogeneous communities.  Many of the

first suburban municipalities were created by the middle and upper classes to avoid the corrupt

and inefficient big city governments (Teaford 1979).  Economic segregation persists, and

suburbs continue to use zoning laws and building codes to exclude low-income people from

moving into their towns (Plotkin 1991).  By 1970, patterns of racial segregation created

predominantly African American central cities surrounded by largely White suburbs.  Although,

as previously stated, there has been some African American suburbanization, the African

American suburbs, such as Camden, New Jersey, considered a suburb of Philadelphia, are

"simply poor, declining cities that happen to be located outside the city limits" (Massey and

Denton 1993, 69).

Residential segregation has been the principle cause of the problems facing urban African

Americans (Massey and Denton 1993).  This is a worsening problem (Immergluck 1998).

Nationally, residential segregation declined from 1970 to 1990, but many older, northeastern and

midwestern cities remain highly segregated (Farley and Frey 1994).  Jargowsky (1993) found

that African American ghettos (urban census tracts with poor, African Americans at the fortieth

percentile or higher) increased thirty-six percent between 1980 and 1990, and the physical size of

ghettos expanded as well.  Ghetto expansion is caused by metropolitan labor markets that move

jobs to the suburbs and residential settlement patterns that enable the middle class to move to the

suburbs.  African Americans thus remain the most segregated racial group in the United States



16

(Frey and Farley 1996).  The socioeconomic problems facing inner city African Americans have

been closely linked to their segregation and spatial isolation (Immergluck 1998).  According to

Massey and Denton, African American ghettos are responsible for the perpetuation of African

American poverty (1993).

Ghettos are the result of "well-defined institutional practices, private behaviors, and

public policies by which Whites sought to contain growing urban Black populations" (Massey

and Denton 1993, 10).  Anti-African American sentiment among Whites remains salient.  For the

most part, Whites have been unwilling to tolerate a high percentage of African Americans in

their neighborhoods (Massey and Denton 1993, 109).  Racial prejudice has therefore shaped

geographic patterns of growth.  White flight from the cities was partially the result of the quest

for a suburban home, safe neighborhoods and good schools, but racism is also a significant

reason.  Often "good neighborhoods" and "good schools" are thinly veiled racist statements that

really mean "White neighborhoods" and "White schools."

There are, of course, regional differences in segregation.  In the Northeast and Midwest

there are few African Americans in towns or rural areas, whereas there are many African

Americans in rural areas of the South and Latinos are prevalent in southwestern towns (Rusk

1995).  Smaller jurisdictions are typically organized to promote and protect uniformity rather

than diversity (Rusk 1995).  This truism also applies to school districts which are more integrated

in the South than in the North and Midwest.

School Segregation

School segregation mirrors residential segregation.  Hochschild (1985) points out that the

most progress toward desegregation was made between 1968 and 1972 with no progress since

1976.  Schools in large central cities remain segregated and poor.  Northeastern and midwestern

cities are characterized by shrinking urban school systems bordered by multiple suburban

districts.  Racial isolation has been more pronounced in the North where half of all African

American students, as compared with one quarter in the South, have attended schools whose

populations were mostly made up of minorities (Hochschild 1985).  Residential segregation of

African Americans and Whites has perpetuated a system of separate public schools in the North

and Midwest.  Orfield, found that “Schools are the first indicator and the most powerful

perpetuator of regional polarization, but this polarization ultimately begins and ends in regional
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housing markets” (1997, 54).  Public schools are more integrated in the South where large urban

systems have been integrated by court-ordered desegregation plans, and districts are countywide

thus linking the cities and suburbs (Rusk 1995).

Reform Movements

The history of public education is a history of racial politics.  The Plessy v. Ferguson

(1896) decision, in which the United States Supreme Court stated that separate was equal, shaped

public education for over half a century.  Brown v. Board of Education (1954) overturned Plessy,

finding that separate was unequal and began an era of hopes of ending segregated schooling and

providing equal education to African Americans.  In 1980, however, sixty-three percent of all

African American children were still attending predominantly minority schools and nationally

schools had become more segregated since the Brown decision (Orfield 1982).

Since the turn of the century education reform movements have been devoted to pursuing

one of two ideals often thought to be in conflict, excellence and equality.  Prior to the 1960s, the

school reform movements were more effective in creating a two-tiered model of public education

than in generalizing excellence across school systems.  Then, in the 1960s and 70s, in response

to the Brown decision, the federal government established broader equity goals for standards to

reach a larger segment of the population.  The egalitarian movement of the 60s and 70s

challenged the status quo and fought to make equality the standard for school performance

(Bastian et al 1986).  It fought for racial desegregation and improvement of inner city schools,

universal access to public education, and reformed systems of school governance.  The

movement produced landmark legislation such as the Vocational Education Act of 1963, the

Economic Opportunities Act of 1964, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as

well as bilingual education acts.  The education title acts created programs to redress inequities

in the school system.  However, while these reforms extended inclusion, they also maintained

meritocratic structures and failed to transform education (Gittell 1980).  In short, the reform era

shifted the system of public education from an "exclusive meritocracy" to an “inclusive

meritocracy” (Bastian et al 1986, 8).
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Excellence Versus Equity

In the 1990s “excellence” became the byword when discussing education reform, while

equity fell out of favor.  This is reflected in the current emphasis on educational standards.  Each

of the nine states in this study passed statewide academic standards.  These states use

standardized test scores to identify schools where students are not learning the expected material.

At the time of our research, five of the states, California, Georgia, Illinois, Minnesota, and

Pennsylvania, were just beginning to implement new academic requirements.  In 1998, for the

first time ever, students in Minnesota took a standardized test.  Texas has the strongest standards

movement, and students are required to pass a statewide test in order to graduate.  The Texas

testing system is two-tiered, with a test at tenth grade demonstrating high school proficiency and

another at twelfth grade test for college placement and school assessment.  In Texas, a school

with low scores can lose its state accreditation or suffer financial sanctions.  New Jersey also

requires proficiency tests for graduation while Minnesota and Maryland have planned to do so.

In Maryland, under-performing schools could be subject to governance reform.  Other states,

meanwhile, reward high test scores with financial bonuses or other incentives.

Critics have found these standardized tests punish the children most in peril.  As there is a

strong correlation between low test scores and racial minority classification, some call the tests

racist (Keleher et al 1999).  The implementation of a standards law is difficult for schools that

usually produce low scores in the new program (Olson 1999).  Texas ameliorated this problem

by making the standards lower at first and then raising the bar each year.  Still, there was a

lawsuit (ultimately unsuccessful) against the tests on the basis that minorities are not prepared for

them (Zehr 1999b).  In 1999, after a five-year study, a presidential panel, the President’s

Advisory Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, found high-stakes

tests were unfair to Latinos (Zehr 1999a).

Critics of statewide standards also charge that teachers adapt by teaching the test,

devoting valuable time towards a questionable goal.  Parents in Michigan, mostly in the suburbs

of Detroit, consider the proficiency test to be unfair and continue to boycott the tests.  Parents

refused to let their children take the test in 1997, and again (though on a smaller scale) in 1998

(Viadero 1999).

The transformation of America into a suburban nation has taken a great toll on our cities,

our politics, and the national and state policy debates, specifically on education.  The racial
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segregation resultant from White flight is mirrored in our schools.  The poverty left in the wake

of these fleeing urban masses is often reflected in suburban vs. urban school inequities leaving

little hope of or chance for equality or excellence.
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POLITICAL CULTURE AND EDUCATION

Political Culture in State Politics

Political culture, as previously stated, is a set of attitudes towards government and

governmental actors and beliefs about the role of citizens in the public sector.  Evidence of these

beliefs can be found in institutions and political behaviors.  While none of the fifty states are

entirely homogenous and monolithic, distinct cultures are apparent between the states.

According to the history, economy, geography, and demographics of each state, there might be

fifty different political cultures (Patterson 1968).  For example, Oklahoma was uniquely affected

by the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s, Texas is home to the oil industry, and Minnesota has a

high number of immigrants and their descendents from the Scandinavian countries.  Each of

these states has a unique political culture as a result of these circumstances.  Using the regional

politics of the South as the context for his study, V. O. Key wrote the most important analysis of

state political culture (Key 1949).  Although race was an overriding influence on the political

values and behavior in all of the states, Key analyzed the distinctive political attributes of each

state which, in turn, guide public policies.  Thus, one can conclude the political culture of a state

constrains its policy agenda, and states establish public institutions according to cultural beliefs

that have varying capacities to solve social problems.

While all nine states have similar policy interests and regime structures, they are unique

in many ways.  Each state developed different responses to demands for finance reform and

charter schools.  Another school policy, the employment (or decision not to employ) high-stakes

testing, was dealt with differently by each state.  An explanation for why states facing similar

challenges dealt with them in different ways can be found in each state’s unique political culture.

In this section of our study we look at the political cultures of the nine states, demonstrating the

importance of political culture to education policy.

Studies of political culture in the states have been dominated by the theory of Daniel

Elazar who identified three basic attitudes or beliefs that originated on the eastern seaboard and

migrated west (Elazar 1984).  In New England, Elazar found a “moralistic” political culture that

values public service and governmental solutions to social problems.  The Mid-Atlantic states are

dominated by an “individualistic,” more laissez faire culture that uses government to protect

economic growth.  In the South, a “traditionalistic” culture that is elitist and anti-government
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reinforces a non-participatory system of limited government.  Elazar, in providing a framework

for analyzing differential state behavior, gave each state one of these descriptive labels according

to the dominant strain in its political culture.

Elazar’s model, though oft cited, does have several weaknesses.  It does not allow for a

peculiarly western political culture, only a mix of strains from the East.  In fact, the western

states have unique circumstances of economics, immigration, and natural resources that affect

their political cultures (Ayers et al 1996; Limerick 2000).  Several theorists have further detailed

the function of geography in creating specific regions.  Savoie and Higgins note the role of the

American frontier in the creation of regional politics and contend: “The presence of the frontier,

its nature, and the relentless way in which it was pushed steadily westward, molded the

American Character and shaped American civilization.  In politics and social life, the frontier -

the West - was marked by a certain radicalism, which neatly counterbalance the conservatism of

the East” (Higgins and Savoie 1997, 188).  As for the Midwest, states located therein are

purported to have “strikingly different political cultures” (Rom 1988).  In addition, some have

suggested that certain states such as Oklahoma may have been miscast by Elazar (Stein and Hill

1993).  Furthermore, recent migrations and technological advances may render Elazar’s model

outdated as political culture is fluid and subject to change.  For example, in the United States,

recent population movements have been southward and westward, migrants bringing with them

their political beliefs.

Three specific political attitudes are most important to education policy (Gittell 1986;

McDonnell and McLaughlin 1982).  First, some states are more “progressive” than others.

These progressive states have a tradition of policy experimentation and a history of tolerance for

redistributive policy.  In education, such states may be more likely to address finance inequity

and more aggressive in attempts to improve schools.  Second, some states are more participatory

and have traditions of promoting civic involvement in public questions.  Other participatory

states have a high voter turnout rate and/or put policy ideas to direct election.  Third, some states

have “localistic” cultures in which local autonomy is valued and intervention from the state

capital resented.  In education, state localism is a factor in the development of locally based

charter schools.  The nine states studied herein all exhibit varying degrees of these political

characteristics.
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California: Openly Contested Progressivism

California is the only western state in our study, and it represents all aspects of a

particularly western political culture. With its large size, varied geography, and diverse

population, California shares traits with all the western states.  Patricia Nelson Limerick and

others posit that the west has a unique and distinct history as a region (Ayers et al 1996).  The

scarcity of water, the abundance of federal land and open space, the proximity of Mexico, and

the presence of Mexican-Americans are some of the many differences separating the West from

the East.  Indeed, much of California’s political culture can be attributed to these western traits.

Clearly, because of federal intervention and policy-making in areas of water and resource

allocation, infrastructure, and immigration, there is an increased awareness of the role of the

government and its goal of protecting the public good.

Two different cultural cleavages exist between northern and southern California that

often lead to regional political conflict (Wolfinger 1969).  Left-leaning Democrats are most

successful in the north while right-wing Republicans usually have strength in the south.  The far

right has been politically successful in Orange County and San Diego as have the racist and

classist White business elites who have dominated policy making in Los Angeles (Davis 1992).

In the north, San Francisco, a headquarters for banking, finance, and industry, is a contrast to

L.A.  San Franciso is described as having a tradition of pro-business, pro-economic growth

policies which has allowed for occasional progressive victories (DeLeon 1992).

A second division is created by the difference between coastal and inland regions of

California.  The coast is urban and industrial, while inland regions are rural and agricultural.

Since the 1970s, some observers have seen this division reflected in politics and culture.  They

note that “coastal California, the big population gainer in the 1970s, tends toward cultural

liberalism.  But the big growth area of the 1980s [the inland region] has attracted cultural

conservatives”(Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 76).  This political regionalism is not without irony: In

earlier times the coast had the wealthy Republicans, while Democratic farmers and laborers lived

inland.

California has more populist civic institutions than most states.  These include initiative,

referendum, and recall.  Californians are therefore accustomed to voting approval or disapproval

of both policies and politicians.  The state also has a high voter turnout rate, and minority voting

has been on the rise.  State residents are often organized into clubs and groups and lobby on
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particular issues.  San Francisco is described as hyper-pluralist meaning that social diversity

causes fragmentation into a multitude of specialized, small interest groups (DeLeon 1992).

Amalgamations of these different groups campaign for each ballot proposition or recall effort.  In

short, all sides of the political spectrum are fairly well organized, although some have more

resources than others.  Further, Californians have comparatively open policymaking at the state

level.  There are sunshine laws and lobby restrictions that make the political process public.

California has been deemed a strong interest group state with business and agriculture having the

most influence (Syer 1987).  However both Davis and DeLeon find that business domination of

local governments occur within this populist tradition (1992; 1992).  This leaves one to wonder if

a more elitist reality lies behind the state’s rhetoric and institutional arrangements.

Many scholars agree with Charles Bell that Californians are traditionally supportive of

government.  Bell cites the large number of initiative measures on the ballot of every election

and concludes from poll data that “not only do the state’s citizens voice support for most state

programs, but in most cases they are also willing to spend more money on these programs”

(Bell 1984, 38-39).  He argues the Proposition 13 tax revolt of 1978, which repealed some

property taxes, was only an expression of exasperation with politicians and not a rejection of

government programs.  California has produced many national progressive political leaders and

quality-of-life issues run strong and sometimes win  in California.  Yet quality-of-life policies

like environmentalism are perceived by working-class voters to decrease jobs.  Therefore, there

is usually political support for moderate pro-economic growth politicians who work with the

business elite.  Every election and policy is contested from all sides with the far right

maintaining a stronghold in California.

California’s central state government seems to be strongly accepted by localities.  The

state government is enormous, matching the size of California’s population and economy.  Most

cities, having only councils and supervisors, do not elect an executive.  State-level politicians are

professional, represent large districts, and are given large budgets for research and staff

(Bell 1984).  Additionally, the state’s large metropolitan areas are accustomed to working across

city lines at the regional and state level on problems of transportation and air pollution.  The

political culture of professional big government thus suggests state-level policy decisions will

often be implemented without incident.
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This culture of “hotly contested progressivism” is evident in California education politics.

California government institutions, including the education system, tend to be organized

vertically by issue area.  A strong tradition of commission-based government has kept education

and other policy areas at arms length from local and state politicians.  Local school districts are

completely unconnected to the municipalities they encompass both in terms of governance and

finance.  Not only is there little interaction between local government and school officials, but

there are few informal links through party politics as school board elections are officially

nonpartisan.  Also, since the passage of Proposition 13, virtually all funds for education are

allocated by the state, regardless of whether they originate as local property taxes.  This

statewide funding plan has not necessarily helped the urban schools that have higher costs.

Further, the state system of “Revenue Limit Financing” obviates the need for local school budget

votes, once a focus of local organizing that induced interaction between local politicians and

school officials.

The influence of conservatives from growing suburban regions and southern California is

apparent in education politics, especially in the area of charter school politics.  The current

governor, Gray Davis (D), has the authority to place new issues on the education agenda,

however, education policy-making power clearly resides within the education committee of the

state senate.  Additionally, the state superintendent is an elected official and not a gubernatorial

appointee.  At the time of our research, the California legislature reflected a tilt in power towards

conservative suburbanites, and the governor (Pete Wilson) was a conservative Republican.  This

was not always so; in the 1970s the legislature had a Democratic majority and urban education

was a priority.  However, in the past fifteen years, Republicans, who tend to favor programs that

benefit suburban schools, gained power in state politics.  In example, in 1996 when the

Republicans won a majority in the assembly, they formed a coalition with those Democrats who

supported charter schools.  The education committee of the state senate, however, was controlled

by Democrats strongly identified with the teachers’ unions and less supportive of the charter

school movement.

The open structure of policymaking in California is apparent when studying education.

The education committee passed several pieces of legislation, such as charter schools,

independent of the reigning coalitions.  The dominant coalition is comprised of the California

Federation of Teachers, the California Education Association, the California Association of
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School Boards, the California Association of Superintendents, and the various professional

associations.  Other independent actors, such as the California State University Center for

Education Reform, entered the arena on specific bills but have limited political power.  Los

Angeles Democrats continued to be a mainstay of the Democratic caucus, but power in the

legislature, as earlier stated, has shifted toward the rural and suburban areas.  The suburban

swing districts, like the assembly district encompassing Pasadena that recently turned

Democratic, have become the focus of both parties and therefore pushed the agenda in a

suburban direction.  Many cities have lost a voice within the caucus as their reliably Democratic

districts can no longer outlast the others and move into leadership in an era of term limits.1  In

addition, the open structure of California politics allowed business to influence the expansion of

charter laws.

In sum, California’s political culture is a one of centralized contested progressivism,

influenced (like many other states) by suburbanization.  This culture is clearly reflected in the

education policy set forth by the state.

Georgia: Limited Government

Georgia has a centralistic culture that is neither populist nor progressive.  Many

Georgians hold a belief in minimal government.  This is a state of the Deep South with a history

of the elite-ruled, one-party politics (Key 1949).  Yet there has been some departure from

tradition as recent statewide elections have had candidates from both parties running

competitively and closely (Barone and Ujifusa 1994).  Typically, leading Democrats are

moderate to conservative, and winning Republicans are not from the far right.  Perhaps election

results are so close because candidates are saying the same thing.  Indeed, many observers

concur that Georgia has a climate of “consensus politics.”  Politicians and voters, for at least

twenty years, have agreed that government should focus on economic development policy.

Atlanta is reflective of this stance as it has experienced tremendous growth, became a capital of

the South, and a major American city.  This growth, however, is not without its critics.

                                                          
1Under the new term limit law, all legislators are limited to two four-year terms.  Term limits have increased the
importance of leadership-raised funds, but it is not clear what impact the new contribution limits will have on
sources of funds.  The state has weak campaign contribution limits, but just passed two initiatives that will
dramatically tighten them.  Both of the initiatives would greatly increase the need for strong organizations and for
candidates to establish name recognition prior to running.
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According to some sources, many new jobs have gone to White outsiders causing African

American populations to miss out on economic development (Orfield and Ashkinaze 1991).  Yet

the consensus about these policy goals still holds.  Stone’s study of Atlanta describes the African

American middle class as having had minimal engagement in decision making with the business

elite (Stone 1989).  Thus, while experiencing two party politics, economic growth consensus still

dominates.

Amidst all this agreement, there are a few political cleavages.  Economically and

geographically, the state is usually divided into three zones.  Southern Georgia is rural,

agricultural, and forested.  Residents in these parts are likely Southern Democrats or non-voters.

In central Georgia we find the industrial cities of Atlanta, Macon, and Columbus whose

economic growth has attracted an influx of outsiders.  Both parties are competitive in these

metropolitan areas, and conservative Republicans as well as a few liberal Democrats may be

found here.  Rural sections of central Georgia include the cotton-growing region of the old

South.  The north is an Appalachian mountain area where the White rural citizens vote

Republican in the anti-slavery, anti-Southern Democrat tradition of Lincoln.  The political

cleavages are not necessarily along rural and urban lines as metropolitan Atlanta does not vote

much differently from the rest of the state according to one aggregate analysis

(Barone and Ujifusa 1994).

Differences in voting patterns along racial lines do exist with African Americans strongly

affiliating with the Democratic party and Republicans appealing to some White cultural

conservatism.  Resultant is that the African American vote, organized since the civil rights

movement, is important to any election and courted by all Democrats that run statewide.

Notably, Maynard Jackson’s election as the first African American mayor of Atlanta is not

attributed to white progressivism, but instead is due “to their [Whites] departure from the city in

large numbers” (Rutheiser 1996, 62).  However, when Andrew Young, the former African

America mayor of Atlanta, ran for governor in 1990 race was not an issue (Interview 1992).

Cleavages notwithstanding, in popular rhetoric Georgia is proud of modernizing and overcoming

racial hatred.

Georgia also has a non-participatory political culture.  Voting rates in Georgia are

consistently low, and many citizens have few expectations about participating in politics and

government.  The non-participants, mostly rural, avoid exercising their civic rights and the shun
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corresponding responsibility.  For example, they have feared being called to jury duty should

they register to vote (Hepburn 1984).  Resultant is that the strongest and most active interest

groups that influence legislation are business related.

Progressive or post-material politics are not accepted in Georgia.  Liberalism is

anathema, and politicians whose opponents can label them “liberal” are usually doomed to

defeat.  Private property is broadly protected from regulation.  One observer notes, “this

opposition [to regulation] extends to building codes, leash laws, and noise ordinances.  It wells

up at the mention of zoning, that in some rural counties is viewed as a form of socialism”

(Hepburn 1984, 182).  As has been noted, the state and even the cities are devoted to economic

growth.

Interestingly, education, targeted for improvement and increased spending, may be an

exception to the typical focus on laissez-faire economic development.  Since the sixties,

governors “have supported increased public spending for public education but have avoided class

politics while championing economic development” (Interview 1992).  Any other major

spending programs have come from federal grants or federal insistence such as improvements in

public transportation and solid waste disposal.

Georgia’s state government is relatively weak and reluctant to pass sweeping legislation

without strong support from the governor.  This has contributed to the passage of weak charter

school legislation.  In fact, Georgia’s first charter school legislation is considered among the

weakest and most restrictive of all states.  New charters required many approvals; resultant was

the establishment of very few new schools.  At the time of our study only twenty-eight charter

schools were set up in the state.  Georgia’s tradition of small government, slow change, and

limited participation is thus reflected in its school reform efforts.

Overall, education politics in Georgia and Atlanta are not very participatory (Gittell

1980).  In one instance, a single legislator was able to impose his personal preferences in charter

policy.  Legislation was initiated in the 1997 session by Sen. Clay Land (R) that would

strengthen charter schools by allowing any private individual, private organization, or university

to establish a charter school.  This bill was subsequently quashed largely due to the efforts of

Speaker Thomas B. Murphy.  He is said to be a great personal ally of the Georgia Association of

Educators (GAE), the second largest union in the state and a branch of the NEA.  He has openly

stated that no charter school bill will have a hearing in the House while he is the Speaker
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(Interview 1997).  This legislative example and the foregoing analysis evince that Georgia’s

centralistic, non-participatory culture of limited government is reflected in its education policy

(Cumming 1997).

Illinois: A Microcosm of American Political Culture

Illinois has been called a microcosm of the United States; its diversity prevents a general

characterization of its political culture.  It contains the third largest city in the nation as well as

smaller cities, towns, and farmlands.  In terms of economics, Illinois has succeeded as a

marketplace where monetary freedom is guaranteed.  On this point, regarding its largest city, one

source reports, “Chicago was established not by government but by markets; it has always been a

free enterprise city...” (Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 380).  The facilitated rise of industry and

transportation produced a backlash of labor politics, government regulation, and populist

farmers.  Consequently business groups are influential, and pro-marketplace policies are the

norm.

The northern half of the state is traditionally Republican, except for central Chicago, and

the southern half of the state is Democratic.  There are industrial cities, such as Springfield and

East St. Louis, spread throughout the state.  Resultant is that Chicago is not the singular focus of

anti-urban sentiment.  In several counties in central Illinois, over ten percent of residents are

African American, and in two counties in southern Illinois over twenty-five percent of residents

are African American (Kleppner 1988).  The only large Latino population, however, is found in

the Chicago area.  Agricultural regions are spread throughout the state, often along the

Mississippi, Ohio, Wabash, and Illinois Rivers.

Illinois history is peppered with populist movements.  The labor movement of the 1930s

was strong in Illinois.  Chicago and the rest of Illinois have been the center of a political

advocacy movement based on community organization.  Chicagoan Saul Alinsky developed a

successful model of community organization in neighborhoods that is emulated and continued

(Joravsky 1990).  Organizing as an activity to demand attention from government has spread

throughout the state.  One writer exclaims, “community organizations have put down roots in the

last fifteen years in the state’s economically troubled farmlands and mid-sized cities”

(Frank 1990, 72).  The populist tradition also extends to the farmers of Illinois.  Overall, strong

party-based politics, growing out of machines, have increased voter turnout with statewide
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elections often close between the two parties.  Governor Edgar first took office in 1990 with

fifty-one percent of the vote.  In short, Illinois’ diversity leads its officials to enact a panoply of

policies; it is neither particularly progressive, nor very anti-government.

The politics behind the various Chicago school reform efforts are certainly representative

of the state’s pluralism and the influence of Chicago mayors in state policy making.  School

activists, business organizations, the Chicago mayor, and foundations were all part of the

extensive Chicago education reform process in 1988 (Gittell 1994).  The subsequent school

reform of 1995 included the same cast of characters.  Chicago city actors participate more

directly in Illinois state politics building on the tradition of strong mayors like the first Daley.

Illinois’ pro-business tradition is evident in the state government’s responsiveness to their

interests.  In addition, our interviews revealed that the Democratic political machine of Chicago

still influences education politics as the mayor asserts his authority over the budget.  One

interviewee observed that the principalships can be important patronage jobs for the mayor to

assign (Interview 1999).  Perhaps not coincidentally, the current Mayor Daley regained some

control of the hiring of school principals under the 1995 school reform.  Clearly both the

tradition of populism and historic Chicago Democratic machine politics are influential in

contemporary Illinois political culture and thus, education policy.

Maryland: Emerging Progressivity

Maryland, also not very participatory with a centralistic tradition, has become more

politically progressive in the last two decades.  For example, in a 1989 poll of Maryland

residents of voting age asked about budget constraints on government programs, slightly more

respondents favored raising taxes over reducing services (IRSS 1989).  Marylanders favor

government intervention on behalf of economic growth, business, and jobs.  The city of

Baltimore followed these policies during the 1980s and redeveloped a downtown harbor tourist

shopping area at great expense while it continued to experience high rates of poverty and crime.

The state has a diverse economy that offers a variety of jobs that include: 27% service-related,

26% in trade, 18.6% in government, and 10.4% in manufacturing (Lippincott and Thomas 1993).

Maryland’s high number of government workers may, in part, explain the population’s great

appreciation for government programs and the state’s provision of a high level of government

services.  The state allows legislative items to be submitted for referendum, and citizens often
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take advantage of this opportunity.  Progressivity is evidenced by recent voter approval of gun

control and abortion rights legislation.  Moreover, there has been a major environmental

movement focused on the Chesapeake Bay, polluted during recent periods of economic growth

and urban/suburban sprawl.  The African-American vote was well organized during the civil

rights movement, and continues to be an influential force in elections (McDougall 1993).  The

current governor, Glendening, is perhaps the most liberal of Maryland’s executive leaders.

Baltimore is the cultural center for the state and the city from which most of the leading

statewide politicians hail.  State politics are overwhelmingly Democratic except, on occasion, at

the presidential level.  The Washington D.C. suburbs are very liberal and Democratic among

African Americans and Whites.  Conversely, the rural areas in western Maryland and the Eastern

Shore are usually Republican.  Meanwhile, the Baltimore metropolitan area often splits racially

(and correspondingly urban/suburban), with Republican Whites and Democratic African

Americans (Barone and Ujifusa 1994).  Baltimore experienced tremendous White flight during

the 1970s; left behind, in the wake of the suburban exodus, was a poor central city.  By 1980 the

city had an African American majority (sixty percent) while the White suburbs had expanded

considerably (McDougall 1993).  Fifteen percent of all Maryland residents live in Baltimore,

while sixty-five percent live in suburbs of Baltimore or Washington.  In 1999, at twenty-eight

percent of the state population, Maryland has the most African-American residents outside of the

deep South or the District of Columbia (U.S. Census 1999).

The politics behind education finance reform reflect contemporary Maryland’s politics

overall.  Maryland was the first state in our study that resolved its lawsuits over funding; it

appropriated more money for the troubled urban district in 1996.  Initially, the Maryland

legislature created a Baltimore School Funding Bill in May of that year.  Because this legislation

was limited and provided for state takeovers with no local control, Mayor Schmoke convinced

Governor Glendening to veto the legislation (Waldron and Jensen 1996).  In the end, the state

and the city worked out a deal for finance and governance in which Baltimore would receive

$254 million in extra state aid over five years.  Under the new education plan, the reconstituted

schools are managed under joint powers whereby Mayor Schmoke and Governor Glendening

together appoint the special new board of directors.  In exchange, the mayor agreed to end both

lawsuits (Miller 1998).  The story of this legislation confirms two ideas: First, that Maryland

politics are responsive to pleas for greater equity.  Second, Baltimore has a strong position in
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Maryland politics in which cooperative relations are enjoyed (Orr 1999).  However, the history

of Baltimore’s segregated political culture keeps community activists divided.  Orr has

confirmed this: “[I]n the context of a declining central city such control [by African Americans

over the school system] is increasingly dependent on resources not under their command.  The

need for activating inter-group social capital is questionable” (1999, 192).

Michigan: Participatory White Retrenchment

Michigan has a progressive tradition, especially if its economy is booming.  However, in

contrast to Maryland, this state has become less progressive.  For much of its history Michigan

has been quite wealthy as compared to other states.  Because it has been dominated by the

manufacturing of durable goods such as furniture and automobiles, Michigan’s economy is

accustomed to boom-and-bust industrial cycles.  When business and the economy have been

good, tax revenues have funded expanding social programs.  In example, Michigan had a

generous poor-relief program, General Assistance, that supplemented federal AFDC (Aid to

Families with Dependent Children).  During times of economic downturn, however, government

programs have been cut.  The state is expected to bail out industry and assist with economic

transition.  Governors and state legislators, until recently, were quite moderate.  The electoral

winds began to shift with a long and severe recession that occurred during the early 1980s (Press

1986).  Michigan voters responded and became more pessimistic.  Correspondingly, throughout

the 1980s social services and state spending were cut, and, in a 1992 budget battle, General

Assistance was completely eliminated.  Thus, it would appear that government programs are

welcome only when industry revenue can pay for them as individual Michigan families are

unwilling to foot the bill.

Political cleavages in the state are usually defined along rural/urban lines putting Detroit

and southeastern Michigan in conflict with the rest of the state.  The city of Detroit has a large

African-American population and, depending on the state of the economy, often has large

numbers of people qualifying for poor relief.  Postwar African-American migration to Detroit

from the South caused the flight of Whites, industry, and capital to the suburbs and other cities

(Hula et al. 1994).  However, although some of them remain White and very affluent, the

suburban counties surrounding Detroit are increasingly African American (Darden et al 1987).
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The Detroit region is thus easily vilified as it receives most of the state’s money and attention

and because of the strong racial cleavages in politics.

Michigan also has a populist tradition.  The state constitution allows the undertaking of

ballot initiatives and recall elections.  Interest group politics are extensive with many different

citizen groups demonstrating in Lansing (the state capitol) on different issues.  One analysis

reports, “Michigan’s citizenry has a tradition of being attentive to policy events and following

them from a variety of perspectives.  When sizable minorities believe that state officials are

unresponsive to their needs, or simply to their preferences, they often raise havoc in Lansing”

(Browne and VerBerg 1995, 22).

In education policy, we found examples of this tradition of citizen participation as well as

the state’s trends of tax reduction and anti-urbanism.  In 1968, Gittell and Hollander considered

Detroit a highly participatory city in the development of school policy (Gittell and Hollander

1968).  Michigan is the only state in our study that passed major education finance reform,

fulfilled by Governor Engler’s promise of tax relief.  One observer notes “The Michigan Public

School Academy Act of 1993 (PA 362), when considered with the school finance reform passed

as a companion bill, set in motion the most far-reaching, egalitarian restructuring of public

education in any state in the latter half of the twentieth century” (Vitullo-Martin 1998, 115).

This was accomplished through the lowering of property taxes while other taxes on sales,

tobacco, business property and others were raised (Vitullo-Martin 1998).

This school finance policy of statewide funding may seem more equitable than local-

based funding, but a funding plan based upon sales taxes can be regressive and inequitable.  In

addition, the new funding plan does not include money for capital projects like building

improvement, but the state will guarantee local discounted bond issues.  This means that the

poorest districts, that have the buildings in the worst condition, cannot afford renovation.  The

Michigan Education Association (MEA) is the “most powerful” and “by a large margin the

wealthiest PAC [political action committee]” in the state (Vitullo-Martin 1998, 116).  The MEA

charges that improvements in equity have not been forthcoming and that existing funding was

simply “put into concrete” (Interview 1997).  Moreover, because revenues from a sales tax are

much less stable than those from a property tax, this plan could easily fall prey to economic

downturns.  Since other districts could raise property taxes to make up the difference, without

exceeding a cap, this was also unfair for poorer districts such as Detroit (Interview 1997).
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Notably, Detroit’s K-12 enrollment was ninety percent African-American in 1995-96, and its

“total capital needs [were] estimated at $3 billion” (Johnston 1998b).  Detroit passed a bond

issue in 1994, but projects have been held up by state reviews.  Counties, rather than districts,

may also vote to raise extra mill levies for schools under the law, but Detroit could never

convince greater Wayne County to raise property taxes.  The overall result of the bill has been

that the wealthiest school districts, those in the suburbs, have been limited while the rural areas,

which have very low property values, have been helped the most.  Resultant is that despite

having the lowest test scores and decades-long problems, funding to Detroit has remained the

same.

Michigan enacted a charter school law after a failed effort by the governor to pass

voucher legislation.  Suburban resistance to vouchers, explained below, exemplifies the tradition

of anti-urban bias.  The governor wanted vouchers but realized he could not fight the unions and

surmount a skeptical public.  In 1995 the governor proposed school choice - that all public

school districts have open enrollment.  This was defeated by Democrats and legislators from the

suburbs, suburbs with the better schools.  One newspaper wrote that suburban Republicans

“often confuse choice with the forced busing threats of the 1960s and 70s” (Bray 1995, n.p.).

The obvious conclusion is that the suburbs created by 1960s White flight fear the urban (read

African American) students.  While the proposal did not include any provision for transportation,

Republican legislators “from suburban districts close to large urban areas, read that Grosse

Pointe, Birmingham, Farmington, Southfield, etc., -- are getting heat from thorny constituents

who don’t trust politicians who promise they won’t ever bus kids across district lines once they

have [the legislation] up and running” (Waldmeir 1995, n.p.).  A Michigan Education

Association representative said the same thing about the original voucher proposals: “choice fell

because the wealthy White Republican districts wanted to opt out of the state school system”

(Interview 1997).  In essence, those with the best schools would like to keep them, and free-

market choice policy fell to protectionism.  Participatory White entrenchment indeed.

Minnesota: Experimental Suburbanites

Minnesota has a highly participatory political culture and a tradition of being a high-tax,

high-service state.  It has been dominated by the politically liberal Democrat-Farmer-Labor Party

wielding influence and power in Minneapolis, St. Paul, and St. Louis County, “a large area in the
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northeastern corner of the state that includes the port city of Duluth and the Iron Range, home of

the iron mining industry (Elazar et al 1999, 71).  For much of its history, Minnesota’s residents

have been Scandinavian immigrants and their descendants who have supported “cooperative

activity and bureaucratic socialism” (Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 679).  Recently, however, the

state’s participatory culture has made it possible for conservatives to gain power.  Republican

Governor Carlson, although not from the far right and pro-choice on abortion, often made

concessions to the more extreme conservatives that had captured his party.  Then in 1998, an

independent candidate with some conservative views, Jesse Ventura, captured the governor’s

office.  Ventura further exemplifies the inclusive and participatory nature of politics in

Minnesota.  Beyond the governor’s office, another manifestation of Minnesota’s tradition of

policy activism can be seen in the willingness of legislators to tinker with existing welfare and

education policies; Minnesota reduced welfare programs and passed an educational choice plan.

Amidst all these conservative tendencies, Minnesota’s legislature passed a health care plan that

raised taxes and covered the uninsured.

Minnesota’s suburbs have experienced tremendous growth, a phenomenon that cannot be

attributed to racism as in other states.  This is because the state has so few minority residents;

Minnesota’s population is ninety-five percent White (Barone and Ujifusa 1994).  Geopolitically,

southeast Minnesota is considered more conservative.  Republicans also do well in wealthier

suburbs of St. Paul and Minneapolis.

Our education research found evidence supportive of this picture of Minnesota’s political

culture.  The state has a history of producing a highly educated workforce with good schools and

extensive higher education, and it was one of the first states willing to experiment with education

reform.  The state’s journey toward charter schools began in 1985 with a plan for “post-

secondary enrollment.”  This means high school aged students could enroll in free college

courses for credit.  The program continues today.  This is essentially a subsidy for classes taken

outside the licensed secondary schools.  Private colleges are not included, though this has been

proposed.  In 1988 Minnesota moved to allow open enrollment of students across districts with

some limitations.  For example, a school district could claim to be at full capacity and deny

enrollment to a student from another district.  Minnesota’s was “the first mandatory school-

choice program in the nation” (Elazar 1999, 177).  This experimental attitude towards education
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reform (however conservative in cast it may be) is resultant from the state’s collective

progressive mentality that searches for government solutions to public problems.

Minnesota’s pioneering experimentation is evident in its passage of the nation’s first state

charter school law in 1991.  In fact, the charter school concept originated with Joe Nationa a

professor at the University of Minnesota.  Compared to other states the Minnesota law is strong,

but charter school advocates within Minnesota are not yet satisfied

(Minnesota Charter Schools Coalition 1997).  Further, the subsequent 1997 omnibus education

bill included a major expansion of the original charter law.  The cap on the number of schools

was lifted permitting a potentially unlimited number of charters.  At the time of our research

Minnesota was the only state to allow private colleges and universities to start a charter school,

thus permitting public funds to go to private institutions.  Since that time, several other states

have adopted similar policies.  In addition, the state now provides some categorical funds for up

to eighty percent of a charter school’s building and facility costs.  As of December 1997, twenty-

five charter schools were operating in Minnesota with six more approved and ten in

development.  Statewide, there were approximately 2000 students enrolled in charter schools.

Nonprofits such as the Urban League and ACORN operate some charter schools in St. Paul.

Most of the other charter schools are in the Twin Cities metropolitan area, but there are others

scattered throughout the state.  Charters schools have been cast as a “slow but unqualified

success” (Elazar 1999, 177).

Minnesotans agree that school reform experimentation is consistent with their history of

progressivism.  A representative from the school board association stated, “education is about

ideas, not the suppression of ideas” (Interview 1997).  The representative felt that after an

experiment good policies should be kept and bad ones discarded.  The pro-charter organizations

have tried to demonstrate the effectiveness of the policy while others have declared it a failure.

It is notable that the charter law was sold to the public as a progressive measure that would, in

theory, help the most desperate students.  In practice, the charter schools created in Minnesota do

primarily serve the most needy students with supporters of charter schools often emphasizing

this fact.  According to the governor’s office, one-third of the charter schools serve “at-risk”

children, and these are the types of charters that local school boards are most likely to approve

(Interview 1997).  Six out of seven of the charter schools to be approved by the state board are in

urban areas with many intended to serve “at-risk” students (Monsour 1998).
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Thus, traditions of progressivism and populism combine in Minnesota to fuel

experiments with education reform.  The reforms, some conservative, are a-typical from that in

many other states because of their disassociation with apparent racial motives.  While the nature,

value, and success of the Minnesota’s reforms are debatable, their overall design to help at-risk

children is not.

New Jersey: Exemplary Localism

New Jersey is a predominantly suburban state with a corresponding suburban political

culture concerned with quality-of-life issues, the reason many of its residents fled large cities

(Salmore and Salmore 1993).  Voters want good schools, low taxes, low crime, and high

property values.  It is also a state that lacks a major city to provide a center and a focus for media

and culture.  In example, political campaigns purchase advertisements on New York and

Philadelphia broadcast stations.  The state also lacks one leading, widely read newspaper.  In

short, the state is neither very populist nor often progressive, but it is very localistic.

Interestingly, while the state is politically dominated by the suburbs, it is one of the most

urban states in the nation.  There are extremes of wealth and poverty, and the battle over school

funding reflects the suburban rich/urban poor dichotomy.  New Jersey was found to contain four

of the eleven most distressed cities in the United States (Lindsay 1998).  Camden, where half of

the children live in poverty, has the nation’s fifth highest poverty rate.  New Jersey schools are

also among the most segregated: minorities almost exclusively attend city schools while Whites

fill suburban schools.  For example, in the 1995-96 school year, out of a total enrollment of 628,

there were only three White children in Newark’s pre-kindergarten program (Lindsay 1998).

Overall, New Jersey is diverse and as earlier stated, locally oriented.  Its population

includes a high percentage of minorities, including African Americans and Latinos.  Residents

settle in neighborhoods and towns ethnically friendly to them resulting in a factitious state

culture.  New Jersey citizens were found to express more enthusiasm for local governments than

for the state government (Moakley 1993).  It was also found that New Jersey residents could

identify politicians from other states more easily than those from their own.  However given the

statewide tax revolt of 1990, as well as the elections of 1991 and 1993 in which the state unified

against Governor Florio, this may be changing.  Also, Governor Whitman gained national

attention as a moderate Republican with national political aspirations.  These aspirations were
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realized in her appointment to head the United States Environmental Protection Agency under

President George W. Bush.  Popular issue-based convergence and national attention could forge

more of a statewide identity.

Voter turnout rates are low in the state; New Jersey ranks thirty-third in a survey of

states’ electoral activity between 1994 and 1997 (Gray et al 1999).  Historically, New Jersey was

run by machine politics and there was significant corruption.  The corruption was most prevalent

in the cities, particularly in those that were impoverished.  In recent years, due to the public

financing of gubernatorial campaigns, New Jersey politicians are becoming known statewide

through television advertisements.

Notably, the public has the capacity to influence policy but rarely chooses to do so.

Resultant is a minimally obtrusive state government passing new programs only when demanded

by public opinion.  For example, in 1994 after a high-profile case of child sexual abuse and

murder prompted public outcry, Megan’s Law requiring public notification about convicted sex

offenders went into effect.  Similarly, Governor Florio’s 1990 sales and income tax increases,

intended to strive toward greater equity in school funding as the state courts dictated, mobilized a

public opinion forcing the dilution of the proposal.  Florio and statehouse Democrats also lost

their seats as a result of the tax revolt.  Moakley, in 1984, did not consider New Jersey to be an

interest group state.  More contemporary analysis, however, has found New Jersey interest

groups classified as complementary.  That is groups “tend to work in conjunction with or are

constrained by other aspects of the political system”  (Thomas and Hrebenar 1999, 137).

New Jersey’s suburban character, with its many voters who are highly educated

professionals seeking to improve their quality of life, lends the state a degree of progressivism in

certain areas.  New Jersey elections therefore revolve around quality-of-life issues as suburban

residents understand it: environmental protection, steadfastness against crime, and good local

schools that will help their children achieve (Salmore and Salmore 1993).  Programs are

supported to produce widespread benefits and businesslike exchange of fees for services are

expected.  New Jerseyans continue to punish politicians because of taxes.  A Star-

Ledger/Eagleton poll concluded that Governor Whitman received her lowest positive job

performance rating from those who said their property taxes increased significantly (27%),

compared to those who said they went up a little (61%), or have stayed the same (65%) (National
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Network of State Polls 1997).  The suburban preoccupation over tax rates clearly limits the

progressivism of the state’s politics.

The long conflict over school finance reform in New Jersey is an example of the state’s

localized, suburban culture.  The state refused to assist urban areas by providing a funding

scheme which would bring urban school budgets to the same high levels as those of suburban

schools.In New Jersey, the courts and the politicians argued for decades over defining finance

equity as the concept of equity was strongly resisted by politicians and the public.  Finally, in

1998, the state supreme court “affirmed earlier rulings that ordered the state to assure that the 28

urban districts involved in the court case spend as much per pupil as the state's highest-spending

suburbs” (Hendrie 1998).  Clearly, most of the individual districts in New Jersey, being suburban

and relatively wealthy, are protective of their schools.  They are unwilling to assist the urban

areas within the state.  Further, charter schools are succeeding in New Jersey as a localized,

suburban school reform that rewards entrepreneurship and market allocations.  The dominance of

suburbs and the prevailing anti-city culture drive the debate and prevent urban school reform

from receiving attention from the policy agenda, state government, and community

organizations.

Pennsylvania: Economic Liberalism

The dominant political stance in Pennsylvania may be described as a rare combination of

cultural conservatism and economic liberalism.  It is localistic, moderately participatory, and

occasionally progressive.  For example, former Democratic Governor Bob Casey initiated many

expensive projects that could be termed progressive, e.g., environmental cleanup, but he was pro-

life on abortion.  Indeed, Pennsylvania anti-abortion groups are well-organized, national leaders

of cultural conservatism.  Meanwhile, at the time of our research, half of the state budget was

allocated to education, and during a monetary crisis in 1991, basic education received its largest

increase in funding ever in a demonstration of fiscal liberalism (Crotty 1993).  Nonetheless, we

believe we have witnessed a reversal of Pennsylvania’s social liberal tradition.  In fact, in the

spring of 1998, the state legislature refused to bail out the city of Philadelphia which had accrued

a sizable budget deficit.

Pennsylvania is a diverse state where election results can wildly swing either direction.

For instance, in a special U.S. Senate race in 1991 the state elected a liberal Democrat over a



39

well-known former governor only to replace him three years later with a far-right Republican.

Historically, strong political party organization is characteristic of Pennsylvania.  For many

decades, and even today in some areas, the strong party system assisted a closed machine-style

of politics and effectively shut out challengers to established power (Nossiff 1995).  While

localities might be dominated by a single party machine, statewide elections usually have been

very close.  At the time of our research, the victories of Republican Governor Ridge and Senator

Santorum, as well as GOP control of both houses of the state legislature, evidenced a continuing

trend of increasing Republican strength.

In general, state policy has followed a corporate-friendly tradition of attracting jobs and

development.  Philadelphia has been termed the “Private City” in reference to a tradition of

domination by private business interests (Warner 1987).  At the same time, Pennsylvania unions

have been strong and politically organized in this industrial state.  As in other states, union

strength in education has recently been challenged by demands for vouchers and charter schools.

Whether agricultural, industrial, or mountainous, the regions of Pennsylvania are very

distinct.  These variances often produce political cleavages arguably contributing to the low level

of state-level grassroots activity.  In Philadelphia we found a high number of local advocacy

groups, but we could not find evidence that these groups attempted to influence state policy.  Not

unlike New Jersey, Pennsylvania has a very localistic political culture.  To illustrate this point,

the state has the second highest number of local governmental units in the nation.  One study

characterizes Pennsylvania as having considerable power (Crotty 1993).  There are regional

loyalties to Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Lancaster, and other areas and little common sympathy

towards the rest of the state.

In the area of education politics, we found that the cities did not cooperate with each

other.  Community activists found it difficult to maintain coalitions across Philadelphia and

statewide.  Indeed, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh each go it alone.  The state legislature was not

highly regarded by citizens or lobbyists.  This all netted low interest group activity in state

education policy.  Both unions and businesses reported avoiding state-level lobbying in order to

focus on federal policy in Washington (Crotty 1993).  Several interviewees from community

groups expressed disgust with the slow pace of change in Harrisburg.  Thus, while education

politics could be said to benefit from the state’s senior progressives, localism and regionalism

counterbalance those values.
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Texas: Pro-Business Individualism

Power in Texas is more dependent on the individual and his or her connections rather

than on any organizational affiliation.  In short, decisions are made behind closed doors.  Texas

is neither very participatory nor progressive and also has a localistic culture.  In Texas,

government is expected to abide by a policy of non-intervention, it is dominated by free market

enthusiasm.  In example, there is little regulation and no corporate income tax.  Politics are

dominated by an “Establishment” of business leaders who have influence over policymaking

(Davidson 1990).  These “Establishment” members are largely drawn from the oil, trucking, and

electronics industries.  In fact, many Texas politicians are themselves successful businessmen.

This group of elites, however, is not closed in the usual southern way; outsiders and the newly

wealthy can earn respect.

Many sources identify the overall political climate of Texas as conservative.  This

categorization is disputed vigorously by one observer.  Historically most statewide elections in

Texas were won by conservative Democrats and Republicans.  Yet Chandler Davidson argues

that Texas is no more conservative in political outlook than the rest of the country and that most

elections are close (Davidson 1990).  A liberal wing of the Democratic Party occasionally wins

office as evidenced by the election of Governor Ann Richards.  She was replaced, however, by

then conservative governor, now president, George W. Bush.  Also a factor is the religious right,

clearly active in Texas politics.  Many Texas millionaires such as H.L. Hunt have donated great

sums of money to far right causes (Davidson 1990).  One observation indicates that Texas

“seems to lean Republican in times of economic trouble and Democratic in prosperity”

(Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 1204).  San Antonio, Austin, and the border areas are Democratic

strongholds, the rural areas are culturally conservative and now vote Republican, and Houston

and Dallas-Fort Worth are closely contested but also often go Republican.  Clearly, the size and

diversity of Texas is reflected in its political culture.

Widespread participation in politics is not the norm in Texas.  In fact, voter turnout rates

are very low compared to the national figures, and Texas often ranks at the bottom of the list of

state turnout for presidential elections (Day and Gaither 2000).  Off-year elections and local
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races have even more dismal rates of voter participation.  One explanation for low voter turnout

in Texas is the lack of organized groups that link people to politics and encourage participation.

As explained in a subsequent chapter of this study, the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF)

is the only education advocacy group with any sizable influence in Texas.  Labor unions are few

and weak, and political parties are often “labels under which contesting politicians construct

personal organizations rather than grassroots structures that maintain lasting contact with voters”

(Champagne and Collis 1984, 141).  In fact, in education, there are four weak unions all

competing for membership dividing the power of teachers as a whole.  Moreover, the

establishment-led, personal politics of Texas political culture is evident in education policy

research.  As one interviewee said, “There is no monolith.  No grand controlling force.  It is the

strength of individuals.  Education is a complicated arena, so you have people who develop

expertise.  There’s a top echelon that has assumed responsibility.  Informally and formally.  ...It’s

the same group of people making all the decisions” (Interview 1997).  Another remarked, “It is

characteristic of Texas politics that there is no open conflict” (Interview 1997 ).

 When compared to other states Texas again appears at the bottom of the list for quantity

of social services delivered.  Historically, the state is low in per-pupil educational expenditures

and has among the smallest welfare payments despite a high rate of poverty.  Furthermore, Texas

has been listed as having the highest percentage of people without health insurance

(Barone and Ujifusa 1994).

The Texas picture is not totally one-sided, however, and there have been signs of possible

changes to come.  Progressive politicians such as Ralph W. Yarborough, Barbara Jordan, and

Jim Hightower have won office and national recognition.  This illustrates that progressivism is,

at a minimum, part of the political debate in Texas.  Industrialization, urbanization, and

increasing numbers of racial minorities who are (slightly) better organized politically are all

having an impact.  Texas has also become much more urban and much more suburban with a

total of twenty-five metropolitan areas defined by the U.S. Census.  Notably, Latino and African

American voters, often the most impoverished, have grown in number and can sway elections.

School finance reform in Texas provides an example of the influence of business on

policy and the general anti-tax, anti-government bias.  The most recent legislation that could

have impacted educational equity was the governor’s Property Tax Cut Act of 1997.  It likely

would have changed the way education funding was raised, perhaps making it more equitable.
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As the act might have led to an increased sales tax, businesses bitterly opposed it.  The plan also

failed to win the support of the Christian right wing of the Republican party due to suspicions

that it would centralize taxation and give more power to the Texas Education Association

(Beinart 1998).  In the end, only a very minor reform was passed.  Lawmakers instead voted to

increase the state mandated residential property tax exemption, effectively cutting property taxes

slightly.  So, when tax reform was proposed in the name of education, it instead resulted in a tax

cut and less money for schools.

As explained above, some literature on Texas state political culture portrays Texan

politicians as moderate in ideology, but the Christian right is a new and important influence that

has disrupted this moderate tendency.  The groups active in this state include: the Christian

Coalition, the Eagle Forum, Citizens for Excellence in Education, and Women for America.  The

Eagle Forum, an organization whose motto is “Progress through the preservation of traditional

values,” frequently testifies before the State Board of Education.  Austin, Houston, and San

Antonio all have strong chapters of the Christian Coalition.  In the suburbs one sees more

activity from the Excellence in Education group.  These organizations control the State Board of

Education and many local school boards.  The main educational issues of the religious right in

Texas, and throughout the country, are curriculum reform and local control (Interview 1996).  In

Texas, the religious right is also very much against the school-to-work initiative that is seen as an

effort by big business and the federal government to become too involved in local concerns.

The institutional structure of education in Texas also reflects the state’s political culture.

The central state government of Texas is big and in some ways dominates the local governments;

this is true in the realm of education.  Education was substantially decentralized in 1995, but the

state board of education still has a great deal of power.  The cities do not have leaders to

articulate their interests.  Mayors and city councils have no formal control over education and

rarely take a public stance on an education issue.  Most advocacy groups do not work on the

behalf of urban areas because the poor and minority populations are spread across a region, not

concentrated in cities.  In sum, according to one observer, “There’s not a lot of organized

constituency to impact at city and state level” (Interview 1997).
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Conclusion: Political Culture in Education Politics

Certainly, demographics, suburbanization, and other national trends have led to shifts in

the education regimes and agendas in most of the states in this study.  In each of the states, race

underlies the conflicts between suburban and city politics, the influence of which cannot be

underestimated.  This underlying factor notwithstanding, each state also has unique education

politics, participants, and policy outcomes.  The differences are due, in part, to state political

cultures in the realm of education.  Our research found traditionally progressive states have

experimented more boldly with charter schools or finance reform.  Similarly, states with a

populist tradition have greater participation in education politics.  Meanwhile, localistic states

wrestle with issues of standards and governance.  In each of the states, race underlies the issue of

suburban vs. city politics, and that cannot be underestimated in influencing much of what matters

in setting the education agenda.
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EDUCATION FINANCE REFORM IN NINE STATES

Throughout America’s history, we have struggled to achieve equity and excellence in

education.  Should schools have the same financial resources and educational outputs regardless

of the wealth of the community?  Or is this a utopian dream, and instead, should some schools

provide an exceptional education for some students?  Unequal state aid to schools remains the

most fundamental equity issue in this country.  Huge gaps between urban and suburban spending

still exist in some of the biggest states, and the segregation resulting from suburbanization

permits these discrepancies to exist with a minimum of public protest.  Wealthy districts are

simply not committed to redistributive taxation to help the cities while anti-city biases of state

legislatures, who respond to their major supporters in suburban districts, result in underfunded

city schools.

The fact that educational equity is clearly needed to maintain a vital democratic society

seems to have been forgotten in many states.  Education Week ranked all the states according to

their distribution of resources and found most were highly inequitable (1999).

Table Two.  Education Week’s State by State Evaluation of Financial Equity

       1997        1998        1999

CA D ? C

GA B C B-

IL C- D D

MD A- C C+

MI B D+* C

MN B- C+ C

NJ D+ ? C

PA C+ C- C-

TX D C C

The D+ for equity reflects the last year of data under a
now-defunct school finance system.  New information was
not yet available.
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During the course of our study, we observed two methods of dealing with school finance

equity: one was through state supreme court challenges of the system of financing schools and

the other was through political initiatives by the governors in the states.  As reflected in their

stakeholders and intended outcomes, these two means of reforming school finances are very

different.  Usually, the legal charge for reform was led by city or rural advocates and school

districts while the legislative method was often championed by Republican governors who

sought to improve finances in rural and poor suburbs.

Legal Challenges

Since 1971, beginning with a California court case, financial inequities in education have

been challenged in state courts.  This differential between rich and poor districts has been the

basis for court cases in nearly half the states in the last decade.  Notably, many state constitutions

contain provisions requiring all children be provided with an equal and adequate education.

State constitutions typically mandate education be provided in a “free”, “uniform”, “efficient”,

“thorough”, “ample” or “basic” way (Augenblick 1998).  Although most cases brought in the

1970s sought to address only financial inequality under states’ equal protection clauses, more

recent cases have used these same constitutional requirements to challenge other inequities such

as equipment, and teaching, as a part of the adequacy concept.  The adequacy arguments also

allow reformers to include governance and restructuring as areas for court review and possible

reform.  Pursuing litigation as a means to reform may prove advantageous in forcing a

recalcitrant legislature to action and in providing an impetus for necessary tax increases or re-

formulations.  However, if the court disregards political realities, legislative action and

implementation is likely not to occur (Gittell 1998).

In four of the nine states we researched, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Maryland, and

Minnesota, city activists and poor school districts challenged the system of funding schools in

the courts during the course of the study.  Plaintiffs from under-funded school districts in rural

and urban areas brought their cases before the state supreme courts and claimed that the lack of

financial equity in their states was a violation of the state constitution.  In Pennsylvania, three

cases on the behalf of the city of Philadelphia and one case brought by the rural schools were

considered during the course of this study.  As of January 1999, Philadelphia and the rural areas

were all appealing unfavorable decisions that occurred in 1998.  As previously noted, the New
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Jersey the courts have been involved in financial equity since 1970.  At the conclusion of our

research in January of 1998 there were two school finance cases before the New Jersey state

supreme court - one on behalf of city schools and the other on behalf of rural school districts.  In

Minnesota, there were two financial equity court cases - one on behalf of Minneapolis and the

other on behalf of St. Paul.  In Maryland, Baltimore filed a case against the state in 1995, but the

case was dropped as a result of a compromise agreement worked out between the state and the

city.
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A Brief Summary of New Jersey Finance Reform

The Robinson v. Cahill suit of 1970 set the tone for the state’s school financing debate for
the subsequent twenty-seven years.  The case presented the argument that funding schools
through property taxes discriminates against property-poor city districts, and the resulting
fiscal disparities create achievement gaps between city and suburban public school students.
In 1973 the state supreme court agreed with this reasoning, but the legislature resisted the
order to change school funding formulas.  In 1976 the court closed public schools for a few
days to force the legislature to pass an income tax to pay for the school funding plan.  Since
then, city districts have gone to the state supreme court three more times seeking additional
spending, and the court has ruled in their favor each time finding the existing funding
system to be unconstitutional.  In response, the state has injected millions of dollars into city
school districts; in recent years they spent about ninety percent as much as the wealthy
districts.  The fourth supreme court decision of May 1997 mandated that the twenty-eight
special needs districts must receive state funds to allow them to raise per-pupil spending to
match that of the richest districts--$8,200 (Lindsay 1997).  New Jersey spends about one-
third of its budget on education.

The Education Law Center (ELC)

The Education Law Center (ELC) is a not-for-profit organization founded in 1973
and is the only non profit law firm in New Jersey specializing in education law.
Through their Education and Reform Accountability Project, the ELC has promoted
state accountability toward city public schools.  Their landmark litigation of Abbott
v. Burke established a national precedent for education reform and fiscal equity.
The ELC asserted that New Jersey failed to remedy the disparities between wealthy
and poor school districts.  Assistant Director Steve Bloc held that “the goal of this
right-wing state government, as outlined under the Whitman plan, is to totally
undermine and devastate what remains of public education in order to make way for
exclusionary private schools, using vouchers as advanced charter school
legislation...such privatization would provide an immense number of money
opportunities to those who could afford to play a role in the construction,
administration, and oversight of the private schools” (Interview 1996).   The ELC
faulted the media for treating the governor with kid gloves.  According to Bloc, a
Star Ledger reporter made the off-the-record comment to him that the paper presents
Whitman in a more positive light than is necessary (Interview 1996).  The ELC has
a working relationship with several other community and advocacy organizations
including the Garden State Coalition, the Peoples’ Organization For Progress, the
Urban Parents Educational Institute, and the Parent Educational Network. The
ELC’s twenty-eight year court battle ended May 21, 1998 with the court’s
unanimous decision to endorse the Whitman administration’s plan to improve city
schools without court specified spending (Preston 1998).  At the same time the court
affirmed earlier rulings that “ordered the state to assure that the 28 urban districts
involved in the court case spend as much per pupil as the state’s highest-spending
suburbs” (Hendrie 1998, n.p.).
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New Jersey Finance Reform - A Legislative Time Line

February 1981 - The Education Law Center, a public interest law firm, filed Abbott v. Burke in the
New Jersey Superior Court on behalf of twenty children in Camden, East Orange, Irvington and
Jersey City.  They contended that the school finance system widened the gap between poor city and
wealthy suburban school districts in violation of the thorough and efficient standard establihsed
under Robinson v. Cahill in 1975

August 1988 - The court ruled that Chapter 212, the Public School Education Act, failed to meet the
“ thorough and efficient” requirement of the New Jersey State Constitution because educational
opportunity was determined by socioeconomic status and geographic location.  In February of 1989,
Education Commissioner Saul Cooperman rejected the findings of the decision and filed an appeal.

June 1990 - The New Jersey Supreme Court again declared, in Abbott v. Burke, that the fifteen year
old funding plan was unconstitutional.  The court ordered the state to bring school spending in the
twenty-eight neediest districts up to the level of its wealthiest suburbs.  The Abbott decision stated
that poor, disadvantaged students must be given an equal educational opportunity.  As a result, in
September 1990, the Department of Education approved a corrective action plan for the public
schools.  The Abbott ruling opened the door for Governor Florio’s Quality Education Act (QEA).

December 1992 - State senate leader Donald Defrancesco and assembly speaker Garabed Haytain,
after a successful Republican assault on Florio’s QEA, dubbed “The Robin Hood Plan,” compelled
Governor Florio to reach a compromise on education.  The compromise plan, the Public School
Reform Act of 1992, raised the spending cap in wealthier districts and again allowed for unequal
funding levels.

July 1994 - The court found the plan unconstitutional because it failed to comply with the state’s
plan to obey the court’s 1990 ruling and ordered the spending gap between rich and poor districts
closed by 1997.   In response, the Department of Education approved spending guidelines suggested
by Education Commissioner Leo Klagholz in September 1994 to insure that the twenty-eight most
impoverished districts would obtain a greater share of state aid.  The guidelines also provided for the
monitoring of academic and administrative expenditures and served as a blueprint for the receipt of
state funds.  They included smaller class sizes, updated curriculums, and new teaching technologies.

October 1994 - The first detailed analysis of New Jersey’s fiscal reform plan, implemented in 1990,
found the gap in per-pupil spending decreased and the quality of education in wealthy districts was
not undermined.  The new funding, however, was inadequate to overcome disadvantages in poor
districts.  In fact, the researchers found that the current trend in school reform would create greater
imbalances in funding.  The share of state aid to the thirty poorest districts increased only four
percent, from thirty seven percent to forty-one percent, during the first two years of the program.
Also, over one-third of the new aid -- $193 million--was used for special education for at-risk
children rather than for the general use as mandated by the court in its earlier decision
(Firestone 1997).
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New Jersey Finance Reform - A Legislative Time Line

Late 1996 - The Whitman school finance plan was passed by the legislature and the Comprehensive
Plan for Educational Improvement and Financing went into effect.  It linked budget appropriations to
a set of core curriculum standards for all public schools in the state.  It increased total state education
spending by $285 million, the largest spending increase without an accompanying tax increase in the
state’s history.  Under this plan, 381 districts received more state aid, 68 remained at the same level,
and 78 received less.  This funding proposal, along with the regulations proposed by the governor in
February of 1997, extended the powers of the state commissioner and county superintendents to
unprecedented levels.  A district may spend more than the governor’s cap allows as long as district
voters approve.  The plan also lowered the caps for all districts further impairing city districts and
forcing them to do more with less.  This was, of course, despite the state supreme court’s ruling in
Abbott v. Burke that they lacked sufficient funding at the outset.  City districts with inadequate tax
bases were unlikely to be able to make use of the option to spend above the cap.

January 1997 - The Education Law Center (ELC) asked the court to order the closing of a $250
million gap in educational spending by June 30.  The ELC maintained the state was constitutionally
responsible for providing districts with the funding necessary to meet specific standards in core
subjects.  The plan made “no pretense of bridging the gap between the poor systems and the state’s
wealthiest suburbs as the (supreme court) ruling directed” (Hendrie 1997b).  David Sciarra, director
of the Education Law Center, said the Whitman administration “thumbed their nose at the court”
with their finance plan (Hendrie 1997b).

May 1997 - The state supreme court ruled that Governor Whitman’s school finance plan was
unconstitutional.  By linking standards and spending, the court found it ignored the state supreme
court’s order to establish fiscal parity between city and suburban districts.  Without such parity, the
court determined, the state was not fulfilling its obligation to provide a “thorough and efficient”
education for all public school children as required by the state constitution.  This was the fourth
time since 1975 the court found that the state failed to provide enough money to the twenty-eight
poorest school districts and their 285,000 students.  The opinion remarked: “The state has had seven
years to comply with a remedy intended to address, albeit partially, a profound deprivation that has
continued for at least 25 years” (Hendrie 1997a).  The current funding law, according to Justice
Handler, “would force poor students to do more with less” (Hendrie 1997a).  The court ordered the
state to ensure the twenty-eight poorest districts (Special Needs Districts) met, at a minimum, the
average per pupil expenditure ($8,431) of the 120 richest districts.  This decision required the state to
increase its education budget, then at $5 billion, by an additional $250 million (Lindsay 1997).

December 1997 - Seventeen school districts, mostly rural, filed suit against Governor Whitman
charging the school financing plan didn’t give them enough money to provide the “thorough and
efficient education” mandated by the state’s constitution.  The districts said that since their towns
were poor, they could not raise enough local property taxes to pay the costs of the new academic
standards as imposed.  Data showed test scores and graduation rates in the seventeen rural districts
were only slightly higher than those in the twenty-eight city special needs districts
(Goodnough 1997b).  School officials protested the New Jersey State Supreme Court’s May 1997
order to send an additional $248 million to the twenty-eight special needs districts.  The non-urban
schools maintained that they too needed extra money and were unable to make up for cuts in state
education dollars to districts that had resulted from Whitman’s thirty percent state income tax cut.
The state, however, held that its share of school spending increased since Whitman took office
(Goodnough 1997a).
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Pennsylvania Court System
There was a general concern about how the Pennsylvania
legislature would respond to a court decision in favor of
increased equity.  Many interviewees spoke of the legislature’s
tradition of disregarding court orders.  Many believed that the
legislature would even ignore the decision and carry on as
before.  One person suggested that this is a result of
Pennsylvania’s populist culture. According to one interviewee,
“the court in Pennsylvania is far less activist than other states.
There’s a good chance that this case will get thrown out.  That
would let the legislature not do anything.  The legislature might
also ignore the court order.  Seven years ago, the court ordered
the legislature to change how the counties funded the local court
system.  It was never changed” (Interview 1996).  Another
interviewee said, “The legislature’s attitude is wait and see, and
it will decide later whether or not to listen to the courts.  But
there is no money.  They haven’t listened to the courts in the
past.  The courts have no mechanism to force the legislature to
comply.  We believe in our elected officials here.  There is no
recall, referendum or term limits” (Interview 1996).

Participants in Legal Cases

Certain individuals and groups were active participants in financial equity challenges in

the nine states.  City and rural advocacy groups as well as local school districts often brought

these cases to court.  Unions were not consistently involved in this policy area; they sometimes

opposed redistribution of state aid to cities and instead preferred new funding.  They less often

supported the suits.  The defendants ranged from the legislatures to the governors to the states’

departments of education, the latter of which often saw a dramatic increase in their role

subsequent to a court verdict.  The high spending districts and tax payer organizations placed

political pressure on the legislature and the governor to protect the existing system while the

business community was usually neutral on this issue.

City advocacy groups were very involved in the legal cases involving financial equity.

They often were the legal representatives of the plaintiffs in these cases.  These groups included

the NAACP in Minneapolis and the Education Law Center in Philadelphia and Newark.  The

Education Law Center (ELC) in Newark has been especially vigilant in forcing the state of New

Jersey to consider equity.  The ELC continually pressured the Whitman administration to adhere

to the aforementioned court decision.

While city advocacy groups have been successful in the legal arena, they have been less

active in building strong political coalitions and broad public support for implementation of

financial equity.  In some

cases, they organized

small, local coalitions.  For

example, a coalition of

about forty organizations

in Philadelphia called

“Close the Gap” sought to

increase public awareness

and educate the legislature.

However, for the most

part, these advocacy

groups only had enough

resources to work within
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the legal arena and within a local area.  Coalition formation between major cities around the

issue of fiscal equity was rarely achieved.  In Minnesota, St. Paul and Minneapolis had two

separate court cases while in Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh was not a part of three cases that involved

Philadelphia.

Urban school districts, including those in St. Paul and Philadelphia, were often the

defendants in the court cases.  In Philadelphia, the district’s high profile superintendent, David

Hornbeck, was actively involved with the city’s quest for additional school funding.  He brought

a case against the state in 1997 and engaged politically at the state level to secure additional

funds for the city.  He also repeatedly appealed to the governor to provide more money for

Philadelphia schools.  Superintendent Hornbeck’s high level of involvement in state politics

regarding the issue of fiscal equity was not matched by any of the other city school

administrators in our study.  In early 1998, notwithstanding his efforts and despite the threat of

bankruptcy, the state continued to refuse to help the school system.

Court cases have been used by under-represented groups to force state leaders to address

their needs.  The cases themselves often narrow the parameters for solutions.  In our study we

found both rural and urban areas represented in law cases.  Notably, rural areas often have many

of the same funding needs as cities.  Rural school districts filed cases with supreme courts in two

of the study states, New Jersey and Minnesota.  We did not witness any serious cooperation

between rural and urban plaintiffs.  In Pennsylvania there were four major court cases, one

representing rural areas and three on behalf of students in Philadelphia, yet there was little more

than a letter of support from the Philadelphia superintendent to representatives from the rural

case.  Philadelphia advocacy groups informed us that they had not supported the rural case

because they felt rural schools benefited at the expense of Philadelphia schools in previous

finance formula revisions.

The state supreme courts are important actors in legal challenges to the educational

system.  The level of judicial activism and the respect a court commands can make a difference

in the outcome of the case.  For example, in Minnesota where the court is conservative, plaintiffs

who sought financial equity lost their case in 1993.  The Pennsylvania Supreme Court also has a

reputation for conservatism while in New Jersey and Texas the courts were far more activist.  In

Pennsylvania, many interviewees spoke about how little respect court decisions enjoyed in their
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state.  Many felt that even if the court had found in favor of the plaintiffs the legislature might

have completely ignored their decision.

During the court cases, governors and legislatures appeared to sit back and wait for the

court’s verdict.  For example, Governor Ridge of Pennsylvania issued a report which stated that

greater fiscal resources for Philadelphia would not improve education, but he did not directly cite

the case in public addresses.  The role of governors and legislators is not insignificant in fiscal

equity policy.  More recently, governors and legislators have noted the futility of funding failing

urban school systems.  When the court rules that the state has to decrease fiscal inequities, the

governor and the legislature are then responsible for putting together a reform policy.  New

Jersey was the only state where the court made such a verdict during the course of our study.

Reformers interested in fiscal equity therefore can not only focus on the courts.

Influencing other state politicians is equally if not more important because the state’s

response to the court can vary greatly.  They can put forward a progressive, ambitious reform as

they did in Kentucky, they can put together a substitute reform that is again challenged by the

courts as was done in New Jersey, or they can entirely disregard the court order as appears

possible in Pennsylvania.  Because the legislature and the governor are so important in fiscal

equity policy, creating the political atmosphere for reform is just as important as putting together

a successful legal case.  (See our “New Jersey in Depth” section for further details about the role

of the governor and the legislature in fiscal equity.)

Taxpayer organizations and representatives from wealthier districts are very influential in

pressuring state politicians to preserve the status quo.  Governor Florio’s defeat in the 1993

election was partially due to efforts by groups who disliked his proposals for tax increases and

redistribution of state aid.  Meanwhile, Governor Whitman’s successful 1997 reelection bid was

strongly supported by wealthy districts.  All the governors in the study faced resistance to any

tax increase or restructuring proposals, and most campaigned vigorously on the issue of reducing

taxes.

Teachers and professionals were supportive of reforms that proposed to infuse more

money into the system, but these professionals also strongly believed spending caps should not

be placed on wealthier school districts and that teachers’ salaries should not be affected by

reforms.  Since eighty percent of school costs are for personnel, a shift in funds is likely to affect

salaries, making many school professionals wary of equity reforms.  Teachers’ unions are not
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united on these issues; on occasion, the NEA and AFT have chosen to support different types of

equity cases.  This was the case in Pennsylvania.  The Pennsylvania State Education Association

(PSEA), an affiliate of the NEA, was supportive of the rural court case while the Philadelphia

Federation of Teachers (PFT), Philadelphia’s branch of the AFT, supported Philadelphia’s cases.

Gubernatorial Initiative

In three states, Illinois, Texas, and Michigan, governors proposed restructuring the

system of financing schools.  Notably, these reforms came without the pressure of a court

decision.  Michigan’s 1994  finance reform plan, enacted just before the beginning of our study,

ended school funding’s reliance on property taxes.  The state instead pays for about eighty

percent of K-12 education in each district.  Most reports suggest that school finances are more

equitably distributed in the state as a result.

In 1996, Governor Edgar of Illinois similarly proposed a more equitable distribution of

school fiscal support.  The plan held all districts harmless and combined an increase in the state

income tax with property tax relief as well as modest increases in spending on education through

an increase in the foundation formula, replacing the local property tax with a state tax.  This

original plan was not successful due to concerns that it would raise taxes.  A more modest law

was passed in late 1997.  (For more information see the case study of Illinois below.)

In Texas, the Property Tax Cut Act of 1997 (put forth by former Governor George W.

Bush) was designed to restructure the state’s taxation system and would have affected the system

of educational finance.  The governor’s proposal would have lowered property taxes by $2.8

billion a year and paid for the cut with a half-cent increase in the state sales and motor vehicle

taxes and with a business activity tax.  It would have abolished the corporate franchise tax as

well as the school property tax on business investment and replaced them with a 1¼ percent levy

on all forms of business that bring in more than $500,000 after deductions for certain expenses

and capital investment.  This proposal, like Governor Edgar’s, failed because nobody could agree

on what taxes should be raised.  Businesses bitterly opposed any plan that would have increased

taxation.  The plan did not garner the support of the state GOP’s Christian right wing which

feared the reform would centralize taxation and give more power to the Texas Education

Association (Beinart 1998).
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Finance Reform in Illinois

Despite a series of failed lawsuits, Illinois’ very low national ranking in
terms of equity, and a history of inaction, the spring 1997 legislative session
held promise for the first major refinancing of the state education finance
system in twenty-five years.  Governor Edgar clearly led on the issue and
forced the legislature to take up the question.  In the fall of 1996, an Edgar
appointed commission drew up a plan which the governor then supported.  The
plan held all districts harmless and combined an increase in the state income
tax, property tax relief, and modest increases in overall spending on education
through an increase in the foundation formula.

It was not entirely clear how well city schools would fare in the long
term under the governor’s plan, though they would receive increased funding
in the short term.  The highly-taxed, high-spending districts in Chicago’s
southern suburbs -- key constituents to Edgar’s political coalition -- would
have likely benefited the most as they would have received substantial
property tax relief even while their high-spending schools would be held
harmless.  Chicago organizations did not push hard on this issue and turned out
the lowest number of participants in any of the regional hearings held by the
governor’s finance panel.  One interviewee said, “when the governor’s
commission held their hearings in Chicago, they had the smallest turnout of
anywhere in the state.  The reform groups just didn’t turn anybody out for it.
The real pressure is coming from the southern suburbs and rural downstate
districts.  Twenty people showed up in Chicago.  In the southern suburbs, they
filled an entire auditorium to overflowing” (Interview 1997).

While that bill passed in the state house, it failed to win Republican
state senatorial support.  Regional political tensions and Republican anti-tax
sentiments were cited as problems to be overcome (Chicago Daily Herald
1998, 15).  A key piece of the governor’s proposal was a constitutional
amendment which would have forced the legislature to deal with the equity
question, and this was defeated in the fall of 1997 amid great confusion.  Many
legislators thought they were voting on the actual funding plan, when in fact
they were voting on an amendment which would have clearly made drafting
such a plan their prerogative.  The governor’s commission report was leaked
prior to its scheduled press conference, and the morning of the press
conference the Chicago Tribune ran a front page article with the headline,
“Edgar prepares tax bombshell” thereby sealing its fate.  The legislature did
put $290 million into the existing formula, but reworking the system was
shelved.
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Finance Reform in Illinois

Governor Edgar went back out on the stump with the plan, dealt with it
in his State of the State address, and hired the former Secretary of the
Department of Insurance, a trusted aid and respected lobbyist, to
shepherd his finance bill through the legislature.  Edgar’s subsequent,
scaled-back proposal was also voted down by Democrats in the
assembly in November of 1997.

The Illinois House of Representatives held a one-day special session on
December 3, 1997 and passed a broad school reform bill that raises
spending on poor students and amends teacher-licensing rules.  For the
first time in Illinois history there was a minimum per-pupil spending
law and the state spending level on education was increased.  The
House Democrats (seventeen Democrats switched their votes) finally
passed this legislation due to pressure from the governor and public
weariness over the state’s prolonged school funding debate.  Teacher
and professional groups expressed worry that the funding base, taxes
on cigarettes, river boat gambling, and telephone services, was too
unstable.   This law also made it easier for schools to contract out for
services, increased the number of years before teachers were awarded
with tenure, and made it easier for non-certified teachers to teach
(Johnston 1997).

In Governor Edgar’s 1998 State of the State speech, he again vowed to
change the Illinois’s school finance system by replacing the property
tax with a state sales tax.  He announced that he would appoint a blue-
ribbon panel to study this issue and to arrive at conclusions by
December 31, just before he left office (Parsons 1998).  In February,
the Chicago Tribune reported, Edgar appointed members to the panel.
Tim Bramlet, the president of the Taxpayers Federation of Illinois, was
to serve as chair.  Other members included: Paul Vallas, CEO of
Chicago Schools; Greg Baise, president of the Illinois Manufacturer’s
Association; Michael E. Murphy, retired vice-chairman of the Sara Lee
Corp.; and several state lawmakers (1998).
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In Illinois, Michigan, and Texas, governors were instrumental in proposing finance

reform.  In Michigan and Illinois, the governors’ plans seemed to respond to state inequities,

however they did not respond to demands from city constituencies.  Our interviewees argued that

these types of finance reform were not aimed at improving equity on the behalf of city students.

Instead, the governors responded to property-poor suburbs or rural areas.  In Michigan’s tax

reform, the suburbs lost some funding, the rural areas gained the most, and the city saw a limited

increase in funding.  Many interviewees noted that the Republican legislators who supported

Engler’s plan were from rural districts, and they were the big winners in the finance reform.  In

Illinois, the governor was responding to the working class suburbs from the southern suburbs and

rural areas (Interview 1997).  The Illinois governor, who did not run for reelection in November

1998, continued to work towards replacing the property tax with a state sales tax to support

education.

Texas’ reform, while it would have interfered with the financing of education, was not a

plan to achieve further equity.  In fact, many interviewees believed it would worsen the situation.

They also said Texas Governor George W. Bush believed this reform was a means for him to

gain national recognition in order to be considered for the U.S. presidency.  Interviewees further

noted that the plan became a major talking point in his national campaign.

Anti-tax sentiment in Illinois and Texas contributed to watering down the finance reform

plans.  In some states, taxpayer organizations were well organized and influential.  In other

states, opposition to changing the system of taxation came from the business community.  For

example, in Texas the business community was very opposed to Bush’s tax reform, though in

other states the business community has supported change in the property tax because rising

school costs increase their tax burden as property owners.  Since the 1980s, opposition to raising

or restructuring taxes has become a defining issue in state politics and affects all policies.

Hybrid Case - Maryland

In Maryland, finance reform was not only a court issue but was addressed in a

meaningful way by the governor in response to the lawsuits.  In a unique arrangement, the city of

Baltimore, in exchange for a state takeover of the schools, received additional funding despite

suburban complaints.  In December of 1994, the Baltimore American Civil Liberties Union

(ACLU) chapter filed a lawsuit seeking more education dollars for the city district.  The suit
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focused on the high cost of educating at-risk students and claimed a denial of the right to an

adequate education guaranteed by the state constitution.  The ACLU also argued that Baltimore,

due to a lack of funds, was impeded from adhering to the Maryland School Performance

Program (MSPP) (Bowler 1994).  The city faced sanctions from the state for not meeting the

program’s performance requirements as reflected in standardized tests.  In February 1995 the

state school board ordered Baltimore to reform three more schools that did not meet MSPP

requirements, and they offered $1.5 million in assistance (Thompson 1995).

Governor Glendening took office in January 1995 with an electoral support base that

included Baltimore City, Prince George’s County, and the Maryland State Teachers Association.

After being in office for a while and studying school reform, he took public positions favoring

the state takeover efforts and re-appointed former governor Schaefer’s superintendent

(Bowler 1995).  Nancy Grasmick, Glendening’s first superintendent, had feuded with the unions

and Baltimore over school reform.  Glendening attempted to find middle ground between the

legislature, the bureaucracy, and the interests of Baltimore.  In September 1995, Baltimore filed a

lawsuit against the state demanding more school funding.  This case also focused on adequacy

and would later join the ACLU case.  Parties representing Baltimore included the mayor, the city

council, and the city school board.  The state filed a countersuit that claimed any problems were

the result of local mismanagement (Portner 1996).

In 1992 Baltimore put some of its schools in the hands of a private, for-profit manager,

Education Alternatives, Inc. (EAI).  Mayor Schmoke ordered an independent evaluation of this

program in July 1995.  This evaluation showed that the privately managed schools failed to show

any sign of improvement.  Then, in December 1995 when EAI demanded more money, Mayor

Schmoke canceled the contract.  At that time, thirty-five out of thirty-seven schools in Baltimore

were identified as needing “reconstitution” because they fell below performance standards.

Under the MSPP reconstituted schools could be taken over by the state for other managing

arrangements.

The Maryland legislature created a Baltimore School Funding Bill in May of 1996.

Because the bill did not call for adequate funding and provided for state takeovers with no local

control, Mayor Schmoke, who endorsed Glendening in the 1994 election, convinced the

governor to veto the legislation (Zorzi Jr. 1996).  Finally, the state and city worked out a more

generous deal for school finance and governance: First, Baltimore would receive $254 million in
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extra state aid over five years.  Second, reconstituted schools would be managed under joint

powers with Mayor Schmoke and Governor Glendening cooperating in the appointment of a new

board of directors and a new chief operating officer.  The latter must produce annual reports and

may be fired if the schools do not perform.  In exchange for these concessions the mayor agreed

to end both lawsuits (Zorzi Jr. 1997).  Almost all of Baltimore’s schools are in the reconstitution

plan and are governed by the new board.  When new schools, based on declining standardized

test scores, are identified for reconstitution they are given two years to improve.  Nine schools in

Prince George’s County were identified for reconstitution if they did not improve (Brown 1998).

There are also two rural schools on the list.

Maryland is unique among the states in our study because additional funding was

eventually provided to Baltimore.  Maryland policy distinctly links finance reform to governance

reform.  This state was the only one in our study that focused its education reform efforts on the

city.  This can be attributed to the mayor’s importance in statewide politics and his hands-on role

is shaping state education policy as well as the to the activism of parent groups at the state level.

Interviewees in Baltimore perceived this reform as a positive effort of the state government to

respond to city school needs.  Maryland’s exceptionalism in this study is attributable to its

political culture and party competition.  It is one of the few states in our study to have a

Democratic legislature and governor.  The state contains many government employees and the

African-American community is highly organized, contributing to its solid Democratic and pro-

government culture (Orr 1999).  The wealthier suburbs and some rural areas, which are

Republican, are in the minority.  Because of Democrat control, Baltimore is often important in

statewide elections.  Mayor Schaeffer went on and became governor, and the current mayor is

prominent in state politics.  In fact, he recently made national headlines by endorsing a

Democratic challenger to Glendening’s reelection.  Thus, the strong Baltimore mayor, a robust

statewide government, and a Democratic tradition all contribute to this state’s approach to

finance reform.

Achieving Excellence with Equality

During the course of our study we found that enthusiasm for educational equity as a

legislative policy item had waned.  This was clearly evinced by the little or non-existent support

at state capitals for finance reform.  Between 1995 and 1997, in many states including California
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and Georgia, finance reform was not an issue in the courts or the legislature. Even when forced

by the courts to address education inequities officials in the states often dodged the issue.  In at

least two states, Pennsylvania and New Jersey, improved standards (read excellence) were

proposed by the governor as a substitute for equity (Gittell and McKenna 2000).

This inattention to fiscal equity has many explanations.  Most significant is the shift in

control of state legislatures and governors’ offices to suburban voters.  City interests are less

important as are equity issues.  The current state regimes in education have little interest in

improving educational funding for cities; they lack interest in city schools.  Although some

governors have shown some interest in providing more money to their constituencies in rural and

working-class suburbs, raising or restructuring taxes has also become politically unpopular.

The prime challengers to the education regime, fiscal equity advocates, are war weary.

After years of politically and legally organizing, they have chosen to focus on other policy

issues.  Many states in our study, including California, Illinois, and Texas, spent years debating

educational equity and have since moved on to other issues.  Our interviewees confirmed that the

state officials grew too conservative to adequately respond to educational inequities and city

needs.  Those advocacy groups still working towards equity have only been able to focus on the

courts, not in forming coalitions to build broad political support behind the ruling.  This is

partially attributable to the fact that litigation is expensive, time consuming, and resource-

depleting (Interview 1999).

The federal emphasis must be on equality.  Our strong tradition of federalism and local

community based education should be the source of bottom up definitions of standards.  Public

discourse in communities gives vitality to education goals, not assessment tests and directives

from Washington.  The federal government's role should be to provide leadership by requiring

that plans for correcting school finance inequities be an essential part of federal policy.

Improved governance, broader participation, higher standards, more equitable funding,

and encouragement of public debate should be in federal legislation which must be straight

forward about its priorities.  An essential part of the federal role is its assertion of national

leadership in confirming social values and priorities.  Evidence of the importance of combining

these essential elements in any federal policy is the experience in states where the courts have

made strong decisions regarding the legal requirements for equitable funding.  In Texas the

action of the court has been negated by the unwillingness of the legislature to act.  State
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legislators often have little incentive to redress the inequities suffered by powerless

constituencies.  The lack of a more inclusive political coalition supporting the re-design of the

school aid legislation has been particularly costly.  Successful court actions in Alabama and

Connecticut, ruling in favor of finance reform, on the other hand, have been backed up by

organized political groups representing a cross section of public interests. Their goals are

publicized and clear: they include equity and high standards to be achieved through new and

more inclusive governance practices.  Such coalitions, however, are few and far between.

All tolled, at least twenty states have court cases pending challenging school financing

equity.2  Working to ensure that challenges to equity are equated with challenges to inadequacy

is the mission that confronts the school reform movements today.  Only when broad coalitions

come together to work on these issues at the state judicial level, in conjunction with efforts

directed at local officials and legislators, will school finance reform became a holistic endeavor

with complementary solutions at all levels of government within our federal system.  In sum,

equitable funding of schools and school districts is fundamental to our commitment to equality.

                                                          
2“School Finance.”  Education Week on the Web.  December 2000.  4 January 2001.
<http://www.edweek.com/context/topics/issuespage.cfm?id=22>.
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CHARTER SCHOOL POLITICS IN NINE STATES

Charter schools are privately established and administered institutions that receive public

funding.  Authorized by the state, they are largely independent of the local school district and

school board.  They are created and operated by a combination of parents, teachers, community

members, or institutions of higher education.  Charter schools are generally free from many state

education regulations including the new state standards of accountability.  In the 1990s, twenty-

nine states and Washington, D.C. passed legislation that enabled the formation of charter

schools.  President Clinton called for the creation of 3,000 schools by the year 2000 and created

a federal grant program to provide planning funds to charter operators.  There is much variation

among state laws regarding the autonomy of these schools and their independence from school

boards, regulations, and teachers’ unions.  In the 2000 presidential campaign both candidates

supported charter schools but did not advocate holding them to the standards and testing

requirements of the system as a whole.

Charter school advocates maintain that the schools foster opportunities to develop

alternative and innovative teaching techniques, stimulate existing public schools to improve due

to competition, and provide new avenues for parental participation.  Interestingly, conservatives,

progressives, and moderates have all found reasons to embrace this school reform.  Political

conservatives “view them as a step toward a more radically de-monopolized system in which

students would receive vouchers to attend public, private or parochial schools” (Cohen 1998).

Progressive supporters, on the other hand, consider charter schools a unique opportunity to

implement school reforms free from bureaucratic constraints and to increase the roles of parents,

teachers, and the community.  They also tend to favor charter schools for at-risk children in

poorly performing school districts.  Moderates may see charter schools as a means of improving

schools without resorting to the more dramatic reforms envisioned by conservatives.

Opponents of charters view them as a threat to public education and the local democratic

institutions they support.  One scholar anticipates that charter schools will “erode the public

forums in which decisions with societal consequences can be democratically resolved” (Henig

1998).  Teachers’ unions and school board associations are concerned that the use of uncertified

teachers and administrators will lead to mismanagement of charter schools and a lack of job

protection for charter employees.  Exceptions to the union contract requirements threaten to
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undermine collective bargaining agreements.  Some public education advocates worry charter

schools will hurt traditional public schools by diverting funds from them and by deflecting

attention away from the need for other wider-scale education reform.  Public education advocates

maintain that many of the progressive models of education being used in charter schools, such as

Success for All, are also being used by traditional public schools.  Some suggest charter schools

cannot be held accountable for results because there is a lack of consensus as to how to assess

educational outcomes.  In support of this view, it is noted that while charters have been revoked

for fiscal mismanagement and for violation of church-state rules, none (as of 1998) were revoked

for academic failure (Rothstein 1998).  Perhaps the main objection to charter schools by

reformers is the fear that they detract from system-wide reforms and equity concerns.

Charter legislation has clearly encouraged diverse approaches to schooling.  There are

Montessori charters, “back-to-basics” charters, on-line charters without formal classrooms,

Christian charters, home-school charters, Afrocentric charters, civil rights charters sponsored by

organizations like the National Council of La Raza, and charters that adopt a particular

pedagogical approach such as E.D. Hirsch’s Core Knowledge or Mortimer Adler’s Paideia

curricula (Rothstein 1998).  Recent research  tested some assumptions of charter school

advocates and opponents.  One study focused on the impact of charter schools upon the public

school districts, specifically testing whether the charter schools caused changes in school

districts or stimulated innovation.  Among the many impacts documented by Rofes (1998) was

that a significant number of public schools lost funding when charter schools opened in their

district.  It was also discovered in another study that only twenty-four percent of the school

districts altered their programs in response to charter schools (Nathan 1996).

Joe Nathan claims that charter schools can have a positive impact on student

achievement, attendance, and attitude and cites evidence that they encourage school districts to

improve (Nathan 1997).  He also maintains that the renewal of charter contracts in several states

is testimony to their success (Nathan 1997).  However, he acknowledges that the “movement is

young” and cannot be fully evaluated until valid methods exist to test student achievement and

assess charters’ impact on existing public schools (Nathan 1996).

An evaluation of the first year of New Jersey’s charter school program found that the

schools were small (averaging 103 students), class size was small (ranging from eight to twenty

students), and the school day and the academic year were longer than average.  In addition, the
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administrative and support staff was found to be minimal (Kane 1998).  Well’s (1998) study of

California charter schools appears to refute many of the claims made by charter advocates.  For

example, she found charter schools were not more accountable than regular public schools.

Additionally they neither influenced regular public schools to become more market-driven nor

had they served as models of positive change and reform.  This was due, in part, to a lack of

mechanisms for charter schools and traditional public schools to learn from each other.

Strong vs. Weak Charter Laws

Charter school legislation varies greatly from state to state.  “Strong” charter laws exempt

charter schools from state and local regulations giving them financial autonomy, fund them

directly from the state, and allow charter schools to hire uncertified teachers.  Some states even

permit an unlimited number of charter schools to be created (Wells 1999; Mulholland 1995;

Millot 1994; Premack 1996; Wood and Smith 1996).  The literature defines strong laws as

permissive laws.  According to this definition, Michigan’s law is one of the most permissive in

the nation as “virtually any person or organization can open a charter school and enjoy wide

latitude over staffing, curriculum, and spending, and the backing of the state lawmakers and

regulators”(Cohen 1998).  Most of Michigan’s charter schools are sponsored by state

universities, but the law also permits conversion schools (former private schools) to have charter

status.  For these schools, charter status is a way to increase their revenues.  One critic accuses

the charter law of “creating public subsidies for private schooling, and encouraging social

balkanization” (Cohen 1998).  Since Michigan hasn’t had a testing mechanism to measure

whether private or charter students learned more than regular public school students, it has been

difficult for parents and children to make informed choices.  Minnesota also has a strong charter

law in which the state provides up to eighty percent of the charter school facility costs, doesn’t

place a cap on the number of schools, and permits colleges, universities, and non-profit

organizations to operate charter schools.

“Weak” charter laws are more narrowly conceived.  They only permit existing public

schools to become charters and do not give them fiscal independence from local school boards.

They force charters to request waivers from state rules and regulations, do not permit private

schools to convert to charters, cap the number of schools permitted in the state, and do not allow

charters to have admissions criteria (Wells 1996).  New Jersey’s law, for example, has an
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element of “weakness” in its requirement that schools be funded through the local districts.

Districts, however, have little incentive to support these schools since they have minimal control

over them.

Six states in this study (California, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Minnesota, and

Texas) are considered to have a strong to medium-strong laws.  Maryland doesn’t have a charter

bill, and Georgia and Illinois have weak legislation (Center for Education Reform 1998; Rees

and Youseff 1998 ).3   Labeling laws strong or weak does have a limited utility.  It may be useful

to specify the strong and weak elements of a state law to help reveal strengths and weaknesses in

the charter coalition or the opposition.  For example, laws that permit the use of uncertified

teachers are more likely to exist in states with weak unions while laws that permit an unlimited

number of charter schools may occur in states with weak school boards or citizen initiative

provisions.

In Georgia, teachers’ unions are considered weak because they do not have collective

bargaining rights, yet they have had a strong legislative influence.  Although the unions in

Georgia are not structurally powerful, they have long-standing ties to the Democratic party

which ensures their informal influence.  Georgia’s charter law is considered the weakest of all

the state laws.  In Georgia, only existing public schools can become charter schools, and teachers

must be certified and receive the same benefits as their traditional public school counterparts

(Dickert 1995).  To create a charter school, a majority of the faculty as well as the local and state

boards must approve it, and there must be incentive funding for school planning.  There are only

twenty-eight charter schools in Georgia.

Some state laws do permit a high degree of autonomy; however, they may balance this

strength by making it difficult to establish charter schools.  California is one such state.  Overall,

its charter law is strong because schools are relatively autonomous and permitted to employ

uncertified teachers.  The charter approval process, however, is a “weak” element of the law as

charters are granted through local school districts that are pressured by strong unions to reject

such requests.  Applications that are denied at the local level may go through a cumbersome

appeals process that usually results in the forfeiture of fiscal autonomy.

                                                          
3The 1988 decentralization of the Chicago public schools authorized city wide school choice in 1991.
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The California law was strengthened in May 1998 when the legislature passed a bill

begun as a citizen initiative and supported by the Californians for Public School Excellence, a

business-education coalition.  This legislation raised the cap on the number of charter schools

from 100 to 250 (in 1998-99), permitted the addition of 100 schools each year thereafter, and

allowed nonprofit groups to run charter schools (Johnston 1998a).  Some claimed the bill

signaled a shift in the reform movement from a “tributary role to a mainstream movement in

California education” (Engellenner 1998).  The charter movement may also get a boost from

bilingual education advocates because charters are exempt from Proposition 227 which requires

public schools to replace bilingual education programs with English immersion (Helfand 1998).

Weak elements of the California law do remain as funding and approval come from the district

level (Mahtesian 1998).

While New Jersey’s charter law has been considered weak, it is nonetheless easier to

create a school in New Jersey than in California.  Charters may be established by teaching staff,

parents, a combination of both, or by a private entity or higher educational institution in

conjunction with parents or teachers.  Laws  in Michigan and Minnesota also facilitate school

formation by having more than one chartering authority.  New Jersey’s law is comparatively

weak as only existing public schools can convert to charter status; private and parochial schools

are ineligible.  Only certified teachers may teach, and they are guaranteed the same salaries and

benefits as traditional public school teachers.  Charters are exempt from most public school

regulations except those regarding health, safety, and civil rights.

Charter School Politics

Statewide coalitions supporting charter schools are often composed of political

adversaries with different goals.  Our research found the bipartisan support for charter schools in

many states masks different expectations from diverse groups.  This supports the findings of

Wells whose study concluded that

...the bipartisan agreement over charter schools is superficial at best and that

beneath the surface, advocates of these new schools see them and their role in

shaping the future of public education quite differently...in many states, charter

schools embody less of a consensus of views...than a fragile bargain between
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political adversaries who all seek to prove they favor educational reform, but for

different reasons and toward different ends. (Wells 1999, 1)

There are both Republicans and Democrats who appreciate the potential of charter

schools to improve public education.  Republicans favor them because they fit into a

conservative ideology that favors small government, deregulation, and market-based approaches

to public service provision.  Republicans maintain that by creating competition among schools

and giving parents choice, public education will improve as schools vie to attract students.

While the New Jersey charter school law was proposed by Democratic Governor Florio,

it became a Republican initiative under Governor Whitman.  The bill passed with bipartisan

support: the Democrats viewed it as a way to improve education for the poor and minorities in

urban schools, and the Republicans perceived it as a way to improve schools by introducing

competition into public education.  Several mayors including Brett Schundler of Jersey City and

urban legislators such as Joe Doria supported the bill.  While the mayors of Hoboken and

Trenton supported charter schools, they were concerned about their effect on the finances of

existing local districts and public schools.

Democrats differ on charters from state to state.  In California, for example, the charter

school battle lines have been drawn between Republican legislators and the business community

Charter School Politics in New Jersey
Trenton Superintendent of Schools, Paul Sequeira, preferred Governor Whitman work to
improve all schools instead of focusing on charter schools.  He did, however, acknowledge
that public schools are limited in their ability to reform themselves: “We don’t lack for
initiatives and ideas.  But we are saddled with all these constraints that charter schools
don’t have” (Goodnough 1998, B4).  Governor Whitman denied any political agenda
behind charter schools; “People in our regular public school system can look and see
what’s happening in our charter schools . . . They are not designed to stop any other kind
of education, but to make all education better” (Goodnough 1998, B4).  Teaneck
Superintendent Morris complained, however, that “Rather than helping public education,
the governor is putting the knife through its heart” (Goodnough 1998, B4).  If New
Jersey’s funding system was changed, with funds coming from the state level and not local
districts, many of these problems could be avoided.  The Whitman administration,
however, had not expressed any interest in changing the funding mechanism.
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on one side and the teachers’ unions, the education bureaucracy, and Democratic legislators on

the other.  Former California Governor Pete Wilson annually tried without success to pass

legislation lifting the cap on the number of schools.  Wilson failed because California

Democrats, closely allied with the teachers unions, were opposed to it.  In contrast, charter

schools in Minnesota enjoy solid bi-partisan support, and charter politics are “low-cost, informal

and low-key” (Interview 1997).

Charter School Coalitions

Charter school coalitions include corporations and corporate foundations, independent

non-profit organizations, for-profit education companies, and advocacy groups.  The power of

unions and school boards has been limited by the charter movement which has grown with the

expansion of the new more inclusive regimes.

In addition to members of the business community, charter school advocate coalitions

include supporters from government, academia, and politics making for a broad and bipartisan

base.  All, however, are supported by business and all share a common function: to lobby for

liberalized charter school laws, to facilitate networking among charter school actors, to serve as

resource centers for charter school developers and operators, to advocate for more charter

schools, and to publicize their successes.  The ties to business, which fund and support them

directly or through their foundations, enhance the political independence of these organizations

and the power of the charter movement.

For example, the California Network of Educational Charters (CANEC), recently

victorious in its campaign to expand the charter law, numbers among its supporters Apple

Computers, RE/MAX, the San Diego Chamber of Commerce, various governmental

organizations, and the California State University.  The Charter School Resource Center of

Texas is funded solely by foundations and corporations.  The Center for School Change in

Minnesota is funded by foundations, the University of Minnesota, the U.S. Department of

Education, and corporations including Bradley and General Mills.  The Charter School Resource

Center in New Jersey is an independent, foundation-funded resource center designed to help

charter school organizers with start-up.
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Certain grassroots organizations are also important political players in the charter school

movement.  TEACH (Towards Education Accountability and Choice) Michigan has sought,

through ballot initiative, to repeal the state’s constitutional prohibition against full educational

choice and to further liberalize the charter school legislation (Heritage Foundation 1998c).

For-profit education companies such as the Edison Project are also making inroads in the

charter school movement.  The Edison Project is a New York-based company that operates

public schools for a profit; in the fall of 1998 it operated forty-eight schools in twenty-five cities,

most in California (Sengputa 1998).  Their schools are run according to a blueprint pursuant to

which each participating family gets a Macintosh computer, the school day is extended by an

hour, and the school year is extended by a month.  The company is funded, in part, by a

foundation established by the Fishers, owners of The Gap clothing chain.

While nonprofit charter school organizations are central to the movement, charter school

coalitions include other important actors as well.  In seven of the eight states in our study with

charter laws, champions of charter school include the governor, legislative leaders, and

businesses through the auspices of the nonprofit organizations or foundations they fund.

Religious organizations have not been very active supporters of the charter school movement,

although organizations of the religious right have established schools in California and

Minnesota.  Several African American church leaders who created their own schools support

vouchers and charter schools.  Reverend Flake in New York City is a leader among that group

and an officer in the Edison Schools Corporation.  Teachers’ unions have managed to play an

CCChhhaaarrrttteeerrr   SSSccchhhoooooolll   CCCoooaaallliiitttiiiooonnnsss   iiinnn   MMMiiinnnnnneeesssoootttaaa

The Minnesota Charter School Coalition is an advocacy organization whose
membership includes non-profits, businesses, charter schools, and individuals.  The
Children’s Defense Fund and the Chamber of Commerce are also members.  The
coalition has an executive director, a paid lobbyist, and a legislative committee that
tracks state policy and advocates for charter schools.  The group brings students to
testify to legislators about how charter schools have improved their lives and invites
legislators to see the charter schools first hand.  The group itself does not become
involved with political campaigns, but the individual members are activists and will
support the most pro-charter candidate who is also likely to be opposed by the unions.
At the time of our research their action agenda was to promote the establishment of
charter schools and provide technical assistance for which they receive state funds.  In
the future, the Minnesota Charter School Coalition hopes to secure more operating
funds from the state and gain access to local referendum money.
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important role in shaping the policies, making sure that collective bargaining gains are not

violated by legislative provisions allowing greater flexibility in charter schools.  The influence of

these formal and informal stakeholders reveals the presence of the new education regime in

many states.

Governors as Initiators

Governors initiated charter school legislation in all of the nine states included in the

study.  To garner support, governors in Illinois, California, Michigan, and New Jersey reached

out to minorities in urban areas, presenting charter schools as a way to improve ailing school

systems.  They gained support for their measures from key legislators, they formed special

committees to create proposals, and while they actively denounced opponents, they brokered

compromises when necessary.  Charter schools were also mentioned in numerous state of the

state addresses.
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Governors’ Support of Charter Schools

The following quotes from gubernatorial speeches (1995-1998) highlight reasons for
supporting charter schools.

Governor Ridge (R-PA): “Charter schools allow parents, teachers and communities
to come together to design schools and curriculum targeted directly at the needs of
their children.  It's exciting to realize that those who seek to improve their own
neighborhood public schools will have much more input and impact than the
government that directs the children to attend them” (1997).

Governor Edgar (R-IL):  “The charter schools and the Chicago Learning Zone offer
an innovative approach to relieving the frustration many of our educators have told me
they feel.  They want more flexibility at the local level.  More business involvement.
More participation by parents.  More bottom-up reform.  Fewer top-down directives.
Less of Springfield passing out the orders.  Toward that end ... I also am proposing and
will gladly sign legislation allowing school districts to easily obtain waivers from
many burdensome and costly state mandates.  Those waivers can free up instructional
time. And help stimulate innovation and enhance student performance” (1995).

Governor Whitman (R -NJ): “Freed from the bureaucratic encumbrances of regular
schools, charter schools will be able to test new teaching methods and focus more on
individual subject areas” (1997).

Governor Engler (R-MI): “To keep our high-performance economy competitive and
growing, we need to build on our efforts to lower taxes, cut red tape, and establish
Renaissance Zones.  …That is one reason why this Legislature recently affirmed
Michigan's landmark charter school law -- to encourage competition and innovation
among public schools across our state” (1996).

Governor Carlson (R-MN): “Our goal has been to put children first and, at the heart
of all of our reforms, is our sincere belief that there must be competition in the
educational system, whether public, private or parochial, every family in America
should have the right to send their children to that school that best serves their child's
needs.  Already, in this legislative session, there are those who seek to turn the clock
back.  But rest assured that, as Governor, I will do everything that I can to make
certain that choice, competition, and quality continue to drive our commitment to
education” (1998).
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Unions & Charters

When charter schools first came up for public debate, both the United Federation of

Teachers and the National Education Association strongly opposed them.  In recent years, these

unions have softened their rhetoric and have instead negotiated with legislative leaders to

develop more restrictive charter legislation.

NEA President Robert Chase views charter schools as “a halfway house en route to

privatization” (Mahtesian 1998, 26).  The NEA, however, did announce its support of the charter

school movement in 1996 and its plans to establish its own schools.  In 1998, the NEA operated

five charter schools, however, among the rank and file membership, charter schools are still a

controversial issue.  Officials support the movement that they claim is part of the NEA’s

campaign to shift from the old style of antagonistic labor-management relations to a new style of

collaboration (Schnaiberg 1998).  Still, many NEA affiliates have vigorously opposed charter

school legislation.

Union opposition to charters is primarily based on two factors: the use of tax dollars for

experimental schools and the possibility of teachers losing contract protections.  Charter

opponents claim that charter schools have a detrimental effect on public education by diverting

public funds from regular schools to charter schools, thereby reducing educational opportunities

for some students.  Another concern of unions is that charter schools may not ensure teacher job

security or benefits, traditional areas of union protection.  State charter school laws vary on the

issues of certification and collective bargaining with some giving charter teachers the right to a

contract and others not conferring the right (Schnaiberg 1998).  Strong teachers unions in New

Jersey, Michigan, Illinois, Minnesota, California, and Pennsylvania have compelled politicians to

negotiate with them about the charter school bills.  Even weaker teachers unions in Georgia and

Texas have managed to influence the shape of the charter legislation.  As a result of union

influence, several state laws contain concessions such as more job protections and requirements

for certified teachers.  A recent study of California charter schools found that most continue to

employ teachers with regular state credentials, and while most teachers in conversion schools

belong to unions, most in start-up schools do not (Wells 1998).

The teachers’ unions in Pennsylvania staged a massive protest against Governor Ridge’s

failed voucher and charter proposals.  Many believe these initiatives crashed because the

governor did not consult with the teachers’ unions.  The executive director of the House
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Education Committee referring to the governor said, “it’s no secret that he thinks the teachers

unions are the enemy.”  Another respondent alleged, “the Ridge Administration centers on union

bashing” (Interview 1996).  In 1997 Ridge created a less controversial bill in cooperation with

the unions that preserved job protections for public school employees; it passed with the support

of all unions save the School Board Association.

Michigan Education Association
The Michigan Education Association (MEA) had reservations about charter schools.
The MEA wants to ensure they are public and require licensed teachers and is concerned
with oversight because there is no mechanism for monitoring performance of the
schools.  The union advocated for legislation to study the outcomes of charter schools
and will monitor schools for compliance with the law.  A charter school teacher recently
resigned because the school required the teaching of religious materials.  Indeed, there
are schools established by fundamentalist Christians as well as a school that doesn’t
believe in the use of technology.  The MEA is also concerned about for-profit businesses
such as the Edison Project in Duluth that operate charter schools.  Their main concern,
however, is that charter schools will divert public funds from the public education
system.

California Teachers Association
The California Teachers Association (CTA) resisted measures to raise the charter
school cap for years but changed its position and supported the May 1998 bill that
liberalized the charter school law.  As a result of negotiations, the CTA gained
amendments requiring charter schools to hire certified teachers and strengthening
financial oversight of the schools.  The CTA vowed to continue its fight for
collective bargaining for charter teachers (Johnston 1998a).  California’s charter
school bill allows, but does not require, charter schools to engage in collective
bargaining with teachers.  The California teachers’ unions opposed the charter
school legislation that was proposed in 1992, but the threat of a voucher initiative
made them less opposed.  They did support a later version of the bill.  Generally, the
unions in California support charters if they guarantee teacher tenure, pensions,
benefits, and collective bargaining.  The United Teachers of Los Angeles (UTLA)
has supported charter schools in Los Angeles and viewed them as a safety valve to
avoid vouchers, not serious reform.
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In Minnesota the teachers unions were strongly opposed to the charter bill, but according

to one observer they miscalculated the political climate and lost political credibility as a result

(Interview 1997).  In some states such as Illinois, the UFT and NEA are split over the charter

issue.  The Illinois Education Association initially opposed the bill because it permits the use of

uncertified teachers, but when it became apparent that the bill would pass they supported it

(Interview 1997).

Despite their vocal resistance to the idea of charter schools, the unions in almost every

state eventually had to offer at least lukewarm support for charter schools.  In many states the

unions have been accused of resisting any school reforms that challenge their power, but wide

public support has made it politically difficult for the unions to reject wholesale the

establishment of charter schools.

The fact that the unions in many of the states (New Jersey, Minnesota, California,

Illinois, and Pennsylvania) initially opposed charter schools and later changed their position to

support them with restrictions may testify to the increasing strength of the opposition.  Moreover,

in the aftermath of battling voucher proposals, the unions were not in a strong position to also

oppose charter schools.  The NEA and AFT are both adamantly opposed to vouchers which they

consider to be an “unprecedented assault on public education” (Greenhouse 1998).

Like teachers’ unions, professional associations like the State Superintendents’

Association, the Principals Association, etc ... also oppose charter schools to protect their

interests while the School Board Association protests those elements that limit their local power.

Professional associations often work with the teachers’ unions in a coalition to oppose charters,

although this alliance can be unsteady when compromises have to be struck with legislators. 
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Teachers’ unions had significant influence over Michigan’s
charter school legislation.  Charters were one of a series of school
choice proposals in Michigan.  Republican Governor Engler worked,
albeit with little success, to pass legislation creating voucher programs
and allowing public school choice.  Vouchers, proposed in 1993, were
opposed by the teachers’ unions while Engler’s public school choice
plan was opposed by both Democratic legislators and Republicans
representing suburbanites who didn’t want to jeopardize their schools,
the best in the state.  Inhabitants of the suburbs created by White flight
in the 1960s “often confuse choice with the forced busing threats of the
1960s and 70s” (Bray 1995, n.p.).  Even though the proposals didn’t
include a transportation provision, Republican legislators from
“suburban districts close to large urban areas, read that Grosse Point,
Birmingham, Farmington, Southfield, etc--are getting heat from thorny
constituents who don’t trust politicians who promise they won’t ever
bus kids across district lines once they have [the legislation] up and
running” (Interview 1995).  A Michigan Education Association (MEA)
representative said that “choice fell because the wealthy White
Republican districts wanted to opt out of the state school system”
(Interview 1995).

The first charter bill passed in 1993 but was challenged in court
by the teachers unions and the American Civil Liberties Union which
claimed charter schools were unconstitutional because they used state
funds and were not regulated by the Board of Education.  In its
November 1994 decision the court agreed and ruled that charter
schools should not receive public funds.  The governor responded with
a new charter law that contained stricter state regulations.  This law
allows state universities and community colleges to create schools and
places no limit on the number allowed in the state.  As of January 1998
there were 108 charter schools operating in Michigan (Heritage
Foundation 1998c).  Local boards could start new programs and
develop new procedures, the core curriculum was eliminated, and
teacher certification was not required.
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Business & Charter Schools

The business community in each state has been supportive of charter schools.  They are

ideologically receptive to market-style reforms and also appreciate efforts at experimentation.

The old, industrial-era family foundations have been the traditional benefactors of education

reform, however a new generation of foundations are funding charter schools.  Among them, as

previously stated, are Donald and Doris Fisher, founders of The Gap Inc., who pledged $25

million to help the San Francisco public schools hire the Edison Project.  Shopping mall

developer A. Alfred Taubman has worked on launching the Leona Group, a for profit charter

school operation based in Michigan.  Also in Michigan, manufacturer and evangelical Christian

J.C. Huizenga founded the National Heritage Academies which operates eight charter schools in

Grand Rapids that emphasize “traditional values.”  The Walton family, heirs to the Wal-Mart

fortune, donated over $16 million to charter schools nationally, and contributed over $4 million

to Children's Educational Opportunity Foundation which provides vouchers for to attend private

schools (Walton Family Foundation 2000).

The Business Community in New Jersey

The corporate community in New Jersey is unified in support of vouchers and charter schools.
Governor Whitman allied with corporations in support of charter schools.  She also found the
support she needed for reelection from the New Jersey Education Association after their
demands (certification of all teachers, job protection, and tenure) were met in the bill.
Through their foundations, corporations can receive tax breaks from their involvement with
charter schools, influence curriculum, and establish a recruitment pool.

The major New Jersey businesses involved with charter schools are the Prudential
Corporation, IBM, Dodge Corporation, and AT&T.  According to information obtained
through several interviews, the corporate community is unified in its support of voucher
programs and charter schools.  They influence charter schools through their foundations that
communicate with each other through the Charter School Resource Center and the Department
of Innovative Programs in the State Department of Education.  The Dodge Foundation has
been involved with funding several charter school projects.  Their efforts to promote charter
schools have been well accepted by the education commission and other state officials.  They
believe that charter schools are “one way to attain greater equity” (Interview 1996).

In general, corporations consider charter schools to be good opportunities to become more
involved with local communities which often view them as uncaring and out of touch with
local needs.  Most of their involvement has been at the state level because this is where they
can get the tax breaks and building subsidies they seek.  However they also want to establish a
connection with communities, and to that end, they have sought to generate support for charter
school legislation among urban community residents through community organizations.
Some members of the business community feel that the state has not provided them with a
structure for access.
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Charter Schools and Vouchers

Charter Schools and Vouchers

Some activists have philosophically linked charter schools to voucher programs.  Both

are forms of school choice, although charters do not broadly include private schools.  Some

believe charter schools pave the way for voucher programs, the final step toward complete

school choice.  Six of the governors in the case study states supported vouchers (exceptions are

Democratic Governors Glendening and Miller and Republican Governor Edgar.)

In New Jersey, Governor Whitman wanted voucher programs but sensing opposition, she

pushed for charter schools instead.  After two voucher proposals in Pennsylvania failed,

Governor Ridge actively pushed for charter schools.  In 1997 Governor Bush of Texas initiated a

modified voucher proposal supported by several conservative and religious right organizations.

The Business Community in
Minnesota

The business community in Minnesota is
organized to influence education policy
through the Minnesota Business
Partnership, a coalition of 105 CEOs
primarily based in the Twin Cities.  The
Partnership has been an active supporter
of charter schools and vouchers.  They
supported the governor’s 1997 tax credit
by running a well-funded, heavily
advertised voucher campaign, testifying,
working with legislators, and
coordinating a grassroots lobbying effort
that brought students and parents into the
process.

The Business Community in California

In California, the Business Roundtable and
the Chamber of Commerce were
instrumental in getting the charter school
legislation passed in 1992.  An alliance of
high-tech companies, the Technology
Network, was instrumental in getting the
1,000,000 signatures necessary for the
citizen initiative to expand the charter
school law (which it did in May of 1998).
The purpose of Technology Network is to
build relationships between technology
executives and politicians in order to
encourage the development of public
policies that will benefit technology
enterprises.  Their members include CEOs
and presidents of over 100 of the leading
technology companies, venture capital,
investment banks, and law firms.  Charter
school policy is their priority.
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California’s Governor Wilson supported “opportunity scholarships” vouchers for 15,000 low-

income students in the lowest-performing school districts to attend private schools.  California’s

current governor, Gray Davis, who heavily relied on union support in his election, is opposed to

vouchers and is more responsive to union concerns.  Unlike other governors in the study,

Democrat Governor Miller of Georgia fought against vouchers.  Minnesota’s Governor Carlson

initially opposed vouchers and thereafter never actively pursued them.  Minnesota embraced the

concept of school choice in 1988 when it established statewide open enrollment, and it is

unlikely the new governor, Jesse Ventura, will oppose that policy.  The Minnesota tax reduction

program, in which parents can claim a tax deduction for non-tuition educational expenses for

private or public schools, is a diluted form of vouchers.  Supporters of charters and vouchers

have ranged from African-American and Latino activists to the Catholic Church to members of

the religious right, the latter two seeking public funds to support their own schools.

In states in which voucher programs are politically unfeasible, they have been established

on a small scale by private entities.  Similar to the independent voucher program in Georgia, a

private organization in New Jersey, the Scholarship Fund for Inner-City Children, established a

voucher program to pay for low-income students to attend Catholic secondary schools in Newark

(Heritage Foundation 1998e).  In Philadelphia, the Partnership for Educational Choice, an

alliance between the Pennsylvania Manufacturing Association and the Urban League, awards

scholarships to low-income children to attend private schools (Heritage Foundation 1998f).  The

Children’s Educational Opportunity (CEO) Foundation in Texas, funded by corporate sponsors

such as the USAA Federal Savings Bank, Valero Energy Corporation, and Don King

Productions, gives half-time scholarships to over 2,000 poor children.  CEO Michigan has

awarded scholarships to urban, low-income students since 1992.  Wall Street philanthropist Ted

Forstmann has pledged vouchers to 5,000 children in Los Angeles good for four years of

education (Heritage Foundation 1998a).

People for the American Way (PFAW) maintains that the corporate-funded voucher

movement is deliberately attempting “to pave the way to creating a system of publicly funded

school vouchers” (PFAW 1998).  PFAW alleges that the agenda of the corporate-funded voucher

movement is to weaken support for public education and peddle “their programs as models for

publicly funded school vouchers (PFAW 1998).  Some public education activists believe public

schools are undergoing a public relations crisis while market based school choice solutions are
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being championed by corporations.  University of Wisconsin education professor Alex Molnar

says vouchers and charter schools are unnecessary reforms that “have nothing to do with

improving the quality of public education” but, instead, are based on an “ideological premise”

that “competition and the marketplace necessarily produce improvement” (Huber 1997, 34)

Role of Cities in Charter Movement

Although there were several key urban, minority charter school proponents including

mayors and urban non-profit groups, our interviews did not reveal broad support for these

measures in cities.  Bringing certain minority urban actors into the charter school coalition was a

popular political strategy, and many of the first charter schools were in cities.  In Minneapolis,

two urban non-profit organizations, ACORN and the Urban Coalition, operate charter schools.

Henig found that proponents of market-based approaches to school reform often present

initiatives as a means of cutting costs or as being targeted to the neediest because “such

provisions may be necessary to construct a viable winning coalition” (Henig 1998, 8).  Others

claim there is a history of minority support for voucher programs in cities.  The trend in some

states, Texas, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, was to initially target charter

schools to urban, at-risk populations.  Three of the six charter schools in Pennsylvania are

alternative schools taking students the school districts could no longer serve, and one was sort of

an extension of Head Start.  Fifty-three percent of the students enrolled in Michigan’s charter

schools are minorities.  Charters there cater to pregnant teens, students at risk of dropping out,

students with learning disabilities, and Native Americans on reservations (Heritage Foundation

1998d).  Once charter programs were established in Texas and Minnesota school districts, they

broadened the program to other districts and population groups.

Our interviews did not identity mayors as influential in pushing for this state-level

reform.  City school advocates were more interested in other reforms such as equity financing.

Newark Mayor Sharpe James has been uninvolved in education since the New Jersey’s takeover

of the city’s school district.  He supports the charter movement as a positive alternative for

troubled school systems such as Newark’s, but Mayor James prefers education costs be paid out

of the state income tax budget instead of the city’s property tax revenue which often falls short of

its needs (Herszenhorn 1998).  New Jersey’s state capitol, Trenton, had seven charter schools in

September 1998, but the Superintendent anticipated they would have a devastating effect on the
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existing public schools.  In Philadelphia, some urban leaders were critical of the four charter

schools that were expected to increase the city’s debt by $6 million dollars.  One strong voice in

opposition to lifting the cap on the number of charter schools in California was that of

Assemblyman Kevin Murray (D-Los Angeles) whose district contains low-income,

predominantly minority areas of the city.  He called the bill “ a crock” noted it would benefit

middle class children and “leave poor children worse off than before” (State Net Capitol Journal

1998, n.p.).

Equity and Charters: City Reform?

Funding formulas for charter schools vary from state to state.  Some states fund charters

directly while other states redirect funds from the districts to the charter schools.  Some funding

schemes follow the formula for regular public schools.  Michigan is one such state; eighty

percent of funding comes from the state and twenty percent from the locality.  In New Jersey,

charters have been funded by the school district.  Notably, there has been opposition to this

scheme from districts and existing schools because of the loss of funds when students switch to

charter schools.  Specifically, the effect of charter schools on district budgets has caused concern

in New Jersey’s suburban areas.  Resultant was that Princeton Regional Superintendent Robert

Ginsberg called for charter schools to be financed directly by the state because they diverted

monies from existing schools.  Pennsylvania and Georgia also funded charter schools from

district budgets while in Texas a mix of district and state funds has been employed.

There are other equity issues as well.  California’s law requires priority be given to

schools serving low-achieving students.  However Wells (1998) found that the amount of public

funding received by California charter schools ranges widely between districts and even among

schools within a district.  Some states have used charter schools to address discrepancies

between rich and poor districts.  For example, in the first year of its program eleven of the

thirteen charter schools in New Jersey were in city districts.  Minnesota similarly targeted its

charters to cities while in Texas charter schools serve primarily minority and low-income

students (Heritage Foundation 1998g).  Most of Illinois’ charter schools are in Chicago.

Other states, including California, have not made a concerted effort to use charter schools

to target minority populations although there are some charters in low-performing districts.

There is evidence that charters in California may actually increase racial segregation.  A recent
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study of California charter schools found that White students are over-represented by eight

percent while Latino students were under-represented by six percent.  The racial disparity was

greater in some districts where the enrollment of White students exceeded the district average by

over twenty-five percent (Wells 1998).

In defense of charter schools, Joe Nathan maintains that they are more equitable than the

present system of public education in which wealthy suburbanites have access to the best

schools.  He argues that good school choice plans must not be restrictive in any way such as

through the use of an admissions test.  Only poorly designed school choice plans, according to

Nathan, promote inequity.  He maintains that unlike magnet schools and similar restrictive

systems charter schools are not inherently elitist (Nathan, personal communication).

Charter Schools: The Changing of the Guard?

The charter school movement was, and continues to be, a challenge to the entrenched

state education regimes.  The key players in the old regime including the professionals, unions,

and local school boards are being challenged by new active regime participants.  Charter schools

pose a threat to the old regime because they posit an alternative educational system that operates

outside the established parameters.  This means that the balance of power in education politics is

changing with new actors gaining influence while old ones lose.  Still, however, key voices are

missing from the chorus. Some would argue the charter school movement can be seen to foster

participation among several groups traditionally not involved in education politics.  However, the

plurality of voices is not yet close to a critical mass.  As evidenced herein, charter schools vary

widely from state to state.  Thus, participation too varies from state to state.

Charter schools do rely on a higher level of parent and teacher involvement than regular

public schools as many schools require parental participation and may exclude children if parents

are unwilling or unable to fulfill this mandate.  Over half of the parents of New Jersey charter

school students volunteer their time or serve on a school committee (Kane 1998).  One California

charter even requires volunteer service and fines parents if they miss a meeting (Rothstein 1998).

Teachers are also expected to be involved in more aspects of school management and decision

making.  In the words of one teacher, “It’s a real question.  Can a school like this survive and be

successful only with a heroic level of energy, dedication, and even self-sacrifice?”  (Rothstein

1998, 57).  More evidence of a changing of the guard, or at least some of it.
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Charter schools are new, alternative, and reformist but they do not seek system-wide

reform.  They merely seek to upset the status quo.  Many of the governors settled for charter

schools when they couldn’t get the support needed for voucher programs.  Charters can be a less

radical manifestation of a market-based ideology.  In some states they represent the ascendance

of the moderate, bipartisan political coalition that creates partnerships with business and prefers

the market model instead of the government model.  A model without guarantees, equity, or

equality of opportunity or outcomes.  In the end what we may have is all followers, few real

leaders, and educational privatization becoming ever more pervasive.
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CITIES AND STATE EDUCATION REGIMES

Introduction

As part of our nine-state study of state education regimes, we specifically focused on the

cities to determine what school constituency groups were doing in their local communities.  Our

interest centered on the quantity of groups that functioned at the school and city level, whether

they worked in coalition with other groups on district-wide issues, and their priorities.  Our

findings helped shed light on the dearth of action by city school advocates at the state level.

There were, in fact, few active school advocacy organizations in the cities.  There were

many groups who had been advocates and now did program and service delivery.  Many were

established neighborhood groups with long-standing leadership and membership rolls.

Neighborhood groups were more likely to have members that were African American or Latino,

but they were not likely to work together or to form coalitions at the city wide level.

Membership and activism at the neighborhood level was limited and agendas somewhat static.

Public officials had little knowledge of, or contact with, neighborhood or individual school

groups.  School professionals and elites were likely to interact only with district wide school

advocates who were White and middle class.  Race was a defining variable in the organization of

constituencies, and it determined networks and status in the policy arena district-wide in the city

and in the state.  Support for constituency-building among these groups did not take into account

basic elements of their function in civil society, in the relevance of engaging broader

participation as an expansion of democratic processes or the value of building social capital

within their organizations, and in networking with other groups in their communities.  They

lacked a framework for their own purpose and role in a democratic society.

Education is ultimately a state function.  City schools are reliant upon state funding and

support, and the ability of city leaders to influence state leaders is vital to receiving necessary

funds.  Research indicated that community organizing encounters many barriers including racial

divisions, institutional blocks, and a lack of resources.  Importantly, we found that whatever

citywide advocacy groups exist are often run by Whites in mostly non-White cities.  We also

assessed the influence of key city-level players in education policy including politicians,

business groups, advocacy groups and unions.  With few exceptions, we found the cities do not
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have much influence at the state level.  Moreover, as earlier stated, advocacy groups are not in

coalition at the city level or statewide.

Seven of our nine states have post-industrial cities.  They include Los Angeles, Newark,

Detroit, Philadelphia, Chicago, Baltimore, and Minneapolis/St. Paul.  These cities contain high

concentrations of poverty and minority populations, and they have similar city school needs.

Atlanta has conditions similar to those cities but also has a sizable middle class within the city.

Texas is the most atypical with poor and minority populations spread throughout the state and

many smaller cities.

These cities operate within states that are usually hostile towards urban concerns.  In fact,

within the United States there is a long tradition of bias against cities.  Most states deliberately

located their capitals in towns far from the largest cities.  In fact, some argue that the U.S. capitol

was built in a rural area rather than one of the existing cities because of an agrarian, Jeffersonian

idea that cities are corrupt (Elkins and McKitrick 1993).  The reforms of the Progressive Era

challenged entrenched urban political power, and state action ousted most of the city machines.

One such reform was the professionalization of education that served to insulate decision making

from the community.  This anti-city tradition continues today, and in our research we found state

governments often loathe to help cities by supplementing their scarce resources.  This anti-city

tradition in popular culture and state political arrangements is in constant evidence in each of

these states.  Other than the occasional mayor or rare coalition, city-based actors evinced little

influence in education politics at the state level.

Community-Based Organizing for School Reform

Advocacy groups and parent organizations are clearly stakeholders in local education

politics.  They can be important and often solitary critics of the city regime.  The composition of

the advocacy community differs greatly from city to city.  However, we identified three basic

patterns: the one local advocacy group domination model, the multi-local advocacy group model,

and the non-existent advocacy group model.

In Black Mayors and School Politics Wilbur Rich describes advocacy groups as part of

the public school cartel which prevents real reform from happening in urban schools.  According

to Rich, community activists are recruited to support school board policies, to give the pretense

of community involvement, and to work on school board elections.  Rather than being critics of
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the local school districts, they instead become cheerleaders of the status quo.  Despite Rich's

findings, we found selected, very active, oppositional groups including the previously mentioned

Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF) in Texas, the Education Law Center in Newark, and the

Philadelphia Citizens for Children & Youth.  These groups were often very harsh critics of the

city system; their reach, however, did not extend to the state capital.

A local advocacy group model was most apparent in Texas is the Industrial Areas

Foundation which established strong organizations in many of the cities in Texas.  Communities

Organized for Public Service (COPS) and Metro are two IAF groups in San Antonio.  They have

a long tradition of encouraging parent participation and questioning school board decisions.

In the states studied, Texan urban issues were the least articulated at the
state level.  This is because of structural and practical reasons.  First, cities in
Texas are different from the other cities in our study.  There is no one central core
with concentrations of poor minorities in Texas as is typical in Rust Belt
communities.  Problems associated with cities, e.g., poverty, non-native English
speakers etc ..., are spread throughout the state.  Cities in Texas are also very
different from one another.  Dallas has far different educational needs from San
Antonio, for example.  As one interviewee said, “There’s an absence of a single
major dominating metropolitan city …it would be nice to have a battle if we felt
we could win it.  The cities operate within larger coalitions and those coalitions
promote harmony.  I grew up in Pennsylvania, so I know that in some states the
metro city can be posed against the rest of the state - that doesn’t happen in Texas”
(Interview 1996).

Second, like other states in our study the cities do not have political leaders
to articulate their interests.  Mayors and city councils have no formal control over
education and rarely take public stances on education issues.  Most advocacy
groups do not work on the behalf of urban areas, as much of the poor and minority
populations are not concentrated in cities, but are spread across a region.  “There’s
not a lot of organized constituency to impact at city and state level”
(Interview 1997).

Third, suburban and rural interests dominate the state government.
Advocates told us that lobbying solely on the behalf of cities would be a losing
cause.  They said they were better off forming coalitions with suburban and rural
areas to jointly work toward reform.  City school districts had once formed a
coalition called the Texas Urban School Alliance, but it was quickly enlarged to
also include suburban districts.
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Texas Industrial Areas Foundation (TIAF)

The dominant urban grass-roots advocacy group in Texas is the Texas
Industrial Areas Foundation (TIAF), a branch of the national IAF.  The Southwest
regional director, Ernesto Cortes, is well known throughout the state.  When asked
why there are so few community level groups in Texas other than IAF, one
interviewee said, “there are few foundations in Texas and they give to safe groups.
Everybody wants IAF to do everything” (Interview 1997).

TIAF is a network of ten organizations located in our three Texas study cities,
Austin, Houston, and San Antonio.  The Houston group is less influential while
another group, unaffiliated with TIAF, Houstonians for Public Education, is more
prominent.  TIAF’s Austin group, Austin Interfaith, has been described as one of the
city’s most powerful political organizations and was voted “best advocacy group” in
Austin in the 1995 Austin Chronicle’s readers’ poll.  San Antonio has two IAF branch
groups: COPS (Communities Organized for Public Service) and Metro Alliance.
COPS was the first IAF organization in Texas.  The Metro Alliance has an education
partnership that provides scholarships and jobs to selected high school graduates; they
collaborate with COPS and the Alliance schools on this partnership.  COPS and Metro
Alliance have worked to get state funding committed for grants for which Alliance
schools could apply.  The grants provide funding for staff, parent and community
development, implementation materials, and enrichment programs for students.  Their
main educational goal has been to secure increased and continued funding for Alliance
Schools.

The Alliance Schools Initiative began in 1992 when five of Austin’s lowest
achieving elementary schools formed a partnership with Austin Interfaith, campus staff
and parents, school district officials, regional Education Service Centers, and the
Texas Education Agency.  This program provides additional state funding for these
schools, funding which can be used to train teachers and parents.

IAF has been very successful in gaining state and local funds for these schools.
The legislature set aside an $8 million capital investment fund for this purpose, a $3
million increase over the previous session’s allocation.  Austin Interfaith also
persuaded the city to commit funding for an after-school enrichment program, a
summer youth employment program, and school-linked health care.  COPS and Metro
in San Antonio have done the same.

IAF groups also hold accountability sessions, large public assemblies where
school board candidates, local politicians, and administrators are asked to publicly
commit to the stated goals of the organization and community.  They work to create
political organizations in low-income communities across the country.  TIAF was
influential in the passage of state H.R. 72 in 1984 “in which the state legislature
authorized more than $1 billion in additional funding for schools, much of which
would go to schools serving poor children” (Murnane 1996, 86).
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New Jersey and Minnesota could be categorized as belonging to the one local advocacy

group domination model or at least exhibiting most elements of that model.  The Education Law

Center and the Coalition for a Thorough and Efficient Education, which share a common office,

are the primary advocacy groups in Newark.  The Urban League, which works on issues in

addition to education, is Minneapolis’s main advocacy group.  It has made education a priority,

attacked the governor for the poor performance of minority students, and is a member of the

governor’s committee on education.

We identified, as belonging to the multi-local advocacy group model, cities that are home

to more than five major local groups that focused on city education.  Philadelphia, for example,

had at least forty advocacy groups with some interest in improving education.  Many of these

groups are aimed at addressing particular school-level problems.  They considered themselves

the superintendent’s and other local administrators’ watchdogs but had not involved themselves

significantly in city-level politics.  The groups that have the most local impact are Philadelphia

Citizens for Children & Youth (PCCY), Parents Union for Public Schools, Parents United for

Better Schools, and Alliance Organizing Project.  Other cities that fit into the multi-local

advocacy model are Chicago, Atlanta, and Los Angeles.

The weak or non-existent advocacy group model was most applicable to Detroit.  The

few local groups that were involved in education were sponsored by the business community or

by the school district; religious organizations also played a role.  New Detroit Inc., Detroit

Renaissance, and Detroit Compact, all affiliated with business, were very active in local

education politics.  There were no grassroots based, independent interest groups devoted to

improving education in the city.  This reflects the general dearth of influential grass roots

organizations and activism in Detroit (Mast 1994).  This may be resultant from the establishment

of the New Detroit Committee, comprised of forces that were “the social antithesis of the

movement led by black revolutionaries” (Georgakas and Surkin 1998, 2).  Some seven years

later, Detroit elected its first African American mayor, Coleman Young.  Mayor Young’s

administration was concurrent with a shifting in Detroit’s administrative power to African

Americans (Henig et al 1999).  However community based organizations were not part of this

urban regime as Mayor Young neither sought nor welcomed their participation.

Baltimore was similar, lacking many strong city advocacy groups involved with

education.  Baltimoreans United in Leadership and Development (BUILD), although not
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exclusively an education organization, was the exception.  Marion Orr states “[BUILD] deserves

the credit for creating the political environment that facilitated Schmoke’s and other leaders’

efforts in reforming the city’s school system” (Orr 1999, 81).

City advocacy groups had the most effective voice in state education policy through court

cases.  These groups include the NAACP in Minneapolis and the Education Law Center in

Newark and Philadelphia.  Many also played an important role in city politics.  As a general rule,

most urban advocacy groups did not organize to influence state policy.  Their efforts instead

were concentrated at the district or school level.  Significantly, all of our state-level interviewees

said local advocacy groups did not play a significant role in state politics.  Many advocacy

groups recognized that they were not participating in state politics.  They offered many

explanations for their neglect of this area.  Some claimed the state capital was too conservative to

be receptive to their causes while others said they did not have enough resources for such

endeavors.  Whether one group or many dominated did not seem to affect their ability to lobby at

the state level.  When there were many groups, such as in Philadelphia, foundation support for

those groups was divided up, and each group therefore had less money for political activity.

When one group dominated, as in Texas, things were little different; advocates still focused their

efforts on issues at the school district level.  Chicago’s advocacy community had a significant

effect on state politics during the development of the 1988 reform, but after that reform was

passed their influence diminished.  These findings raise serious questions regarding the negative

effects of the devolution of education to the states.  Cities will be even more disadvantaged as a

result of limited city-motivated action in state capitols.
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Philadelphia Advocacy Community

None of the advocacy groups in Philadelphia were described as major state-level players in
our interviews with stakeholders in Harrisburg.

The urban advocacy groups put forth several reasons for their lack of involvement.  One
advocate said it was pointless to get involved in state level politics.  Advocates felt because
Pennsylvania’s state officials were mostly Republican, White, and from non-urban areas, it was
impossible for any action of theirs to make a difference.  Philadelphia, they decided, had to
improve its schools itself and prove to the governor and the legislature that the city was serious
about education policy (Interview 1997).

Another group complained about not having the staff or the time to spend on lobbying or
the coalition building needed to do state level advocacy.  The director of a Philadelphia advocacy
group told us that there were too many small groups in Philadelphia with their own particular
focus.  Because there are so many groups dividing up foundation money, no one group had the
time or the money to organize coalitions.  Many advocacy groups recently lost a lot of funds from
the business community because many firms had decided to devote their charitable efforts to other
groups, those supported by the Annenburg Foundation.  Because the Annenburg Foundation
offered matching funds for donations to groups it sponsored, other groups saw their sources of
financial support dry up.  One interviewee said she had lost her administrator, and now she is
forced to type all her own letters.  “I know that I should meet with other groups, but I don’t have
time” (Interview 1996).

Chicago Advocacy Community

Illinois is one of the few states where city community organizations have been organized,
effective, and relatively consistent participants in the state education policy-making process.  They
were, without question, instrumental to the success of the 1988 legislation, and they continued to
fight for increased funding for Chicago Public Schools and for increased Local School Council
(LSC) autonomy for several years following the initial reform bill.  Much of this is attributable to
Chicago’s strong history of community and political organizing as well as civic engagement.  Part
of their success also results from their access to funding for state-level activities and their alliance
with Chicago businesses.

Changes in the shared agenda of Chicago businesses and community organizations
combined with changes in state-level politics led to a decline in community influence and
participation in state level education policy making.  For the most part, the reform organizations
focused on developing, supporting, and sustaining the local school councils and their process.  This
required considerable energy and resources, and included guarding the LSCs from attacks on their
power before they have had time to have an impact.  The entire reform itself requires an amazing
amount of civic energy to sustain.  In the process, less attention has been paid to state-level
politics.  Some have said that the advocacy community in Chicago has been cooped by the city.
Vallas has contracts with several of the strongest groups, including Leadership for Quality
Education, UNO and PURE, and several leaders within the African American community
(Interview 1997).  Meanwhile, Chicago business groups continued to press Springfield for deeper
changes in the Chicago school system and vigorously supported the 1995 reform.  They saw this as
an extension of the 1988 reform.  However, differing responses between business groups and
reform organizations, to the Vallas administration, highlight a growing chasm between the agendas
for school reform.  The lack of community organization participation in the present school finance
debates signals a shift in the role of Chicago community organizations in Illinois education policy.
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Community Advocacy Coalitions

This study found that community-based education advocacy groups from urban areas

were not regime participants at the state or city level.  In a few states like Illinois there is

evidence of state level advocacy by urban community groups, but these groups are rarely

considered influential.  It is important to note that according to experts on community

organizing, education advocacy groups must be organized into coalitions in order to be effective

in city and state politics.  At the city level, these advocacy groups need to be in coalition to

participate in urban regimes (Orr 1996; Gittell 1994).  Coalition formation is also an example of

social capital, and the development of the lasting networks characteristic of social capital could

influence education politics.  Our research found a distinct lack of effective citywide coalitions

for education in the cities.  Three factors seem to contribute to the absence of coalitions: racial

divisions among neighborhoods or in city politics; existing structures and laws such as school

boards or state takeovers; and/or the lack of resources such as the support of foundations and

businesses.

None of these cities had strong citywide coalitions.  Education groups in Philadelphia and

Chicago engage in state-level political activism, with limited success.  In Chicago, a school

reform coalition had been a strong influence over the 1986 reform.  After this was

institutionalized in the form of Local School Councils (LSCs) the coalition waned.  The

individual advocacy organizations continued to protect local school councils but did not work

together very often.  There is a new group, the Cooperative, which has tried to revive the

coalition.  In the face of challenges from Chicago’s Mayor Daley who sought to amend the

powers of local school councils, organizations again began to act as a coalition.  These

organizations lobby in Springfield but do not have enough strength to stop a policy favored by

the mayor and legislative Republicans.

Newark does not have a strong advocacy coalition because it has only one citywide

advocacy group.  Other groups work solely within their own neighborhoods.  The structure of

Newark schools, long under state control, also discourages community participation.

Philadelphia advocacy groups comprise the Pennsylvania Campaign for Public

Education, a coalition that does statewide lobbying.  At the city level, the groups are not in a

strong coalition.  There are some networks of affiliated groups that meet together regularly, but

they do not agree on policy actions and are not considered to be part of the city regime.
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Baltimore has many neighborhood groups but no education coalition.  BUILD (Baltimoreans

United In Leadership Development), a church-based city-wide advocacy group, works on several

policy issues and was very influential in school reform in the early 1990s (Orr 1999).  BUILD

has a deliberate policy of not participating in coalitions (Interview 1999).  The Baltimore

Education Network links education groups but does not take policy positions.  As in other cities

we studied, the citywide groups or coalitions do not organize parents or encourage widespread

participation and activism.

It is unlikely that the cities of Chicago, Philadelphia, Newark, and Baltimore are

exceptions to the rule and provide unique examples of education organizing.  Rather, it is clear

that participation in citywide coalitions by bottom-up organizations is rare and difficult to

sustain.  This inability to form strong coalitions that participate in city education regimes may be

explained by three conditions found in every city: racial differences, institutional structures, and

a lack of resources.

Cities and their organizations are divided racially.  For example, the neighborhoods of a

city are often highly segregated; neighborhood organizing follows accordingly.  In Newark, the

wards are usually African American, Latino, or Portuguese with much conflict and little

cooperation among them politically.  One organizer reported that in Newark that “each group has

their own fiefdom” (Interview 1999).  As a result of this segregation, there is no effective

citywide advocacy group or coalition.  In Philadelphia, some groups have effectively organized

at the local level.  This includes Asian-Americans United (AAU) located in Chinatown and the

Eastern Philadelphia Organizing Project located in a section with mostly lower-income White

residents.  There are also groups in predominantly African American sections.  These groups

meet together regularly and are members of the citywide Alliance Organizing Project.  The

AAU, however, suggested that they do not share agendas with anyone else.  Their parent

members often do not speak English and therefore have trouble participating in citywide projects

(Interview 1999).  The Asian group once worked with the African-American community to

protest the closing of a public library, but this partnership did not endure.  We found that

neighborhoods dominated by different ethnicities had trouble working together.

Further, community organizing in the cities would empower minority groups, and some

suspect that this threatens White governance structures.  We found that citywide groups are

dominated by Whites while the city neighborhoods are mostly non-White.  One Baltimore
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activist stated that “most community organizations are led by White professionals.  But the

parents are low-income and Black” (Interview 1999).  This may create a barrier of

responsiveness to the community that is reflected in advocacy goals.  For example, in Chicago

only one citywide group had African American leadership.  A member of that group was our sole

interviewee to suggest that the mayor’s education agenda of centralizing power and undermining

the Local School Councils had a racial component (Interview 1999).  All of our other White

interviewees said racism is not a problem with the Chicago mayor or within city education

politics.  This may indicate a lack of sensitivity in a city whose students are overwhelmingly

African American.  In Philadelphia, one interviewee suggested that community organizing was

discouraged due to racism.  Empowering inner-city communities threatens stability and

entrenched regimes, and it is easy to conclude that those who benefit from the status quo will

protect it.  This conflicts directly with stated efforts to enhance social capitol among African

American and Latino groups in these cities.

In defense of the status quo, city government institutions make community organization

and coalition building more difficult.  In every city there are few points of access for organized

parents to influence schools.  Often, the school system provides patronage jobs used by local

politicians; parental participation in the school system threatens this perk.  Among the cities in

this study, only Chicago enacted a citywide school reform policy creating the Local School

Councils to enhance citizen and parent participation.  Yet, even in Chicago the advocacy groups

organize little outside the LSC structure.  Once the reform passed, there was less need for a

coalition.  In other cities, the advocacy groups report that city institutions discourage community

organization.  Some cities are subject to central takeovers from politicians.  In Baltimore,

activists found that the access points to local school boards were removed.  In Baltimore, one

parent organizer reports that the school system is “hierarchical” and is a barrier to organization

(Interview 1999).  It is easy for parents to become discouraged if nobody is listening, further

imperiling coalitions that might form.

In Philadelphia, the superintendent holds regular meetings with the activist groups, but

activist leaders simply repeat the same demands at every meeting.  In that city, the

superintendent controls a major source of funding for school advocacy, the Annenberg Challenge

Grant.  This is, according to the Annenberg Foundation, a “$500 million, five-year challenge

grant ... designed to energize, support and replicate successful school reform throughout the
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country” (Annenberg Foundation 2000).  Philadelphia, one of the challenge sites, received a $50

million two-for-one matching grant.  This money is directed to some advocacy groups but not

others, creating resentment among groups, discouraging coalitions.  According to one

interviewee, there is a feeling that some Philadelphia groups are insiders while others are

outsiders (Interview 1999).  This divisiveness undermines the coalitions that are necessary for

stronger advocacy at the state level.  Newark, Baltimore, and Chicago are also under takeovers

from the state or city.

Another factor that discourages coalition building is the scarcity of resources.

Community advocates depend on foundations and businesses for funding, and any coalition

umbrella group would require funding as well.  We found that sources of advocacy funding

became scarce in the 1990s.  Some cities have no history of business activism, but nonprofits in

cities with a history of business activism experienced less support.  The business sector has lost

interest in funding grassroots organizing projects at the city level.  In Chicago, it was a major

contributor to the school reform of 1988 but receded as goals became less clear.  According to

one interviewee, the Chicago business community was interested in fighting unions and their

influence on education policy because they felt institutions such as tenure for principals are

inefficient (Interview 1999).  The Chicago groups complained about the withdrawal of

foundation dollars.  Their school reform required constant attention, but the foundations soon

began to refuse to fund LSC elections every two years.  The coalition of advocacy groups fell

apart during this time, but a revival was being attempted.  In other cities, the Annenberg

foundation affected advocacy funding often by drawing away business matching funds and by

targeting specific groups.  The effect of this strategy may have undermined the formation of

coalitions in some cities.  Moreover, our research found that some long-standing organizations

act as gatekeepers to funding and monopolize activism in a city.  The Annenberg grants assisted

Philadelphia organizers in starting some effective new advocacy groups (Interview 1999).

In short, it can be difficult to overcome an established organization that intimidates

newcomers.  The older groups may have forgone strong advocacy in favor of service delivery for

which there is more stable funding.



93

The Urban Regime and its Power at the State Level

We found many differences between city education regimes among our cities beyond the

community advocacy groups.  Some cities had a superintendent and board-centered regime, and

in other cities the mayor was a more significant participant.  The role of the business sector

varied while unions were consistent.  The greatest involvement of grassroots groups and

individuals interested in education was in evidence in Chicago, Baltimore, and Philadelphia

while Detroit, Atlanta, Houston, Newark, and Minneapolis/St. Paul were less active.  In every

city the teachers’ union was directly involved in local school politics.  Although our immediate

concentration in this research was about the articulation of city interests at the state level, we did

obtain interesting findings about the politics of education within cities.

We found that our cities had a wide variety of stakeholders involved with urban

education, but they lacked strong representation within state education regimes.  In short, power

within the city does not translate to power at the state level.  When state-level interviewees were

asked to name the most influential individuals or groups inside or outside of government city

participants were rarely mentioned.

Mayors

Mayors had formal and informal power over education in Philadelphia, Chicago, and

Baltimore.  In other cities, however, the mayors had neither formal nor informal powers over

education and often had little involvement in education policy.  Cities with weak mayoral

influence over education included Atlanta, Houston, Minneapolis/St. Paul, Detroit, Los Angeles,

and Newark.

Wilbur Rich has written that mayors avoid involvement in education politics for fear of

disturbing the powerful public school cartel which includes a coalition of professional school

administrators, union leaders, school board administrators, and school activists (1996).  This

group resists real reform because it interferes with existing power relations.  In contrast to Rich's

conclusions, we found evidence of three strong mayors who challenged the status quo and

evinced strength at the state level.

Of our three strong mayors, Schmoke of Baltimore and Daley of Chicago were the most

involved in local education policy.  The mayor of Baltimore has strong institutional powers over

all city agencies and over education.  In Chicago, Mayor Daley asserted his power over
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education in the 1995 reform.  He won budgetary control over the schools and placed several of

his most trusted aides in leadership positions in the new structure.  Daley named Gary Chico,

former mayoral chief of staff, as board chair, and Paul Vallas, his finance director, as chief

education officer.  The new administration moved quickly to sign a new three-year teachers

contract, take over some poor performing schools, and rework the central administrative

structure.  The mayor also centralized power and his administration criticized the LSCs, the

product of the 1988 school reform.

Historically, Chicago mayors have had a great deal of state-level
influence because of their control over the Chicago machine and its importance
to statewide Democratic success.  Prior to Mayor Washington, who helped push
for the school reform in Chicago in 1988, Chicago mayors rarely influenced
state education policy  The 1988 reform also marked the entrance of business
and community groups into the education policy making regime, as well as the
related decline in power of the Chicago Teachers Union (CTU) and the Chicago
Democrats in the state legislature.  Despite the expected decline in power for a
Democratic mayor in a Republican state regime, Chicago’s Mayor Daley
became a strong participant in state education policy making, especially after
the 1995 reform.  Most political observers attribute this to a Republican desire
to give Daley “just enough rope to hang himself” by allowing him control and
responsibility without giving him any additional funding.  Also his goals, such
as taking over the schools and installing an education CEO, may appeal to
Republicans.  Daley succeeded in convincing the legislature that Chicago’s
Local School Councils abused their power, and he won a bill that increased his
own control at the expense of local neighborhoods.

The mayor of Baltimore has strong institutional powers in all policy
areas.  The mayor controls all city agencies and indirectly determines the budget
(Krefetz 1976; Orr 1996).  The mayor controls the Board of Estimates which is
responsible for city fiscal policy.  Five members sit on this board including the
mayor and two mayoral appointees and the president of the city council.  The
mayor appoints the city school board that runs the city education department.
In an interesting example of the mayor’s power, Schmoke fired his first school
board president who waffled on school reform.  The six city council members
are elected by district.

Schmoke’s involvement in education politics has been enormously
influential.  He made promises to Baltimoreans United In Leadership
Development (BUILD) during his first campaign, was involved with the equity
court case, and then shared powers with the governor during the takeover of
Baltimore.  The Baltimore school reform plan was modeled on Chicago’s 1995
takeover.
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Mayor Rendell of Philadelphia also exercised significant influence over local education.

He appointed most of the members of the school board (the others were nominated by previous

mayors) and had a great deal of influence over superintendent nominations.  Since the 1950s, the

Philadelphia superintendent has been hired by the school board, a body appointed by the mayor.

In every other city and town in Pennsylvania the school board is elected.  Rendell’s priority was

improving the fiscal health of the city, at least for his first term, and he did not employ his

institutional strength over the superintendent.  Instead he allowed Superintendent Hornbeck

much freedom in reforming the city school system.

In some cases, a strong mayor can make a difference at the state level.  In late 1997,

Mayor Rendell of Philadelphia worked with the superintendent and key business leaders to gain

additional state funding for the school system that was in danger of going bankrupt.  This effort

was unsuccessful, however the mayors of Chicago and Baltimore have had more successes at the

state level.  In both these cities there are historic ties to the state capital and coalitions with the

business community.  Party factors are also significant.  Mayor Daley was less successful after

Republicans won control of the legislature, though he did advance important legislation.

Rendell’s limited effectiveness can be explained, in part, by the fact that both houses of the

Pennsylvania legislature were Republican.  Both houses of Maryland’s legislature and the

governor’s mansion were in the hands of Democrats while Baltimore’s Mayor Schmoke

exercised influence at the state government level.

Superintendents and Boards

In many of the cities in our study, the local superintendent and school board made most

of the policy decisions.  In Texas cities, for example, power over education policy tends to be

centered on the superintendent and the school board members.  In San Antonio, one interviewee

said that the school board, elected by very few people, controls the operation of schools by

naming principals (Interview 1997).  Another interviewee said, “unaccountable school boards are

a tradition in South Texas.  This happens mostly in Hispanic areas.  Being on the school board is

a way of choosing jobs” (Interview 1997).  In Texas, the local unions, mayors, and city council

members are not active players in city education politics.

In Philadelphia, education politics tends to be more pluralistic than in Texas cities, but

the superintendent is still an important figure.  In 1995, Superintendent Hornbeck (who resigned
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in 2000) initiated an ambitious reform program called Children Achieving.  After a bumpy first

year, during which Hornbeck had to learn to deal with Philadelphia politics, his program was

strongly supported by the mayor and city council president.  His major critic has been the

teachers’ union who challenged his accountability program for teachers and his plan to transfer

seventy-five percent of the teachers and reconstitute two schools.  Hornbeck’s efforts to

influence state policy was notably unsuccessful.

In contrast, the local superintendents and school boards often have little say in state

politics when they work through their state associations.  They don’t have the resources or

training to engage in lobbying the state legislature or negotiate with the governor.  In interviews

with state-level contacts local administrators were never identified as key figures in education

politics.

City Teachers’ Unions

In cities, teachers’ unions are usually important members of the local regime.  Texas and

Georgia, without collective bargaining rights, have less influential unions.  In most cities the

union is mostly likely an affiliation of the AFT.  These AFT branches include the Baltimore

Teachers Union, Philadelphia Federation of Teachers, the Detroit Federation of Teachers, the

Chicago Federation of Teachers, and the Atlanta Federation of Teachers (AFT).  The United

Teachers of Los Angeles (UTLA) is a combined AFT/NEA organization.  

Sometimes union strength was evident through their participation in local reform efforts.

For example, Mayor Schmoke gave the Baltimore Teachers Union a nonvoting seat on the city

school board.  Also, the UTLA were strong participants in the LEARN school reform program.

More often, though, their strength manifested in challenges to local reforms.  In Philadelphia, the

PFT challenged Superintendent Hornbeck and his supporters over several issues.  In 1996

Hornbeck attempted to increase teacher accountability, in part, by making teachers responsible

for student absences and by instituting a merit pay plan.  The legislative director for the PTA told

us: “We have been at war with the superintendent.  He’s given a lot of talk, but given no support

for teachers” (Interview 1997).  In the spring of 1998, Superintendent Hornbeck tried to

reconstitute two high schools in distress by transferring seventy-five percent of teachers.  The

union filed grievances with the state labor-relations board over procedural issues.  In August the

arbiter sided with the unions.  Although Hornbeck continued to push higher standards of
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accountability for teachers and administrators, relations with the teachers’ union did improve

(Interview 1997).

Teachers’ unions are one of the strongest interest groups in every state.  Yet, city

teachers’ unions were not often mentioned as influential players who promoted city education

interests or school reform at the state capital.  Why were city teachers’ unions not successful in

promoting the needs of city schools or prominent members of the state education regime?  One

reason could be that city teachers are usually represented by the AFT while teachers in the rest of

the state are represented by the NEA.  These two unions have long haggled over merging, and

during the course of our study there was often conflict between the two groups.  With a larger

membership and financial resources, the NEA was clearly a stronger voice at the state level.

Illinois Urban Union Power

There has long been animosity between the two teachers unions in Illinois, the
Illinois Education Association (IEA) and the Illinois Federation of Teachers (IFT).  The
IEA considers itself an association, rather than a union (although it is affiliated with the
NEA).  Suburban and rural areas are represented by the IEA.  It is larger and wealthier
than the IFT who is based in urban areas (Rossi 1998).  Chicago teachers are organized
under the Chicago Teachers Union (CTU), a branch of the IFT.  This division has often
allowed Illinois policy makers to challenge the CTU without taking on teachers unions as
a whole.  There is a strong affiliation between the CTU/IFT and the Democrats, while the
IEA often works with Republicans.  The IEA has far more clout in the state capital; this is
reflected in the fact that while the IFT’s PAC (political action committee) gave away
about $500,000 last election cycle, the IEA gave away $1.2-1.5 million.

In the city, the unions and the mayor have had a great deal of influence at the state
level.  On issues concerning the Chicago’s public schools the CTU was particularly strong
due to their close identification with the Chicago Democrats and the Democratic dominance
of the House of Representatives.  The 1994 statewide election returned a Republican
majority to both legislative houses to join a Republican governor, dramatically reducing the
power of Chicago (and other) Democrats within state government.  This further curtailed the
power of the CTU though continuing ties between the IEA and outstate Republicans
tempered the overall decline of teacher union power.  Many have said the motivation behind
the 1995 reform was not to help Chicago schools, but was rather a plan of the state
Republicans to reduce the power of the union and to embarrass the Democratic mayor.
Indeed, the reform did put a wedge between the mayor and the unions, his long time
supporters (Interview 1998).
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Another reason that city teachers’ unions were unsuccessful in promoting city schools was

because of a concentration on preserving teacher benefits instead of improving city education.

Urban Business Community

An active local business community can be an important participant in city education

politics.  The differences in decentralization efforts in New York and in Chicago have been

ascribed to the traditional activism of Chicago’s businesses (Gittell 1994).  Corporations in

Minneapolis, Chicago, and San Francisco historically have been involved in education issues

(Gittell 1980).  The urban business community was engaged in local education policy in

Baltimore, Detroit, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, and Chicago.  Surprisingly, findings indicate that

education policy in Minneapolis did not receive much attention from the local business

community.  This was despite a tradition of business involvement in city politics.  At the state

level, however, the business community of Minnesota is highly involved in education,

represented by the Minnesota Business Partnership, comprised of one hundred CEOs.  While

most of these corporations are in the city, the group primarily works with the governor on state-

level policy.

 In cities with an active business community, business involvement often did not go

beyond providing funds for local reform efforts.  They often supported local foundations that

assisted local reform efforts.  This was more apparent in cities with Annenberg Challenge Grant

funding which required matching funds from businesses.  Local businesses rarely engaged in

political battles over city education policy during the period of this study.  The exception was in

Baltimore where the business community supported contracting out the administration of the

system to Education Alternatives Inc. and was later very involved in the state takeover.  Clarence

Stone, as part of his eleven-city study of education reform, found very little evidence of business

involvement in education reform (1988).  This was because businesses chose to engage in broad

debates around education rather than in the time-consuming efforts involved with

implementation (Stone 1998).

The Chicago business community is active on education issues within the city, and they

are also powerful at the state-level.  Chicago business groups were very involved in the 1988

reform, continued to press Springfield for deeper changes in the Chicago school system, and

vigorously supported the 1995 reform.  In 1988, Chicago United (CU), a long-standing,
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influential organization of Chicago businessmen, worked directly with local neighborhood and

activist groups, hired an organizer to lead the reform efforts at the state capitol and provided

financial support.  Their political sophistication and strong ties to political leaders supported the

efforts of the activist groups in the state capitol (Gittell 1994).  Our research revealed, however,

that some lamented the absence of business and its resources for school reform, especially in the

area of coalition organizing.

The Greater Baltimore Committee (GBC) represents approximately 700 companies
from the greater Baltimore area and was organized in 1955.  In 1994, three of the twenty-
nine directors of the GBC board were African American (Orr 1996, 328).  Corporate
leadership is organized by the GBC towards improving Baltimore as a community in
which to live, work, and conduct business.  In 1995, GBC Vice President complained that
Baltimore had changed.  She said, “Baltimore used to be a real hometown.  Where the
heads of the businesses grew up in Baltimore, that is now no longer the case.  It is now
hard to get business involved in the community” (Interview 1995).  The general goal of the
GBC is one of economic development, including the development of well-educated
citizens and workers.

The GBC, according to Marion Orr, became involved in education in the 1980s
(Orr 1996).  The GBC has several education programs including the Adopt-A-School
Program, the Baltimore Commonwealth, the School/Business Partnership Program, the
College Bound Foundation, School-to-Work Academies, and the Academy for Educational
Leadership.  GBC sponsors training sessions with new school principals in Baltimore City
including a three-day training period and follow-up every six weeks.  They also have
developed specific computer accounting software for school principals (Interview 1995).
Orr found this training program “is designed to prepare principals for the procurement,
budgeting, and other management responsibilities expected of them under school-based
management” (Orr 1996, 328).  The GBC has had some disagreements with Mayor
Schmoke.  The GBC supported the takeover of Baltimore schools and the subsequent
contract with the private manager Education Alternatives Inc. (EAI).  Orr states, “GBC has
long advocated implementing private management techniques in the operation of BCPS”
(Orr 1996, 334).  Mayor Schmoke originally supported the takeover and contract but
dismissed EAI in December of 1995.  The mayor was also opposed to the reconstitution
plan of 1996 until he got more control over the board and more money for the school
district (Orr 1996).  In short, GBC, BUILD, and the mayor have a love/hate triangle with
alliances and disagreements over education issues, each allied with another against the
third, at one time.
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City Absence in the State Education Regime

City interests have little influence over education politics at the state level.  This was

clearly stated by a diverse group of interviewees.  The reasons for the omission of city school

interests from state education regimes are numerous.

Racism and anti-city resentment were cited by interviewees as a reason for the lack of

response by the state to city school needs.  They felt city stakeholders were marginalized because

of historical tensions between the city and the rest of the state.  Racism among leaders at the state

level and their constituents was often brought up by our interviewees to explain anti-city school

policies.

Anti-city sentiments are tied to racism as cities have a concentration of minority

populations.  The school population usually has an even larger number of minority students.  By

1990, African Americans and Latinos comprised 36% of the U.S. urban population and only

14% of the U.S. suburban population.  These numbers are even more extreme in certain states

such as New Jersey where city populations are 63% minority while suburbs are only 15%

minority.  These figures are presented in the table found in the first chapter of this report.  (See

Table One.)

Philadelphia
Philadelphia’s interests have not been strongly represented at the state level.  At the time of

our research, Pennsylvania state politics did not produce any major proposals for additional funding
or refor4m programs aimed at specifically helping urban areas.  Advocacy groups and political
leaders in Philadelphia believed it pointless to expect any programs to arise in Harrisburg.  They
gave several reasons: First, there was a Republican governor and both houses of the legislature were
Republican.  Second, representation of urban areas has dropped in the legislature.  Moreover, there
are no prominent minority players in the state legislature.  Finally, Pennsylvania has a very
conservative political culture.  Many of our interviewees paraphrased the oft-quoted James Carville:
Pennsylvania is Philadelphia on one side, Pittsburgh on the other, and Alabama in the middle.  One
interviewee said, “In Pennsylvania, its Philadelphia against the rest of the state.  It’s ugly.  Not very
well hidden.  It’s racist and bipartisanly racist” (Interview 1996).  Another interviewee said:

 There is a long standing rift between Philadelphia and the rest of the
state.  A lot of representatives get elected to combat Philadelphia.
Long history goes back to the days when Philadelphia controlled the
legislature.  The rest of the state resented that.  We’re still living with
that residual (Interview 1997). .

In A Prayer for the City, Buzz Bissinger found that racism was pervasive in the state capital.
He wrote: “The state capital of Harrisburg was a miserable place, not only because the town was an
ugly and crummy backwater but also because of the absolutely corrosive attitude that most legislators
bore toward the city.  Cohen himself saw it when a legislator whom he had never met before
expressed his admiration for the mayor this way: ‘He's done a helluva better job than the nigger you
had in there before’” (Bissinger 1997, 312).
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In sum, there is no common agreement about education goals within cities.  There is, in

other words, a lack of civic capacity around education (Stone 1998).  Mayors, advocacy

organizations, teachers’ unions, superintendents, school boards, and the business community are

important participants in city education, yet their influence does not reach the state capital.  As

explained above, there were not any strong coalitions within the city, a likely contributor to state-

level weakness.  Few formal coalitions around education existed in any of our cities, and there

was little agreement about education goals.  When city stakeholders were interviewed, they most

often identified increased funding as the issue that most needed to be addressed by the state.

Yet, they did not organize to change funding.  Some city stakeholders felt that governance

change was an important issue.  Others felt that vouchers and charter schools were important.

Overall, they did not seem to have a united message or plan of action for working at the state-

level.  Perhaps it would do them good to remember the old adage, “United we stand, divided we

fall.”
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CONCLUSION: WHERE WE’VE BEEN AND WHERE WE CAN GO…

As a result of this nine-state study of state political regimes, we conclude that there has

been a shift in power within the states.  The old regime in state education policy was led by the

teachers’ unions, administrative associations, the state education departments, the state boards of

education, and their local counter parts.  The education professionals controlled much of the

decision making in state education politics until the 1980s when a national shift to more

conservative ideological politics and the election of conservative governors contributed to the

creation of a new regime at the state level.

 After studying charter school and school equity policies in our nine states, we found new

participants involved in education decision-making.  Elected officials, primarily governors and

some legislators, are assuming new leadership roles.  Many of these governors were elected on

conservative platforms reflecting the suburbanization of America and its corresponding

priorities.  Resultant is that they had little interest in reforming urban schools; they were even

less interested in building local advocacy and participation.  The new regimes, as advanced by

the conservative governors, included high-stakes testing, expansion of standards, vouchers, and

charter schools.

There was (with exceptions) a dearth of local city advocacy groups in the state capitals.

Resultant was a shocking absence of those who promoted the interests and priorities of city

students and schools.  Coalitions of city advocates were virtually non-existent.  Informal

stakeholders including the business community and religious leaders are also very active.

Unions and professional organizations still have a great deal of power, but they are not longer

considered the sole sources of expertise on school policies.  Historically part of the urban

agenda, state aid policies, financial equity, decentralization, and affirmative action, were not part

of the new regime agendas.

Where do we go from here?

What hope is there for a turn around which will once again lead us to an era of concern

for the immigrant and minority populations, especially for those in urban schools who suffer the

greatest harms from the American educational inequities?  Three solutions are most often

discussed.  First, there is the need to regionalize and join the interests of cities and suburbs,
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especially inner suburbs, so that the prejudices evident in state policies can be effectively

challenged.  Regional governments, some suggest, will result in more fair re-distributive funding

policies, following active campaigns by coalitions of White, Latino and African American

interests in common cause to influence state and national policies.  We are not sanguine that such

alliances are even possible, and there is little evidence supporting the possibility of such

alliances.  In fact, regional solutions are too often dominated by the professionals and suburban

leaders, not city minority leaders.  Many of these minority leaders only recently gained power,

power that might be lost or minimized in regional coalitions.

Another solution is to expand the federal role in setting appropriate goals and protect the

value of equity and impose additional requirements on the states.  Strong national leadership is

critical.  Ideally, the president would champion this important role for the federal government.

Unfortunately, recent pronouncements from Washington, from the newly elected President, and

from the state houses and the activist conservative governors move in quite another direction.

Devolution does not take place in a vacuum.  If the federal government abandons its historical

compensatory education role to the states, equity goals will be further damaged.

A third solution would encourage the building of stronger grass roots advocacy

organizations, expanding community roles and encouraging communities to assert control over

local schools, ultimately building sufficient power to change state leaders, regimes, and policies.

All three solutions working in tandem could make a difference, but the chances of any of them

happening are slim.  Whoever said institutional change was easy!

There are too few states prepared to carry on the battle for equity and equality, too many

political leaders responding to suburban interests, adverse to city populations and school needs.

It is not surprising that the National Governors Association promotes devolution and increased

state discretion in the use of federal funds.  It is clear that such a policy will give state regimes,

which have conflicting values and motivations, primacy.  If these policies are adopted, local

activism will be further marginalized and urban school reform will be relegated to privatization

or the creation of alternative schools outside the system, taking the most active advocates out of

the battle.  As a result, the only recourse will be the courts.  Indeed, we see that we are already

moving in that direction.  Among those few advocacy groups still working towards equity, many

already focus only on the courts, not in forming coalitions or even building broad political

support behind rulings.
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In tandem with court cases, or itself as a point of advocacy, should be analysis and

organization around the tax regimes in place in the states and their impact on school equity.

After all, the structural inequality of our school systems is partially the result of numerous

funding mechanisms, including property taxes.  While there have been victories and failures in

the courts, it is clear that neither an order of the court nor a legislative edict can be implemented

without adequate monies.  Fleeter (1996) identified six types of school property tax systems.

That such a variation of structures is in place, ranging from no restrictions on increases to voter

approved, to tax rate caps, affirms the need to broadly incorporate this into school equity

movement strategies. 

That school reform agendas are successful in the long term is, in part, dependent on

whether they are comprehensive.  Guaranteeing broader participation of a wider cross section of

stakeholders in education confirms our commitment to improved governance and to the

democratic political process.  Parents and communities are clearly stakeholders whose increased

involvement moves us toward ensuring that commitment.  In short, school reform in America

should be an ongoing and dynamic process, as is the democratic system itself.
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FINDINGS

� Governors

In the 1980s, elected officials played a larger role in initiating education reform.  Governors were

increasingly active in education policy-making, but the legislators were in the forefront of this

activism (Fuhrman 1990).  Governors began moving beyond budgetary responsibilities to take

on education quality issues (Kirst 1984), but their interests in education did not go beyond

certain high-profile issues (Rosenthal 1990).  Governors, over half of whom adopted austerity

budgets in 1982, latched on to the call for educational reform as a way of bolstering their states

failing economies.  In an effort to attract new investors to their states, some governors used

improved education as a selling point.

By the mid 1990s, governors played a more important role in setting the educational agendas in

their states.  Education was, without question, a key agenda item for each governor in our study;

these governors either identified education as their “fundamental priority” or said that they

wished to be known as the “Education Governor” in their 1997 State of the State addresses.

Governors allied themselves with business organizations, religious groups, taxpayer

organizations, and suburbanites; they tried to reduce the independence of state education

bureaucracies; they challenged the authority of the unions; and governors superseded legislative

leaders.  Their educational goals gave priority to vouchers, charter schools, state takeovers, and

standards.  The agendas of these governors eschewed the issues of race and equity, and the need

for city school reform.

All the governors in our study proposed major educational reforms between 1995-1997.  Five of

the nine governors supported voucher plans with the strongest support coming from governors

Carlson and Ridge.  Charter schools in various forms were initiated and supported by most

governors.  While some governors increased funding to state education programs and others

were forced to address inequities because of court orders, no governor initiated equity reform or

made city school issues a priority.  On governance reforms, their programs were inconsistent.

Some governors promoted local control and reduced state mandates, others increased state
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control through takeovers of city schools and state-level accountability programs, and others

were interested in both.  Many governors put forward reforms that increased teacher certification

requirements and limited collective bargaining rights.

Legislatures and Governors

In Pennsylvania, the power struggle between the governor and the education committee chairs

became open and hostile in 1996.  Republican Governor Ridge introduced his charter school plan

through a freshman representative without consulting the four chairs.  The slighted majority

chairs, most of whom were also Republicans, allied with the minority chairs to challenge the

governor on his charter school proposal and his two voucher proposals.  This conflict was so

intense that the governor and Senator Rhodes, the chair of the Senate Education Committee,

were not on speaking terms during this period.  Many observers of Pennsylvania politics argued

that this conflict undermined the governor’s ability to implement his ambitious education

program.

In most states, however, this transition to a gubernatorial-centered regime was smoother.

Governors, rather than the chairs, proposed major education reforms and shepherded them

through the legislative process.  In addition, chairs were supportive of their governor’s

initiatives.  While some analysts claim that governors exert only a “showy influence on selected

issues” (Mazzoni 1994) while leaving most of the “steady work” to legislators, we found that

governors and staff were doing more of the policy development which was traditionally the role

of legislative committees.  For example, Governor Whitman of New Jersey, rather than the

legislature, put forward a detailed proposal for a system of state wide standards in 1997.

In addition, governors organized special committees composed of their appointees, often

members of the business community, to study particular issues in education.  These committees

provided the governor with information and legitimacy to support his or her proposals.  They

also gave the governor independence from the education committees that had monopolized

specialized information in the past.  These committees or special commissions were organized by

the governors around the issues of finance reform, standards, and property tax reform.
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The trend toward gubernatorial leadership has benefited from recently enacted legislative term

limits in twenty-one states.  The California legislature, for example, has a two-term limit for its

members.  This diminishes the ability of committee chairs to build coalitions and establish a

command of the policy area over a sustained period of time.  In this context, governors with a

focused agenda can now set priorities for the legislature.

In the nine states, the Republican party was increasingly powerful, especially among governors.

A majority of the country’s governors are now Republican, including seven of the nine

governors in our study.  State legislatures are becoming increasingly Republican in the south.  In

two of our southern states, traditional control by Democrats was weakening.  The Texas Senate

gained a Republican majority in 1997, and the Georgia Senate is likely to become Republican

controlled.  However, the Democratic party seems to be stronger in the northern legislatures.

Democrats won back the senate in California and the house in Michigan in 1997.  In 1998,

Democrats won back the governorship in California, and the Reform party won the governorship

in Minnesota.  This party split could point to increased conflict between the legislature and the

governor over education issues in the future.

State Superintendents and State Boards of Education

School professionals have always had a large role in state education regimes.  The state

superintendent or the chief state school officer and the state board of education were identified in

the past as the most influential decision-makers over education.  In many states, these positions

are appointed giving them greater independence from other elected officials.  This self-contained

bureaucracy has resisted and prevented reforms that they oppose.

In other states, governors have closer control over the state education bureaucracy.  They appoint

the state superintendent and members of the school board.  We found that the governors

increasingly dominated elected state superintendents and boards.  In California and Georgia, the

elected state superintendents deferred to the governors’ education policies.  In states where the

governor appoints the education commissioner, several governors used their appointees to

propose the most controversial aspects of their agenda.  This was evident in New Jersey and in

Pennsylvania.  Governor Whitman’s Commissioner of Education, Leo Klagholz, put forward her
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school finance plan and charter school initiative, drawing criticism away from the governor.

According to several interviewees, Governor Ridge chose his state commissioner of education

from outside the education establishment to find someone supportive of vouchers and strong

charter schools.

In several cases, governors added to their formal powers over education by limiting the power of

the state education bureaucracy.  In 1995, Governor Carlson of Minnesota abolished the state

department of education and created a new agency, the Department of Children, Families, and

Learning, which includes many of the functions of the former education department.  The

governor appoints its commissioner, and the new department directly reports to the governor.

Governor Miller also institutionalized additional power over education for the office of governor.

Significant new education programs were established which were not under the jurisdiction of

the Department of Education.  The HOPE scholarship program, the Pre-K initiative, and the

Office of School Readiness are all under the direct control of the governor.

In 1998, Governor Engler of Michigan also transferred authority from the state board of

education to his appointed superintendent.  His school chief has responsibility over rule-making,

teacher certification, and school accreditation.  His executive decision was upheld by the state

appeals court, but it is being challenged in the state supreme court.

� Informal Stakeholders

Regime analysis attempts to map out informal and formal power relations among a diverse group

of stakeholders both inside and outside government and to assess the impact of these

arrangements on policy outcomes.  It places special importance on the business elite which, "has

no power of command over the community at large and can be defeated on any given issue", but

also little of "an activist agenda that can be accomplished without its cooperation" (Stone 1989,

197).  In the state education regime, the teachers’ unions, the business community, and religious

interest groups informally influence the decision-making process.  These groups lobby elected

officials, finance campaigns, organize voters, and propose their own reforms.  Our research

found that the business elite and religious organizations were increasing in importance.
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•  Teachers’ and Professional Unions

The teachers’ and professional unions have always been among the most powerful interest

groups in state politics.  They contribute the largest amount of PAC money to state legislative

campaigns and are an effective lobbying force.  Unions are major participants in education

regimes at the state and local level.  They effectively use state legislation to shape collective

bargaining at the district level.  During the 1970s, analysts claimed that policy makers were no

longer “able to set policy unless the policy is consistent with the union objectives” (Grimshaw

1979, 150).

In the 1990s, these formidable members of state education regimes were still able to fend off

perceived threats to their power such as vouchers.  Most of the Republican governors in the

study allied with business groups, the Catholic Church, and the Christian Right in support of a

plan to provide students with public funds to attend schools of their choosing.  Governors

Carlson and Ridge were especially vigilant in their promotion of vouchers.  Their attempts were

unsuccessful in part because teachers’ unions organized diverse coalitions to block them.

In June of 1998, union strength was demonstrated by their defeat of Proposition 226 in

California.  Governor Wilson sponsored this initiative which would have required annual, written

permission from union members before a union could contribute their dues to political

campaigns.  He received support from members of the business community and taxpayer

organizations.  Although similar legislation was passed in Washington State in 1992, a large

Democratic turnout for the gubernatorial primary benefited the union's cause, and it was defeated

by 53% of the vote (1998).  In November of 1988, its power was again felt when California

Governor-elect Gray Davis included the teachers' union prominently in his new education task

force.

Clearly union power within the education regime is still strong, but challenges to their control

increased in the 1990s, and they compromised with governors on issues related to teacher tenure

reforms, restrictions on collective bargaining, and increased assessment.  New performance

assessment policies and alternative teacher education laws were passed in Maryland, and tougher
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tenure laws were enacted in Pennsylvania and New Jersey.  In April 1994, Governor Engler of

Michigan and the legislature enacted a bill that took away some collective-bargaining rights and

instituted fines for striking teachers.  The 1995 Chicago school legislation sharply limited issues

subject to collective bargaining, created an eighteen-month moratorium on teacher strikes, and

partially limited teacher tenure.

Teachers’ organizations increasing acceptance of charter school legislation, provided it maintains

all the restrictions of their collective bargaining agreements and the number of schools are

limited, suggests their recognition of the need to accept some reforms.  Although most unions

opposed the stronger charter laws of 1995-1997, they begrudgingly supported weaker charter

laws, particularly in the face of voucher threats.  They were also forced to accept some form of

charter school legislation when proposals were strongly proposed and backed by the governor.

Many of the conservative governors in our study openly attacked the unions on their opposition

to charter school reform as they found no reason to be deferential to unions who did not support

their election to office.  Governor Engler in his 1996 State of the State address said,

Regrettably, there are special interests in our state that feel threatened by change.

They don't want better teachers to be better paid. They don't want parents to have

the freedom to choose their schools. They don't want a report card on their

performance.  They don't want a charter school competing with them.  They just

don't want change.  They are defenders of the status quo -- which is Latin for how

messed up things are!  But I've got a message for those of you who stand in the

way: It's time you get out of the way!  (1996)

Unions fought governors on the issue of charters in Texas, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Georgia,

California, Minnesota, and Michigan.  A representative of the Texas Federation of Teachers

(AFT) characterized this battle as “the beginning of the thirty years war.”

•  Business

In most of the states, business created organizations devoted to lobbying the state legislature for

certain types of school reform or formed coalitions with other stakeholders in education.  These

groups include the Texas Business Education Coalition, the Minnesota Business Partnership,
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TechNet in California, the Business Education Partnership in Pennsylvania, and the Maryland

Business Roundtable.

In many states, business groups allied with the governors to support reforms.  In Minnesota, the

Minnesota Business Partnership supported Governor Perpich’s post-secondary option and public

school choice measures that preceded their landmark charter school legislation.  This coalition

was able to prevail over the objections of the teachers’ unions.  In Illinois, the 1988 Chicago

school reform was backed by a powerful coalition that included the governor, the mayor of

Chicago, community based organizations and business groups (Gittell 1994).

In Maryland, there is a strong relationship between the private sector and the governor.  During

his election campaign, the governor of Maryland opposed performance-based assessment and

alternative teacher education that conflicted with interests of the unions who had been supporters

of his campaign.  Six months after his election, he changed his position to support these

assessment changes because of pressure from the private sector and local communities.

In New Jersey, business interests were increasingly involved with Governor Whitman on

education policy issues.  Whitman met with IBM representatives who stated their desire to

become more involved in charter schools and privatization.  Charter schools were supported in

New Jersey by the Prudential Foundation, AT&T, and the Dodge Foundation.

Though we determined that business interest in education was increasing and that they usually

allied with the Republican governors on vouchers, charter schools, and universal standards, it is

very difficult to make generalizations about their roles in different cities and states.  The business

community is not monolithic.  In general, it seems that smaller and industrial business

organizations including manufacturer associations and chambers of commerce seemed more

likely to support Republican officials and “market-based” education reforms.  Larger businesses

appeared more likely to work in coalitions with education professionals and were less likely to

support vouchers and privatization plans.  In addition, one interviewee said that younger CEOs

were less interested in broad-based education reform since they planned to use labor in other

countries while the older CEOs felt more a part of the community.
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•  Christian and Catholic Interest Groups

Our research disclosed that religious groups played an important informal role in state education

policy.  In many states, the Catholic Church was an important supporter of vouchers.  Christian

groups were interested in curriculum reforms, decentralization, and vouchers.  Christian-based

interest groups were especially active in Texas, Georgia, and Pennsylvania.  In Georgia and

Texas, they controlled key positions in the education bureaucracy.  Linda Shrenko, Georgia’s

elected state superintendent, championed the interest of Christian groups.  In Texas, at least five

of the fifteen members of the elected state school board of education are affiliated with the

Christian Right.

Because of their growing numbers, activist Christian groups have been influential in shifting

many state governors to more conservative education policies.  A representative of the AFT in

Texas said of Governor Bush, “he has had to deliver to both sides of his party, the country club

Republicans and the religious right.  In his heart of hearts, I don’t think he has much use for the

Religious Right, but you can’t maintain power in this state without them” (Interview 1996).  The

religious right has grown more rapidly in Texas than anywhere else in the country.  Between

1991 and 1994, more than one hundred chapters of the Christian Coalition were formed

(Beinart 1998).  Ex-governor of Texas Ann Richards’ daughter Cecile is the director of a newly

formed watchdog group of the Christian Right, Texas Freedom Network.

The role of the Catholic Church in the education politics is far more difficult to assess.  Their

influence tends to be manifested in a subtler manner.  One interviewee spoke of the Bishop from

Philadelphia quietly walking throughout the state legislature and speaking to key members of the

legislature.  The church was supportive of the two voucher proposals in this state, but they tend

to work behind-the-scenes.  Many interviewees mentioned that the Catholic Church was very

involved with promoting vouchers, especially in Philadelphia and in Texas.  In Texas, the

Catholic Church has the largest percentage of private schools in the state, and many of them are

in financial trouble.
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According to one interviewee, “They are taking a beating.  There are no more nuns.  Science

education and special education cost them a lot of money.  Vouchers look like a way out for

them.  The Catholic Church is not loud but they are bankrolling this deal.  They are the big

money players.  They have a dominant number of kids in private schools” (Interview 1997).
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AFTERWARD

As the new and active participants in state education policy-making have emerged,

attention has shifted away from the needs of city school systems and city populations.  Suburban

interests dominate the state agendas on education, and the effect has been to marginalize the

education needs of people of color, new immigrants, and the poor in the cities.  School reform in

the cities now takes a back burner to the new ideologies governing state politics.  There is a

general lack of city opposition coalitions to counter the new state policies that ignore their

interests and concerns.  The former activists in the civil rights communities and in the unions

have not been active in the cause of city school reform.

As we go to press, we learn about the new statistics resultant from the 2000 census.  The

numbers indicate that segregation in some places has increased.  Gary Orfield of Harvard

University stated “The trends in the 2000 census should be taken as a warning that our historic

problem of black exclusion is taking on new and complex dimensions” (Schmitt 2001, n.p.).

Census data indicates that all but one of the most segregated cities are in our study states.  The

Associated Press, on April 3, 2001, listed America’s most segregated cities.  For “Black –

White” segregation they cited Detroit, Milwaukee, New York, Chicago, and Newark, NJ.

“Hispanic – White” segregation was most extreme in New York, Newark, NJ, Los Angeles/Long

Beach, Chicago, and Philadelphia.

The Lewis Mumford Center at the State University of New York recently produced an

analysis of the 2000 census figures, Ethnic Diversity Grows, Neighborhood Integration Is at a

Standstill.  They concluded:

[T]he average white person in metropolitan America lives in a neighborhood that

is almost 83% white and only 7% black.  In contrast, a typical black individual

lives in a neighborhood that is only 33% white and as much as 54% black.

Diversity is experienced very differently in the daily lives of whites, blacks,

Hispanics, and Asians…  Residential segregation, particularly among blacks and

whites, remains high in cities and suburbs around the country . . .

Neighborhood integration has remained a goal of public policy and popular

opinion because it is seen as proof of the American ideal of equal opportunity.

But in fact, the growth of minority populations and the absence of improvement in
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segregated living patterns has meant that Hispanics and Asians now live in more

isolated settings than they did in 1990, with a smaller proportion of white

residents in their neighborhoods.

Clearly the new numbers, reflective of our increased national diversity and continued

segregation, will fuel many changes including new legislation to address the new numbers at the

various levels of our federal system, new policy proposals from the private sector, and new truths

and allegations about race and racism in the United States.  These new numbers present

opportunities for both formal and informal stakeholders to positively impact public education.

However given the marginalization that has resulted from suburban driven education at the state

level, whether it is an opportunity that is seized or squandered remains to be seen.
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APPENDIX A

Governors, Party, and Education Agendas

Governor Party Education Proposals

CA

Wilson

R � Proposed vouchers in 1996 and 1997.

� Strongly supported charter schools.

� Proposed nearly $2 billion in new state funds in a range of education proposals.  The bulk of the new

money went into a very popular class size reduction program which provides monetary incentives to

districts which can meet certain class size reduction goals. This is considerably easier for rural and

(older) suburban districts that do not have the overcrowding and general facility problems that face urban

schools.

� Proposed changes in statewide teacher certification.

� Recognized as a “leader” in barring illegal immigrant children from attending public schools.

GA

Miller

D � Against vouchers.

� Supported decreasing restrictions and regulations and increasing funding for charter schools.

� Prioritized education in every budget since his election.  In the past two years, the budget for education

has gone up from 50% of the total budget to 54% of the total budget.  In addition, $2 billion has been

raised by the lottery that of his programs directly under his control, instead of the department of

education.  He has succeeded in making additional institutional changes that strengthen the governor and

weaken the state superintendent.

� Proposed national teacher certification even if it means keeping them an extra week in the summer.

� Proposed a 6%  raise for teachers.

� Proposed and implemented teacher raises, lottery subsidized education, free pre-K, and the HOPE

scholarship which provides free tuition for all students who graduate high school with a B average or

better.

IL

Edgar

R � Against vouchers.

� Strongly supported charter schools.

� Proposed a school equity finance reform which would hold all districts harmless and combined an

increase in state income tax, property tax relief, and modest increases in overall spending on education

through an increase in the foundation formula.  This program was a response to demands from Chicago’s

inner-suburbs.

� Played a major role in Chicago’s school governance reforms.  The 1995 Chicago school budget reform

placed the control of the budget of the Chicago Public Schools directly in the hands of the mayor.
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Governor Party Education Proposals

MD

Glendening

D � Against vouchers.

� Demonstrated little support for charter schools.

� Played a major role in the state takeover of Baltimore schools.

� Proposed additional dollars for school construction and the Maryland Hope Scholarship Program in his

1997 State of the State address.  He included additional dollars to support the expansion of high school

assessment and to support school construction and established the Career Connections Initiative, a

school-to-work program.  He has increased technology in schools.

MI

Engler

R � Suggested vouchers but agreed to charters.

� Primary supporter of Michigan’s very strong charter law and has supported the expansion of charter

schools.

� Led the fundamental change of refinancing the state school system and abolished property taxes in

Michigan.

� Proposed the School District Accountability Act.  In Jan. 1997 which would allow the state to takeover

the administration of a school district if more than 80% of its students failed proficiency tests or if its

dropout rate exceeded 25%.

� Supported restrictions on collective-bargaining rights and instituted fines for striking teachers in April

1994.

MN Carlson R � Zealous advocate of vouchers for low-income students in Minneapolis and St. Paul.  Option to attend

non-public schools.

� Strongly supported charter and choice laws.

� Planned to lift state mandates on public schools, but has not yet detailed his plan.

� Planned to loosen teacher-tenure laws.

� Proposed additional funds for technology, tax-free college savings accounts, and summer jobs for at-

risk youths.

NJ

Whitman

R � Proposed vouchers at the beginning of her administration, but backed down to avoid the controversy.

� Pushed for charter school legislation that went into effect Jan. 1996.  Her plan had strong union

support.

� Placed herself in the center of finding a solution to the court-mandated finance formula revision linking

fiscal spending and budget appropriations to a set of core curriculum standards for every student in every

New Jersey public school.

� Supported state takeovers of Patterson, Jersey City, and Newark.

� Proposed core curriculum standards.
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Governor Party Education Proposals

PA

Ridge

Rep � Put forward two voucher proposals in 1994 and 1995 which could be applied to private, religious, or

out-of-district schools for all children of families who make less than $70,000.

� Proposed two strong charter school laws.

� Has publicly stated that additional funds won’t improve education.

� Strong proponent of local decision-making.

� Proposed and implemented teacher tenure, re-certification, and sabbatical reform.

� Increased funding for technology in schools and set up an advisory commission on standards.

TX

Bush

Rep � Attempted to get vouchers passed in 1995; later supported a pilot program.

� Supported charter schools and their expansion.

� Proposed a Property Tax Cut Act of 1997 that would lower property taxes by $2.8 billion a year and

increase the state sales and motor vehicle tax, and start a business activity tax.  His plan would abolish

the corporate franchise tax and the school property tax on business inventory and place a 1-1/4% levy on

all forms of business that brought in more than $500,000 after certain expenses and capital investments

are subtracted.

� Called for downsizing the state agency and giving more decision-making to local districts.

� Has stated that his fundamental priority is the “education of our children”.

� Supported increased accountability.



120

 APPENDIX B

Type and Number of Formal Interviews in Nine States

Local Advocacy Groups 49 Attorneys 2

State-wide Advocacy Groups 31 Academics 4

State Agencies * 14 Consultants 3

Local School Administrators 14 Independent Activists 1

State Legislature 21 Lobbyists 1

Mayors and City Councils 6 Foundations 2

Teachers’ Unions 18 Journalists 2

Administrative Associations 12 Religious Organizations 3

Business Groups 16 Total 199

* Includes Governor’s Office

Number of Formal Interviews in Each State

California 15

Georgia 23

Illinois 21

Maryland 22

Michigan 14

Minnesota 36

New Jersey 19

Pennsylvania 25

Texas 24
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APPENDIX C

Interview Instrument

Open-ended questions

1. Interest Groups - i.e., Business Community, Religious Groups, Advocacy Groups (we have

most of the groups already identified, but should confirm with interviewee if there are any other

groups that we don’t know about.)

A. Did they support charters/finances?  Why?

B. Were they uniformly behind it or were some groups more into than others?

C. How did they support it?  How strong was their support? Provide lobbying?  Dollars?

Set up meetings?  Rallies?  Mailings?  Advertising? Testimony at hearings or court

cases?

D. Did they have suggestions of their own or did they just go along with what the

governor or others had to say?

E. Did they have any open confrontations with other groups about it?  Who won?

F. Has their position changed over time?  Why?

2. Legislature

A. Which members of the legislature have been strongest on charters/finance?  Which

members of the legislature proposed the legislation?  What area of the state are they

from? Why have they been behind it?  What part of their constituency would benefit?

What position do they hold within the legislature (what committee are they on/ chair or

not)

B. Whom did they conflict with over this issue?

C. How was the legislation changed over time?  Who was most influential in altering it?

D. What outside groups had the most influence within the legislature?  When talking to
legislative aides, find out who came to lobby or give testimony during hearings.
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3. Governor

A. What has been the Governor’s stance on charter schools and finance?

B. Did he/she propose any legislation on these topics?

C. Did his/her position change over time?

D. Did he/she put together special committee to look at this topic?

E. How did they influence the legislature on this issue?  How did they push the issue

within the public?

4. Education Bureaucracy

A. What has been their stance on charter schools and finance?

B. Did they propose any legislation on these topics?

C. Did their position change over time?

D. Have they conflicted with other groups about charters/finance?

5. General Questions

A. Is there any concerted effort to improve education in urban areas through these

proposals?  Who would you say benefits most?

B. Who else should I speak to learn more about this topic?



123

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aji, Maria A.  1995.  “Intra-metropolitan Productivity Variations of Selected Manufacturing and
Business Service Sectors: What Can We Learn from Los Angeles?”  Urban Studies 32:1081-
1096.

Anderson, Andy B., Douglas L. Anderton, and John Michael Oakes.  1994.  “Environmental
Equity: Evaluating TDSF Sitting Over the Past Two Decades.”  Waste Age 25(7): 83-100.

Anderton, Douglas L., Andy B.  Anderson, Peter H. Rossi, John Michael Oakes, Michael R.
Fraser, Eleanor W. Weber, and Edward J. Calabrese.  1994a  “Hazardous Waste Facilities:
Environmental Equity Issues in Metropolitan Areas.”  Evaluation Review 18(2): 123-140.

Anderton, Douglas L., Andy B. Anderson, John Michael Oakes, and Michael R. Fraser.  1994b.
“Environmental Equity: The Demographics of Dumping.”  Demography 31(2): 229-248.

Annenberg Foundation.  2000. “K-12 Challenge Grant Program.”  See:
http://www.whannenberg.org/challeng.htm.

Anyon, Jean.  1997.  Ghetto Schooling: A Political Economy of Urban Educational Reform.
New York, New York: Teachers’ College Press.

Augenblick, J.  1998.  “The Role of State Legislatures in School Finance Reform: Looking
Backward and Looking Ahead.”  In Strategies for School Equity: Creating Productive Schools in
a Just Society, edited by Marilyn Gittell.  New Haven: Yale University Press.

Ayers, Edward L., Patricia Nelson Limerick, Stephen Nissenbam, and Peter S. Onuf.  1996.
All Over the Map: Rethinking American Regions.  Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa.  1994.  Almanac of American Politics.  Washington, D.C.:
National Journal.

Bastian, Ann, Norm Fruchter, Marilyn Gittell, Colin Greer, and Kenneth Haskins.  1986.
Choosing Equality: The Case for Democratic Schooling.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Baumgartner, Frank and Bryan D. Jones.  1993.  Agendas and Instability in American Politics.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Beinhart, Peter.  1998.  “The Big Debate.”  The New Republic (March 16): 21.

Bell, Charles G.  1984.  “California.”  In Political Life of American States, edited by Alan
Rosenthal and Maureen Moakley.  New York: Praeger.

Beyle, Thad, ed.  1992.  Governors and Hard Times.  Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly Press.



124

Bissinger, Buzz.  1997.  A Prayer for the City.  New York: Random House.

Borman, Kathryn M. and Nancy P. Greeman, eds.  1994.  Changing American Education:
Recapturing the Past or Inventing the Future.  Albany: State University of New York Press.

Bowler, Mike.  1994.  “ACLU Suing Maryland.”  Baltimore Sun (Howard Edition), Dec. 7, at
2B.

_____.  1995.  “Md.  School Chief Given Extension by State Board.”  Baltimore Sun, August 30,
at 1B.

Boyd, William and Charles Kirchner, eds.  1987.  The Politics of Excellence and Choice in
Education.  New York: The Falmer Press.

Bradford, David F. and Harry Kelejian.  1973.  “An econometric model of the flight to the
suburbs.”  Journal of Political Economy 81: 566-589.

Bray, Thomas J.  1995  “The Coming Showdown over ‘Choice.’”  Detroit News, Dec. 10,
Opinion section.

Brown, B.L.  1998.  “Nine Prince George’s Schools under Threat of Takeover.  MD Demands
Fast Action to Improve Schools.”  Washington Post, Jan. 29, at A1.

Browne, William P. and Kenneth Ver Berg.  1995.  Michigan Politics and Government: Facing
Change in a Complex State.  Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Burgess, Ernest W. and Donald J. Bogue, eds.  1964.  Contribution to Urban Sociology.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Burns, Nancy and Gerald Gamm.  1997.  “Creatures of the State: State Politics and Local
Government, 1871-1921.”  Urban Affairs Review 33: 59-96.

Business Roundtable.  1989.  Business Means Business about Education.  New York: The
Business Roundtable.

Business Strategies That Work: A Planning Guide for Educational Restructuring.  1990.
Washington, D.C.: National Alliance of Business.

Center for Education Reform.  1998.  “Charter School Highlights and Statistics.”
http://edreform.com/pubs/chglance.htm.

Champagne, Anthony and Rick Collis.  1984.  “Texas.”  In Political Life of American States,
edited by Alan Rosenthal and Maureen Moakley, eds.  New York: Praeger.



125

Chicago Daily Herald.  1998.  “Lots of Support for School Funding Reform but…  “  Editorial,
Jan. 12, at 15.

Cohen, Warren.  1998.  “The New Education Bazaar: Charter Schools Represent the Free Market
in Action – with All Its problems.”  U.S.  News and World Report  April 27.  See:
http://www.usnews.com/usnews/issue/980427/27char.htm.

Coleman, James.  1982.  High School Achievement: Public, Catholic, and Private Schools
Compared.  New York: Basic Books.

Coles, Adrienne.  2000.  “Wyoming Finance Case Nearing Final Decision.”  Education Week,
Jan. 12.  See: http://www.edweek.com.

Crotty, Patricia McGee.  1993. “Pennsylvania: Individualism Writ Large.”  In Interest Group
Politics in the Northeastern States, edited by Clive S. Thomas and Ronald J. Hrebenar.
University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press.

Cumming, Doug.  1997. “Charter School Bill Stalls; ‘Propaganda’ Cited.”  Atlanta Journal and
Constitution, March 20, at 1D.

Darden, Joe T. and Richard Child Hill, June Thomas, and Richard Thomas.  1987.  Detroit: Race
and Uneven Development.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Davidson, Chandler.  1990.  Race and Class in Texas Politics.  Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Davis, Mike.  1992.  City of Quartz.  New York: Vintage Books.

Day, Jennifer C.  and Avalaura L. Gaither.  2000.  “Voting and Registration in the Election of
November 1998.”  A Current Population Report from the U.S.  Bureau of the Census.  See:
http://www.census.gov/prod/2000pubs/p20-523.pdf.

DeLeon, Richard Edward.  1992.  Left Coast City.  Lawrence: University Press of Kansas.

Denton, Nancy A. and Douglas S. Massey.  1991.  “Patterns of Neighborhood Transition in a
Multiethnic World: U.S.  Metropolitan Areas, 1970-1980.” Demography 28: 41-63.

Dickert, Neal Jr.  1995.  “Georgia.”  Education Policy Analysis.  3(July): n.p. See:
http://www.wpaa.asu.edu/epaa/v3n13/ga.html.

Duany, Andres and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk.  1991.  Towns and Town-Making Principles.
Cambridge: Harvard University Graduate School of Design.

Duncan, Beverly.  1956.  “Factors in Work-Residence Segregation: Wage and Salary Workers,
1951.”  American Sociological Review XXI: 48-61.



126

“Edgar Picks Panel to Study School Funding.”  1998.  Chicago Tribune (Metro Chicago ed.),
Feb. 24, n.p.

“Edison Project Receives $25 Million toward For-Profit School Operations.”  1998.
Philanthropy News Digest, 4(22).  See: http://www.fdncenter.org/pnd/19980603/002131.html.

Education Commission of the States.  1981. Has Title I Improved Education for Disadvantaged
Students?  Evidence from Three National Assessments of Reading.  Report No.  S4-D5-50 (181).
Denver: National Assessment of Educational Progress.

Education Week.  1997.  Quality Counts: A Supplement to Education Week.  Bethesda, New
York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

_____.  1998.  Quality Counts ‘98.  Bethesda, New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See
http://www.edweek.org.

_____.  1999.  Quality Counts ‘99.  Bethesda, New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See
http://www.edweek.org.

_____.  2000.  Quality Counts ‘2000.  Bethesda, New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See
http://www.edweek.org.

_____.  2000.   School Finance.  Education Week on the Web.  See http://www.edweek.org.

Eisinger, Peter.  1988. The Rise of the Entrepreneurial State: State and Local Economic
Development Policy in the United States.  Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

Elazar, Daniel.  1984.  American Federalism: A View from the States.  3rd ed.  New York: Harper
& Row.

Elazar, Daniel, Virginia Gray, and Wyman Spano.  1999.  Minnesota Politics and Government
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Elkins, Stephen.  1987.  City Regime in the American Republic.  Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

_____ and Eric McKitrick.  1993.  The Age of Federalism.  New York: Oxford University Press.

Engellener, Jon.  1998.  “Charter School Ballot Measure Draws Mixed Reviews – Critics Fear
Straitjacket of New Rules.”  The Sacramento Bee, April 5, at A6.

Engler, John.  1996.  “Sixth State of the State Address.”  Delivered at the Michigan State Capital
in Lansing, Michigan.



127

Farley, Reynolds and William Frey.  1994.  “Changes in the Segregation of Whites from Blacks
During the 1980s: Small Steps Toward a More Integrated Society.”  American Sociological
Review 59: 23-45.

Finn, C. E. et al.  1997.  The Policy Perils of Charter Schools.  Washington, D.C.: Hudson
Institute.

Firestone, William, Margaret E. Goetz and Gary Natriello.  1998.  From Cashbox to Classroom:
The Struggle for Fiscal Reform and Educational Change in New Jersey.  New York: Teacher’s
College Press.

Fleeter, Howard R.  1996. “An Analysis of the Impact of Property Tax Limitation in Ohio on
Local Revenue for Public Schools.”  Journal of Education Finance 21:343-365.

Frank, Cheryl.  1990.  “Organizing Downstate: Conflicts and Coalitions.”  In After Alinsky:
Community Organizing in Illinois, edited by Peg Knoepfle.  Springfield: Illinois Issues.

Frey, William and Reynolds Farley.  1996.  “Latino, Asian, and Black Segregation in U.S.
Metropolitan Areas: Are Multiethnic Metros Different?”  Demography 31(1): 35-50.

Fuhrman, Susan.  1990.  Legislators and Education Policy.  Symposium on the Legislature in the
Twenty-First Century, Williamsburg, Virginia.

Galster, George C.  1991.  “Black Suburbanization: Has It Changed the Relative Location of
Races?”  Urban Affairs Quarterly 26(4): 621-628.

_____ and W. Mark Keeney.  1988.  “Race, Residence, Discrimination, and Economic
Opportunity: Modeling the Nexus of Urban Racial Phenomena.”  Urban Affairs Quarterly 29(1):
87-117.

Garreau, Joel.  1991.  Edge City: Life on the New Frontier.  New York: Doubleday.

Georgakas, Dan and Marvin Surkin.  1998.  Detroit: I Do Mind Dying.  Cambridge, MA: South
End Press.

Gittell, Marilyn.  1968.  Participants and Participation: A Study of School Policy in New York
City.  New York: Praeger.

_____ and T. Edward Hollander.  1968.  Six Urban School Districts.  New York: Praeger.

_____.  1980.  Limits to Citizen Participation: The Decline of Community Organizations.
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

_____, ed.  1986.  State Politics and the New Federalism.  New York: Longman.



128

_____.  1986.  “The ‘New’ Federalism and Old Politics: Their Impact on (Urban) Education.”  In
State Politics and the New Federalism edited by Marilyn Gittell.  New York: Longman.

_____.  1993.  Achieving Excellence with Equality: The Federal Role.  Testimony prepared for
the Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources Subcommittee on Education, Arts and
Humanities.

_____.  1994.  “School Reform in New York and Chicago: Revisiting the Ecology of Local
Games.” Urban Affairs Quarterly 30(1): 136-151.

_____.  1996.  “Regimes and Reform: State Politics and Urban School Reform: Preliminary
Findings.”  Howard Samuels State Management and Policy Center.

_____, ed.  1998.  Strategies for School Equity: Creating Productive Schools in a Just Society.
New Haven: Yale University Press.

_____.  1998.  “The Ends and the Means of Education.”  Strategies for School Equity: Creating
Productive Schools in a Just Society, edited by Marilyn Gittell.  New Haven: Yale University
Press.

_____.  2000.  “The Political Context of Higher Education.”  American Behavioral Scientist.
43(April): 1058-92.

Goings, Kenneth W.  & Richard A. Mohl, eds.  1996.  The New African American Urban
History.  Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications.

Goodnough, Abby.  1997a.  “New Jersey Schools Planning to Sue Whitman, Asserting State Aid
is Inadequate.”  New York Times, Sept. 21, at 45.

_____.  1997b.  “Rural School District Sues Whitman, Asserting State Aid is Inadequate.”  New
York Times, Dec. 10, at B5.

_____.  1998.  “Whitman Shows Support for Criticized Charter Schools.”  New York Times,
March 19, at B4.

Gordon, R. and L. Della Piana.  1999.  “No Exit? Testing, Tracking, and Students of Color in
U.S.  Public Schools.”  ERASE Reports and Studies.  See: http://www.arc.org/Pages/Enoexit.htm

Gray, Virginia. and H Jacobs, eds.  1999.  Politics in the American States: A Comparative
Analysis.  7th ed.  Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

_____ and Robert B. Albritton, eds.  1990.  Politics and American States.  3rd ed.  Glenview,
Illinois: Scott Foresman and Company.

Greenblatt, Alan.  1996.  “At State Level, Voters Inclined to Stay the Course.”  Congressional
Weekly Report, 54: 1806-09.



129

Greenhouse, Steven.  1998.  “Teachers Reject Merger of Unions By Large Margin.”  New York
Times, July 6, at A1.

Grimshaw, William.  1979.  Union Rule in the Schools.  Lexington: Lexington Books.

Guthrie, J.W.  1987.  “Exploring the Political Economy of National Education Reform.”  In The
Politics of Excellence and Choice in Education, edited by William Boyd and Charles Kirchner.
New York: The Falmer Press.

Helfand, Duke.  1998. “Charter Schools Exempt from Prop.227, State Says.”  Los Angeles
Times, July 28, at A1.

Hendrie, Carolyn.  1997a.  “For 4th Time,Court Rejects N.J.  Formula.”  Education Week, May
21.  See: http://www.edweek.com

_____ .  1997b.  “N.J.  Finance Law Ties Funding and Standards.”  Education Week, Jan. 15.
See: http://www.edweek.com

_____.  1998.  “High Court in N.J. Ends Funding Suit.”  Education Week.  May 27.  See:
http;//www.edweek.com.

Henig, Jeffrey.  1998.  “Market and Community Based Proposals for School Reform.”  Policy
Currents 8(1): 7-8.

Hepburn, Lawrence R.  1993.  “Georgia.”  In Interest Group Politics in the Northeastern States,
edited by Richard J. Hrbenar and Clive Thomas.  University Park: Pennsylvania State University
Press.

Heritage Foundation.  1998a.  “School Choice Programs: California.”  See:
http://www.heritage.org/heritage/schools/california/html.

_____ .  1998b.  “School Choice Programs: Georgia.”  See:
http://www.heritage.org/heritage/schools/georgia/html.

_____ .  1998c.  “School Choice Programs: Michigan.”  See:
http://www.heritage.org/heritage/schools/michigan/html

_____ .  1998e.  “School Choice Programs: New Jersey.”  See:
http://www.heritage.org/heritage/schools/newjersey/html.

_____ .  1998f.  “School Choice Programs: Pennsylvania.”  See:
http://www.heritage.org/heritage/schools/pensylvania/html

_____ .  1998g). “School Choice Programs: Texas.”  See:
http://www.heritage.org/heritage/schools/texas/html



130

Herszenhorn, David M.  1998.  “Newark’s Painful Challenge: Property Taxes Out of Kilter.”
New York Times, July 20, at A1.

Higgins, Benjamin and Donald J. Savoie.  1997.  Regional Development Theories and Their
Applications.  New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers.

Hill, Kim Q., et  al.  1993.  Texas Politics and Government: A Concise Survey.  New York:
MacMillan Publishing Company.

Hochschild, Jennifer.  1985.  Thirty Years after Brown.  Washington, D.C.: Joint Center for
Policy Studies.

Hrbenar, Richard J. and Clive Thomas, eds.  1993.  Interest Group Politics in the Northeastern
States.  University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press.

_____.  1987.  Interest Group Politics and the American West.  Salt Lake City: University of
Utah Press.

Huber, Jay.  1997.  “An Interview with Alex Molnar.” Stay Free April 1997:30-36.

Hula, Richard, Alan DiGaetano, Richard Jelier, and Mark Schauer.  1994.  “The Politics of
School Reform in Detroit.” Paper presented at a meeting of the Urban Affairs Association,
March 3.

Immergluck, Daniel.  1998.  “Progress Confined: Increases in Black Home Buying and the
Persistence of Racial Segregation.”  Journal of Urban Affairs  20(4): 443-458.

Institute for Research in Social Science.  1989.  Study No.  NNSP-MD-002.  See
http://www.irss.unc.edu.

Jargowsky, Paul A.  1993.  “Ghetto Poverty Among Blacks in the 1980s.”  Unpublished paper.
Mentioned in Whitman, David.  “The Shifting State of Black Ghettos: A New Study Answers
Some Big Questions.”  U.S.  News and World Report, Jan. 18, at 3.

Johnston, R.C.  1997.   “New Illinois Law Swells Funding for State’s Poorer School Districts.”
Education Week, Dec. 10.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

_____ .  1998a.  “California Reaches ‘Historic’ Charter School Agreement.”  Education Week,
May 6, at 20.

____ .  1998b. “The Detroit schools want more state funding and flexibility to fight poverty and
an array of school woes.”  In Quality Counts ’98, edited by Education Week.  Bethesda, New
York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See: http://www.edweek.org.



131

_____.  1998.  “Michigan.”  In Quality Counts ’98, edited by Education Week.  Bethesda, New
York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

Jovarsky, Ben.  1990.  “Alinsky’s Legacy.”  In After Alinsky: Community Organizing in Illinois,
edited by Peg Knoepfle.  Springfield: Illinois Issues.

Judge, David and Harold Wolman, and Gerry Stoker, eds.  1995.  Theories of Urban Politics.
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Kane, Pearl R.  1998.  New Jersey Charter Schools: The First Year.  New York: Teacher’s
College at Columbia University.

Kantor, Paul, Hank V. Savitch, and Serena V. Haddock.  1997.  “The Political Economy of
Urban Regimes.”  Urban Affairs Review 32(3): 348-377.

Keleher, Terry, Libero Della Piana and Manijeh Fata.  1999.  “Creating Crisis: How California
Teaching Policies Aggravate Racial Inequality in Public Schools.”  Oakland: Applied Research
Center ERASE Initiative.  See: http://www.arc.org.

Keller, Bess.  2000.  “West Virginia Finance Lawsuit Moving to Resolution after Decades in
Court.”  Education Week, Sept. 6.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

Key, V.O.  1949.  Southern Politics in State and Nation.  New York: Random House.

Kirschten, Dick.  1995.  “Changing Places.”  National Journal, Nov. 4, at 2773.

Kirst, Michael W.  1984.  Who Controls Our Schools?  New York: Freeman.

Kleppner, Paul, et.  al.  1988.  Political Atlas of Illinois.  DeKalb: Northern Illinois University
Press.

Knoepfle, Peg, ed.  1990.  After Alinsky: Community Organizing in Illinois.  Springfield: Illinois
Issues.
Krefetz, Sharon.  1976.  Welfare Policy-Making and City Politics.  New York: Praeger.

Kusmer, Kenneth.  1996.  “African-Americans in the City Since World War II.”  In The New
African American Urban History, edited by Kenneth W. Goings and Richard A Mohl.  Thousand
Oaks, California: Sage Publications.

Lake, Celinda, Alysia Snell and David Sackett.  1997.  Great Expectations: How American
Voters View Children’s Issues.  Washington, D.C.: Lake Research Inc. and the Terrance Group.
See http://www.childrenspartnership.org/pub/next/0497/whynow.html.

Layton, Donald H.  and Jay D. Scribner, eds.  1994.  The Study of Educational Politics.  New
York: The Falmer Press.



132

Lewis, Dan A. and Shadd Maruna.  1999.  “The Politics of Education.”  In Politics in the
American States: A Comparative Analysis, edited by Virgina Gray and Herbert Jacob.  7th ed.
Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Lieberman, Ann and Maureen Grolnick.  1997.  Networks and Reform in American Education.
New York: NYCREST.

Lindsay, Drew.  1997.  “Quarter Century Quagmire.”  Education Week, Jan. 8, at 204.

_____ .  1998.  “New Jersey.”  In Quality Counts ’98, edited by Education Week.  Bethesda,
New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See http://www.edweek.org.

Limerick, Patrick Nelson.  2000.  “Layer upon Layer of Memory in the American West.”
Chronicle of Higher Education, March 3, at B 4-7.

Lippincott, Ronald C. and Larry W. Thomas.  1993.  “Maryland.”  In Interest Group Politics in
the Northeastern States, edited by Richard J. Hrbenar and Clive Thomas.  University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press.

Mahtesian, Charles.  1998.  “Charter Schools Learn a Few Lessons.”  Governing 11(4): 24-27.

Marschall, Melissa J.  1998.  The Institutional Link in Community Development: Co-production,
Schools and Social Organization in the Inner City.  Address to the American Political Science
Association, Boston, Massachusetts.

Marshall, Catherine, Douglas Mitchell, and Frederrick Wirt.  1989.  Culture and Education
Policy in the American States.  New York: The Falmer Press.

Marshall, R.  1992.  Thinking for a Living: Education and the Wealth of Nations.  New York:
Basic Books.

Macke, Susan Martin.  1994.  “The 1989 Education Summit as a Defining Moment in the
Politics of Education.”  In Changing American Education: Recapturing the Past or Inventing the
Future, edited by Kathryn M. Borman and Nancy P. Greenman.  Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Massey, Douglas and Nancy Denton.  1993.  American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making
of the Underclass.  Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

_____ and Mitchell Eggers.  1993. “The Spatial Concentration of Affluence and Poverty During
the 1970s.”  Urban Affairs Quarterly 29:299-315.

Mast, Robert H., ed.  1994.  Detroit Lives.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.



133

Mazzoni, Tim L.  1994.  “State Policy-Making and School Reform: Influences and Influentials.”
In The Study of Educational Politics, edited by Donald H. Layton and Jay D. Scribner.  New
York: The Falmer Press.

McDonnell, Lorraine M. and Milbrey W. McLaughlin.  1982.  Education Policy and the Role of
the States.  Santa Monica: Rand Corporation.

McDougall, Harold A.  1993.  Black Baltimore.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Millot, Marc D.  1994.  Autonomy, Accountability and the Values of Public Education: A
Current Assessment of Charter School State Statutes Leading to Model Legislation.  Santa
Monica: Rand Publications.

Miller, Julie.  1998.  “New Governance Arrangement Creates Hope, but Serious Challenges
Remain for Baltimore Schools.”  In Quality Counts ’98, edited by Education Week.  Bethesda,
New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See www.edweek.org.

_____ .  1998.  “Maryland.”  In Quality Counts ’98, edited by Education Week.  Bethesda, New
York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

Minnesota Charter Schools Coalition.  1997.  Legislative Update.

Moakley, Maureen.  1993. “New Jersey.”  In Interest Group Politics in the Northeastern States,
edited by Richard J. Hrbenar and Clive Thomas.  University Park: Pennsylvania State University
Press.

Mohl, Raymond H.  1996.  “Making the Second Ghetto in Metropolitan Miami, 1940-1960.”  In
The New African American Urban History, edited by Kenneth W. Goings and Richard A. Mohl.
Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications.

Monsour, Theresa.  1998.  “State Oks Seven New Charter Schools.”  Pioneer Press, July 8, n.p.
See: http://www.pioneerplanet.com.

Mulholland, Lori.  1995.  Charter School Update and Observations Regarding Initial Trends and
Impacts.  Tempe: Morrison Institute for Public Policy at Arizona State University.

Murnane, Richard J. and Frank Levy.  1996. Teaching the New Basic Skills.  New York: The
Free Press.

Nathan, Joe.  1996.  “Possibilities, Problems, and Progress: Early Lessons from the Charter
Movement.” Phi Delta Kappan, 78(1): 18.

_____.  Personal communication.

_____.  1997. “The Charter School Movement is Growing Because It’s Working.”  Education
Week, Feb. 19, at 31.



134

National Network of State Polls.  1997.  “Survey Results: New Jersey.”  NNSP Newsletter, No.
28.  See: http://www.unc.edu/depts/nnsp/nnsp28.htm.

Nossiff, Rosemary.  1995.  “Pennsylvania: The Impact of Party Organization and Religious
Lobbying.”  In Abortion Politics in the American States, edited by Mary Segers and Timothy
Byrnes.  Armonk, New York: M.E.  Sharpe.

Oliver, Eric.  1997.  “Civic Involvement in Suburbia: The Effects of Metropolitan Segregation
on Participation in Local Civic Affairs.”  Paper prepared for delivery at the Annual Meeting of
the American Political Science Association, Washington, D.C., Aug. 28-31.

Olson, Lynn.  1999.  "Shining a Spotlight on Results."  In Quality Counts ’99, edited by
Education Week.  Bethesda, New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See:
http://www.edweek.org.

_____.  1999.  "Rating the Standards." In Quality Counts ’99, edited by Education Week.
Bethesda, New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

Orfield, Myron.  1997.  Metropolitics: A Regional Agenda for Community and Stability.
Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press.

Orfield, Gary.  1982.  “Working Paper: Desegregation of Black and Hispanic Students for 1968-
1980.”  Washington, D.C.: Joint Center for Policy Studies.

_____, and Carole Ashkinaze.  1991.  The Closing Door: Conservative Policy and Black
Opportunity.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Orr, Marion.  1999.   Black Social Capital: The Politics of School Reform in Baltimore, 1986-
1998.  Lawrence: University Press of Kansas.

_____.  1996.  “Urban Politics and School Reform: The Case of Baltimore.”  Urban Affairs
Review 31(3): 314-345.

Parsons, Christie.  1998.  “Edgar Vows a New Push on School Tax Reform: Education a Big
Focus in Final State of the State.”  Chicago Tribune, Jan. 29, n.p.

Patterson, Samuel C.  1990.  “State Legislators and the Legislatures.”  In Politics and American
States edited by Virginia Gray, Herbert Jacobs, and Robert B.  Albritton, eds.  3rd ed.  Glenview,
Illinois: Scott Foresman and Company.

_____.  1968.  “The Political Cultures of American States.”  Journal of Politics 30:187-209.

People for the American Way.  1998.  “CEO America and Its Tangled Web.”  Education Activist
1(5): n.p.



135

Plotkin, Sydney.  1991.  Keep Out: The Struggle for Land Use Control.  Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Portner, Jessica.  1996.  “Deal Gives States New Role In Baltimore Schools, Boosts Aid.”
Education Week, Nov. 20, n.p.  See: http://www.edweek.com.

Premack, Eric.  1996.  “Charter Schools: A Status Report.”  School Business Affairs 62(12): 10-
15.

Press, Charles.  1996.  “The Reagan Block Grants: Implementation in Michigan.”  In State
Politics and the New Federalism, edited by Marilyn Gittell.  New York: Longman.

Preston, Jennifer.  1998.  “Plan By Whitman on Urban Schools Backed by Court.”  New York
Times, May 22, at A1.

Renshon, Stanley A.  1992.  “American Governors: Political Leadership and Policy Innovation.”
Paper given at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association.

Rees, Nina Shokraii and Sarah E. Youseff.  1998.  “School Choice Programs: What’s Happening
in the States.”  Washington, D.C.: Heritage Foundation.  See:
http://www.heritage.org/schools/98/

Rich, Wilbur.  1996.  Black Mayors and School Politics: The Failure of Reform in Detroit, Gary
and Newark.  New York: Garland Publishing Inc.

Rofes, Eric.  1998.  How Are School Districts Responding to Charter Laws and Charter
Schools?  A Study of Eight States and the District of Columbia.  Berkeley: Policy Analysis for
California Education.

Rosenthal, Alan and Mauareen  Moakley, eds.  1984.  Political Life of American States.  New
York: Praeger.

Rosenthal, Alan.  1990.  Governors and Legislatures: Contending Powers.  Washington, D.C.:
Congressional Quarterly Press.

_____ and Susan Fuhrman.  1981.  Legislative Education Leadership in the States.  Washington,
D.C.: Institute for Educational Leadership.

Rossi, Rosalind.  1998.  “New Union Label May Be Tough Fit.”  Chicago Sun-Times, Feb. 17, at
6.

Rothstein, Richard.  1998.  “Charter Conundrum.”  American Prospect, July/Aug.: 46-60.

Rusk, David.  1995.  Cities without Suburbs.  2nd ed.  Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.



136

Rutheiser, Charles.  1996.  Imagineering Atlanta.  London: Verso.

Salmore, Barbara G. and Stephen A. Salmore.  1993.  New Jersey Politics and Government:
Suburban Politics Comes of Age.  Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

Savitch, Hank V.  1993.  “Ties that Bind: Central Cities, Suburbs and the New Metropolitan
Region.” Economic Development Quarterly, Nov. 7, at 341.

Schnaiberg, Lynn.  1998.  “In Midst of Skepticism and Scrutiny, NEA's 5 Charter Schools Push
On.”  Education Week, March 11, n.p.  See: http://www.edweek.com.

Schmitt, Eric.  2001.  “Analysis of Census Finds Segregation Along with Diversity.”  New York
Times, April 4, n.p.

Segers, Mary and Timothy Byrnes, eds.  1995.  Abortion Politics in the American States.
Armonk, New York: M.E.  Sharpe.

Sengupta, Somini.  1998. “Edison Project Gets Aid to Open New Schools.”  New York Times,
May 27, at A12.

Shirley, Dennis.  1997.  Community Organizing for School Reform.  Austin: University of Texas
Press.

 “Legislature Passes Charter School Bill, Averts Ballot War.” 1998.  State Net Capitol Journal,
May 4, Education section, n.p.

Stein, Howard F. and Robert F. Hill, eds.  1993.  The Culture of Oklahoma.  Norman: University
of Oklahoma Press.

Stoker, Gerry.  1995.  “Regime Theory and Urban Politics.”  In Theories of Urban Politics,
edited by David Judge, Harold Woman, and Gerry Stoker.  Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Stone, C.  1989.  Regime Politics: Governing Atlanta, 1946-1988.  Lawrence: University of
Kansas Press.

_____, ed.  1998.  Changing Urban Education.  Lawrence: University Press of Kansas.

_____.  1998.  “Linking Civic Capacity and Human Capital Formation.”  In Strategies for School
Equity: Creating Productive Schools in a Just Society, edited by Marilyn Gittell.  New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Stonehill, Robert and Janet Anderson.  1982.  An Evaluation of ESEA Title I - Program
Operation and Educational Effects: A Report to Congress.  Washington, D.C.: United States
Department of Education.

http://www.edweek.com/


137

Syer, John.  1987.  “California: Political Giants in a Megastate.”  In Interest Group Politics and
the American West edited by Ronald J. Hrebenar and Clive Thomas.  Salt Lake City: University
of Utah Press.

Teaford, John.  1979.  City and Suburb: The Political Fragmentation of Metropolitan America.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

The State of Inequality.  1991.  Princeton, New Jersey: ETS Policy Information Center.

Thomas, Clive and Ronald J. Hrebenar.  1999. “Interest Groups in the States.”  In Politics in the
American States: A Comparative Analysis edited by Virginia Gray and Herbert Jacobs.  7th ed.
Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Thompson, Jean.  1995.   “Reform Ordered at Three Schools in Baltimore.”  Baltimore Sun, Feb.
2, at A1.

Time for Results.  1986.  Washington, D.C.: National Governors’ Association.

Tyack, David and Larry Cuban.  1995.  Tinkering Towards Utopia: A Center of Public School
Reform.  Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

U.S. Bureau of the Census.  1999.  States Ranked By Black Population.  Prepared by the
Population Estimates Program, Population Division, Bureau of the Census.  Washington, D.C.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  1997.  State of the Cities 1997.  See:
http://www.huduser.org/publications/pdf/statecit.pdf.

U.S. News and World Report.  1998.  “The New Education Bazaar: Charter Schools Represent
the Free Market in Action with All of Its Problems.”  U.S.  News Online Citizen’s Toolbox:
Starting Your Own Charter School.  See: http://www.usnews.com.

Usdan, Michael D., David W. Minar and Emanuel Hurwitz, Jr.  1969.  Education and State
Politics.  New York: Teacher’s College Press.

Van Horn, Carl E.  1989.  The State of the States.  Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly
Press.

Viadero, Debra.  1999.  “Michigan: Sparing the Rod.”  In Quality Counts ’99, edited by
Education Week.  Bethesda, New York: Editorial Projects in Education.  See:
http://www.edweek.org.

Vitullo-Martin, Thomas.  1998.  “Charter Schools and Tax Reform in Michigan.”  In Strategies
for School Equity, edited by Marilyn Gittell.  New Haven: Yale.

Voith, Richard.  1992.  "City and Suburban Growth: Substitutes or Complements?"  Business
Review, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, Sept./Oct., n.p.



138

Waldmeir, Pete.  1995.  “Despite Schuette's Defense, His Education Bill Is Still Just a Turkey.”
Detroit News, Dec. 13, n.p.

Walton Family Foundation.  2000.  “2000 Grant Awards.”  See:
http://www.wffhome.com/2000_awards.html.

Waldron, T. and P. Jensen.  1996.  “City School Aid Freeze Is Likely.”  Baltimore Sun, April 2,
at A1.

Warner, Sam Bass Jr.  1987.  The Private City: Philadelphia in Three Periods of Growth.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Weir, Margaret.  1996.  “Central Cities’ Loss of Power in State Politics.”  Cityscape: A Journal
of Policy Development and Research.  2(2): 23-40.

Wells, Amy, Cynthia Grutzik, Sybil Carnochan, Julie Slayton, and Ash Vasudeva.  1999.
“Underlying Policy Assumptions of Charter School Reform: The Multiple Meanings of a
Movement.”  Teachers College Record 100(3): 513-535.  See:
http://www.tcreord.org/PDF10321.pdf.

_____.  1998.  Beyond the Rhetoric of Charter School Reform: A Study of 10 California
Districts.  Los Angeles: UCLA.

Wolfinger, Raymond E. and Fred Greenstein.  1969.  “Comparing Political Regions: The Case of
California.”  The American Political Science Review  63 (March): 74–85.

Wood, R.Craig and Stephen Smith.  1996.  “Critical Components of Charter Schools: An
Analysis by State.”  School Business Affairs Journal 62 (12): 28-33.

Wood, Robert H.  1959.  Suburbia: Its People and Their Politics.  Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Zehr, Mary Ann.  1999a.  “Hispanic Students ‘Left Out’ by High-Stakes Tests, Panel
Concludes.”  Education Week, Sept. 22.  See http://www.edweek.org.

_____.  1999b. “Texas Exit Exam Under Challenge in Federal Court.”  Education Week, Sept.
29.  See: http://www.edweek.org.

Zorzi Jr., W.F.  1996.  “Special Session Sought By GOP.”  Baltimore Sun, May 31, at 1B.

_____.  1997. “6 Big Counties, Schmoke, Push School Aid Deal.”  Baltimore Sun, Feb. 20, at
1B.

Zunz, Oliver.  1982.  The Changing Face of Inequality: Urbanization, Industrial Development,
and Immigrants in Detroit, 1880 – 1920.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



139

Court Cases

Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas, 347 U.S.  483 (1954).

Campaign for Fiscal Equity, Inc.  v.  New York, Index No.93-111070 (N.Y. Co. Sup. Ct.)

DeRolphe v. Ohio, 89 Oh.  St. 3d, Ohio Sup.  Ct. (2000).

Plessey v. Ferguson, 163 U.S. 537 (1896).

Robinson v. Cahill, 70 N.J.  465; 360 A.2d 400 (1976).

Rose v. Council for Better Education, Inc., 790 S.W.  2d 186, 212 (1980) KY LEXIS 55, 77-8,
Sup.  Ct. of Kentucky (1989).

Serrano v. Priest, 487 p2 1241, 1259 (1971).


	Advisory Board
	Ken Auletta						Frances Horowitz
	Amy Betanzos
	Sheila Brinbaum
	David N. Dinkins					Plygem Industries, Inc.
	The Political Ramifications of Suburbanization

