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Gentlemen: 
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In response to your request for technical assistance in the implementation of Senate Bill No. 635, we hand you 
herewith a copy of a progress report entitled "A Report to the Parents of Detroit on School Decentralization" by 
the Detroit Geographical Exedition and Institute. The final printed report is in advanced preparation dnd will be in 

your hands shortly. 

The report is interesting in that it required some of the latest programming techniques in the most advanced 
languages available on the continent. Five or six university mathematical and geography staffs are finalizing the high 
school based regions and are beginning the grade school based region problem. We would like to draw special 
attention to the work of Or. John Sheppard the geographer from the London School of Economics who this year is 
fortunately on leave to Queen's College in Kingston, Ontario, and who threw himself and colleauges into the task 

literally night and day to meet the deadlines set by men of more practical day to day affairs. 

Thank you for this opportunity to turn abstract science to good use. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Miss Gwendolyn Warren 
Administrativ~ Director 

,~~J, 
Research Director 



Chapter I 

Community Control 

The strategy of this first chapter is to examine the problem of a school <Jecentral·Lation plan afresh, as if no other 

plans were in existence. As a first step it Is necessary to establish the t:ritena on which the reg,onalization is to oe 

based. It is possible to optimalize the interests of the taxpayer, the school system, the teachers union, the registered 

voter or the children. Clearly the needs of the children should receive first pr ion ty. The map below shows the main 

results. 
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High School Districts Combined to Maxim17e Sympathetic Authority 

Black children are among the most ab1_;sed children 1n America It i, imperative that these most endangered 

children receive the most protection. (The intant morality rate of black chtldren in the King Hif)h School area on the 

east side of Detroit is higher than that of San Salvarlor, a fact some Americans consider unpatriotic.) Therefore, a 

humane research strategy should he to design a µIan for the ~chools V1.hich protects the most vulnerable children and 

is still in strict accordance with the li!w 1 The main geoyr<1p111.:: provision of the hill 1s that Detroit shall be d1v1ded 

into 7 to 11 regional school ci1strrcts with not more than !JO 000 nor less than 2~.UOO students in each district. In 

addition, each of the regional school districts will elect a ,111ql1· rner.1ber to the ct•ntr.:il Sd1ool B0ard Federal law 

requires that each of the req1onal \Chon! d1str1cts he 111 one pit·•-€, thdt ,,, ct,r~t1guous 

1. Statt! of M1<:h1cJdl1, St!n.it<' Bill Ne, (-i3!:,, dpprovt'(, by th• c;,,vc1 nor, Auqu~t 1 ,. 1009. (l he comple:l' Ldl 1s 

r111irocl11c<~d 111 Appt·ncl1x I : 



To meet the prim,ny \JOi.11 of protectiny the most abused children, ·1very possihl1: lttqal rnq1onal combmdt1vri r;f 

Dtit1 oit Hi\Jh School Districts (over six hundred) are being ranked according to symp,1ttiet1c author ,ty to the childrt!n 
f10111 most to least. The measure of sympathy used is "the total number of black children under white authority." 
(Appenllix 11.) A reyional school district is defined as being under white authority where a majority of voters voted 

for white candidates in the mayoral primary. (A man with white skin color who voted _black was considered to be a 
"black voter" and vice versa.) Assuming short run consistancy in racial voting attitudes, it can reasonably be 
predicted which regional school districts would he under white authority. 

Among the hundreds of possible combinations, some samples of the best plans were made for this progress report 
and the plan which achieved the best-for-the-children result combines the high school districts mapped on page one. 
This most child sympathetic plan puts 1 5,001 black children under white authority. For purposes of comparison 

the lowest ranked plan drawn from the sample of hundreds places t 04,801 number of black children under 
unsympathetic authority. (Since the School Board has discussed using discontiguous regions and currently uses 
discontiguous combinations of high schools administratively, the computer programming has been constructed to 
rank all possible discontiguous plans though such combinations are perhaps illegal.) 

Greater sympathetic control could be obtained if the grade schools were grouped into rey,onal districts, that is, if 
the high school boundaries were changed by reassigning grade schools. High school enrollment capacities had to be 
added to this proble~. (Appendix Ill.) When this research design is used, children in unsympathetic high school 
districts are gathered under sympathetic authority, such as in extreme southwestern Detroit and Old Delray. 

Grad1? School Districts Comhim?d to Maxirnite Sympathetic Auth9rrty (in p1ep.irat1onl 

1 t 11: two .,;1mp11• l>u<.I pl.r11•, fo1 1111• vv1!tt7111: of tht! chilcltt!ll, one li.iscd on ex1st11111 hi11ll sch0( 11 dist, rrts ,111d ,1111• (" 1 

,:xi,ltrt'I 'lrarh: .,i:1100 1 tli<.fl 11:1\. ;r11• 1101 1:11tl'rt:tl dS tht: only 11t!sirnble plans. The wisdom of till' n>1111rn1111ty llt't'\ls h 1 lit• 



brought to the problem. For instance 'King High School has a_ s1rorig community organization that might be 

important to preserve in any plan. The wisdom of the community and additional factors such as those presented in 

the atlas appendix (A,ppendix IV) deserve serious consideration, but obviously the scientists hope the various 

communities in Detroit pick near the top of"the·tenked order of the high schools or boundaries near the grade school 

optimum. 2 • 

8. Philosophy of Community Control 

l\t tlH< juncture the philosophy uf "corn•n1Jnity control'' must oe bri-efly explained. "Community control" is 

ar,-. rt1,1r ,.;ay of saying "'local government" or • '.'sub:urban units" or "homogeneous regions " or simply 
''de,nocracy" The object of "community ~o,nrot" is to assure that all people,,regardless of race, color, religion, 

national o. 1qtn or class he yiven control over their own community's interests. In this case, their community's 

;ntt1b1 I. ~ympathet1c authority over their children in the public schools.,The opposite of "community control" is 

the de:1i,;, of political power to the community, a,nd this is often accomplished by the device of "gerrymandering." 

"Gerry111.:;1dering" is the t1raw1ng of 'voting boundaries in such a fashion asto leave a group with little or no political 

~•<JN<21 1n spite of their numbers Gerryman8er,ing js geographic vote stealing. The perfectly gerrymandered group is 

r->1:e with hug_e minorities in all voting districts, 1n _theory many·minorities of 49.999999999 per cent. The more 
voting distrir-rs of thi~ nature the m_ore votes,·rhe ri,inorrty ·group ·h_as wasted. Votes are also wasted if they are nea, 

I 00 per cent, st the g, oup being gen vmandifed is often give~\ a few districts with 100 per cent votes especially in 

s1tu.,:ions whrr2 the gerrymandering strives to have nothing but tiny majorities, ideally 50.000000001 per cent, thus 

wasting not one of I heir votes. Notice how geographically reasonqble gerrymandering can appear on the map. Both 

e,-amples belovv of gwrymandenng are ,n eve1 y. respec;t legal; the voting districes in both cases are compact, 

contiguous, e(lual sized in area. equal size~ in pop~lation, yet both are severely gerrymandered. The case of 
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Gerrymandering by the Inner City 

CJ3 

Gercymandertng by the Outer City 

2. Assisting scientists in all aspects of this study irn.:ludti [lr .John Sheppard of the Geography Department, Oueens 
College, K ing5ton, Ontar'io; Prof es~o, s Ray John-,ton and Ch,11 ll'S R.ier of. the Political Science Department, W3yne 

State University, Detroit, Ass,~tant P1 ofo!lSrn s Ronaltl Horvath ;incl Edward Vandervelde llf the Geography 

Department, Michigan State Un,versity, List L,ms,1119: Mich1w;,~ c1n~i two qeography graduate students from the same> 

department, Charles lpcar and Melinda Me.icic: Pr~ii~ssM· Johrt Nvs.wen .and Assistant Professor Donald Deskins, ot 

the Geoqraphy Derartment. Un1v1!rs1ty. rJf Mid11qan',' Ann Arbor,' M1chi\1an. The gradti school version nf the 
assiqnment prolllem has been 5UIHrnti,:d 1,; 1csc'.11 ell • 1e.-11ns of H~!~raphe, s dt the following lll1111e1 sit1es, Clark. 

Harvard, Queens, Northwestern, the Unrvers1ty of Pm;nsyl11an1a, and the Un1ve1s1ty of Washington (Se.:ittld. In 

addition the Council of the Arner1c:,tn Assoi:iatiop _of Ge1)qr.iphers at the11 quarterly meeting in Chica90, Oe,:e111bt•1 

12, 196~. •mder the cha1rrn.mst11p of Prni~:;sor Rosi; M_ackay, 9a•Je attention to the prolilt>m as p1esented by f\1,ss 

Warren and Dr. Bunqe. 
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Gerrymandering by the Inner City leaves forty per cent of the people, the entire outer ring, without representation. 
The case of Gerrymandering by the Outer City gives only one voting district to the Inner City and three to the Outer 
City in spite of the Inner City's clear majority. It leaves a total of thirty five per cent of the people, a doughnut 
shaped ring, without representation. To drive this point home, it is theoretically possible that a discontiguous plan 
would be less gerrymandered, though we are in no way advocating such a possible illegality under existing law. The 

sketch below shows a case where a minority group is geographically split into two paI ts each representing ten per 
cent of the group's numbers. If the twenty per cent minority group is to have any repre~entation under a five district 
plan it must be grouped discontiguously. No geographN in the world would advoce1te vastly discontiguous regions, 
but the point is made to center &gain on th<? true essence of gerr •;mandering a·:d to cut through the confusion about 
"compactness," "contiguity," "e<Jual size in area" 21nd so forth. To repeat most forcefully, the geography of 
che3ting voters, gerrymandering, '1as only one goal and one c:ear measure; the degree to which a group is deprived of 
power below its proportion of members in the total population. (Appendix V.) 

2 3 

4 5 

Region 1 is in two rlortS to prevent gerrymandering. 

The most extensively used device for achieving gerrymandering is to increase the size of the voting district just 
when a people is growing into a majority in a given voting district. In 1918, as black people coming up from the 
South were beginning to fill up eastside wards, Detroit switr.hed to city-wide government with the power structure 
and its press campaigning for "governmental efficiency" and "modernization." The black people of Detroit had to 
wait till 1957 before electing a black represt'!nt'itive to the Common Council, a de1ay of thirty nine years which made 
Detroit one of the last major American cities to elect a black city representati11e. 3 Now that the at-large voting in 
Detroit is about to go black, again there is much talk abroad of "efficiency," "regional planning," and a 
"Southeastern Michigan government" which would deny black people elected political power.· 

1970 - 45 1976 - 60 

1971-48 1977 - 64 
1972 - 50 1978-67 

1973 • 52 1979 • 70 

1974 • 54 1980 - 73 

1975 • 57 

Predicted Per Cent of Black Residences in Detroit {Detroit Department of Health, 10/69) 

The argument that the rich suburbs added to the central city will be beneficial to the poor is deceptive. Normally 
in such partnerships the poor lose political power to the affluent and do not gain economic advantage. Even wealth 

3. "Race and Representation in Detroit and the Six County Metropolitan Region." Louis H. Masotti, John R. 

Krause, Jr., Sheldon A. Gawiser, Metropolitan Fund Inc., Detroit, 1968. 



- black concentration 

BLACK POPULATION, 1915 

(Detroit Bureau of Governr:nental Research, Inc., The Negro in Detroit, 1926, p. 10, ,;ited in Marc Belding Anderson, 

Racial Discrimination in Detroit. A Spatial Analysis of Racism, p. 105; also, Metropolitan Fund Inc., Race and 

Representation in Detroit and the Six County Metropolitan Region, 1968, p. 10) 

in geographic proximity to the poor is economically and politically remote to them. For instance, General Motors' 
headquarters on Grand Boulevard near Woodward is in the Northern High School District but what tangible 

advantage is gained by Northern? 
C. The Decline of Urban Local Government 

The result of centuries of gerrymandering by enlarging voter districts has left no local government in American 

cities. That is, the tens of millions of Americans who now have moved to or have been born in cities have been 
effectively disenfranchised out of local governmental representation. On the map of southern Michigan of local 
govermental districts, the cities show up as holes. For instance, there is no govermental unit in the cities called 

'townships." 

The average population of townships in the State of Michigan is 2,349 people, about the same number of people 
as in city block clubs. In order tor urban dwellers to enjoy local government comparable to that of the countryside, 
block clubs should be given governmental status comparable to townships. County sized units of political control 
have about the same number of people as suburbs on the city fringes. The city itself has no such governmental unit 
though "community councils" or "homeowners associations" or just plain "districts" have the right numbers as the 

cities try to form this natural political unit. The word "suburb" means "sub-urban." a break down of the hu\]e 



6 

u 1.s o community control for the non-poor. The middle class "sub-urbs" in Det ·t 
metropolitan rcy1on into n· • t • 
avebarage 37,0 19. pPople, the affluent sub-urbs l l 090 people. Most sub-urbs have their own police departme~~~ 

gar ge collect,on systems l'b • d h 1· • 
. . 1 rar,es, an ot er pull tc sources, and most pertinent to this discussion •h • 

,ndependent school ·yst> 81 k • • • "' ~ em. ac people wtll not have to move to the sub-urbs to get local government, if sub-urban 

Flint ~ 
Sanilac County 

I 
Lapeer County 

Shiawassee County / 

Livingston County/ 

Lansing 

~DETROIT 

Ann 

Q= 10,000 people 

Cartogram of Townships and Cities in Southeastern Michigan 

with Areas ot Government in Proportion to Population 

un;ts of local go,e, ornent ,,. o<oly allowed ;n the '", The ""'ge numbe< of school ,h;ld"n ;n the affluent 
sub-u,ban ,chool system " 11,138. s;n,.e the<e "' 280.000 school chlld,en ;n the Detrn>t pubhc school system, ;n 
o,de< 10, ou, 6tv ch,ld,en w eoioY equ,1 oopc><t"•,;ty of local cont,ol, Detrn;t needs 25 school d;si,;cts. the 
app,o, ;mate we of each 6 l v h•gh ,chnoi, eg;n, · "", d ,e """" to ele,en ,eg;onal ,, .st<icts fo< wh;ch p,o,; s;ons ha,e 
been made. That i~. to liyht LJerrymnnder1nq. the qreJt,}r pu•nller c:f districts up to :i h19h nurnber, the \Jetter. 
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Chapter 2 

The School Board's Plan 

The strategy of the second chapter is to examine the School Board's decentralization plan with the objectivity of 
science. 

A. Major Errors in the Plan 

The Detroit Free Press, Sunday, December 7, 1969, released what it claimed to be the essence of the School 
Board's thinking as shown in the map below. If the School Board is indeed thinking along the lines reported, and all 

Ford 

Redford 

Cody 

' \ 

Cooley 

I 
I 
I 
·---. 

I 
I 

Mumford Pershing Osborn 

The School Board's Regions 

their public statements support the hypothesis, then their plan might welt tall below the actual theoretical Absolute 
Gerrymandering limit. This worse-than-theoretical-possible result is achieved by redesigning hig~ school boundaries 
in the Ford-Mumford-Cooley region. 112,108 black children are placed under unsympathic authority. The Black 
community would be able to protect only 68,362 of its own children. Only 4,217 white students are not under 
white authority. This plan would place seven white and only two black members on the central board thus 
materially weakening existing black representation on that board. 

School Board public statements about their planning principles have undertones that it is protecting the white 
community from counter-gerrymandering by the black people. But "community control" is anti-gerrymandering, 
fair to all groups, it is not counter-gerrymandering. In addition, black attitudes toward white children are heavily 
integrationist relative to whites toward black children, that is, "black authority" can not be equated with "white 
authority" in terms of "unsympathetic authority." Overwhelmingly, as documented in the K«;rner Commission 

Report and many other studies, racism is a social diseas"! of the whites, not the blacks, so equating placing white 
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children und_er black authority with counterracism is not justified. But regardless of its possible desirability, black 
gerrymand • • ·bl B 

• enng is. impossi e. lack people barely have enough po~er to control regions where their children are 
a~tending schools m overwhelming numbers. A school district with only fifteen per cent white school children has 
fifty per cent white voters. That is, in the crucial swing situations, the ones that determine power, each white child 

rep~esents more th~~ six times the voting power of each black child. In positions of such marginality even within 
their own commun1t1es, black community control hardly can afford to dilute itself at all to gerrymander control 

100 ._ .. --• ... ---, .. • , __________ ,_, 

• .. ,, 
, 

75 ~ , 
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of 
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, 
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I 
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I 
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I I I 
I I 
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I 
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0 
25 50 75 100 

Percent of black voters by high school district 

(Metropolitan Fund, 12/68) 

over white children. The reasons for large white voter registration relative to black are numerous and include an 
older white population, d white Catholic population who have no children in the black schools but have voter rights 
over them, a tradition of racist law in the country making white racists feel more at home with all aspects of the 
governmental apparatus, including voting, than the oft times black victims feel with the apparatus. 

Another mis-impression that the School Board plan gives is the confusion over the principle of "one-man, one 
vote." "Man" under the Constitution of the United States of America, does not mean a registered voter. "Man" 
means every human being including the newest born black infant. Representation in this country is supposed to be 
proportional to the total population. The placing of white voters in authority over black children under the 
principles of "one man, one vote" is incorrect. 

B. The School Board Plan's Effects on Integration 

If integration is defined as an attitude, "integrationist versus racist," the School Board plan places racists in the 
saddle of power. The truth of this assertion can be demonstrated. The key aspect of racist attitude relative to power 
1s "Can a voter overcome his prejudices enougtfto vote for a man of the other race?" ff voters in a given precinct vote 
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half white and hali black, they are one hundred percent integrationists, or more sharply, if they totally vote for one 

race they are one hundred percent racist. Using the primary election results of the 1969 Councilmanic race, which 
allows considerable extremes to register at the polls, analysis of those who voted for the top and bottom major white 

candidates (Ravitz and Wiezbicki) and the top and bottom major black candidates (Hood and Brown) identify 

patterns within the city as to degree of racist voting attitudes. Extreme voter racism exists in the totally white areas 

of the city, the northwest, northeast and southwest. (Map 1.) It is precisely these racist voters that the School Board 
plan places in control of integrationist children in such examples as a Denby controlling a Kettering. Indeed, only 

the principle of community control allows areas like Cody to maintain their riqht to vote. If the School Board were 
consistent with its a11owed principles of integration, Cody should have a regional district board totally elected by 
voters imposed from integrationist regions such as Northern. 

The second definition of integration is not that of attitude, but rather of geogrilphic proximi:y. The schcol board, 

again ifl the name of integration, puts geographically different regions together and arrives at a stastic1al integration 
on paper. True integration, in the sense of "geographic proximity;' geographers the world over 1.1gree, mr:cns that the 

t-.vo races are geographically intermingled. Consider the logic of example illustration5. Case 1 is ~1bviot.,sly on<! ot 

integration. Case 2 is an example of segregation and Case 3 a mixed example of two segregated regions with a wne 

xoxoxo xxxooo xxoxoo oxoxox xxxooo xxxooo xoxoxo xxxooo xxoxoo 
Case 1 Case 2 Case J 

Perfect Integration Perfect Segregation Partial S€(.Jregation 

and Integration 

of integration in between which typifies reality on Detroit's west side. The grain of Case 3, the Detroit west sidt: 

pattern, obviously runs Mrth and south, but the School Board pattern runs across this natural grain. The School 

Board plan destroys the integrated pattern and subordinates it to the racist pattern. To put it in another fashion, 

Cor.1munity Control Districts 

xoxo 
xxxoo 
xxoxo 

School Board Districts 

school integrat;on is only one force for integration. Other forces, such a~ real estate practices, ethnic at:it1;rles, 

proximity to work and so forth are also important. By using up the school's force for integration In ~opeless 
combination with racist areas, this school force is in fact wasted. 

The only way to make the reality of the three cases appear in the statistics, J 1eal1ry that Is w apparent to the 

naked eye, 1s to rnai<.e statistics drawn from small regions. If a hugt> rnough reyion i~ stat,st1caliy lu1nped together 
the Planet Earth itself can he statistically "proven" to have achieved Integrdted brotherhood for all rndnkind E-.·,m 

Case 2, the segregated example, comes out statistically, fifty-f1ftv tf considered dS a lalsP vVhole. 011 the real life 
earth's surface in Detroit, an elementary school distnct is a small ('n(wgh areal ulilt tc' rt'flect trul: ,;t.ograph1c 
integration. If a grade school has a fifty.fifty racial ratio, it is in fact, as well as stat1tistic, Ont> hurici1ed percent 
integrated. The children are in fact interacting face to face each dd, Th<' true p1ctu1P of 1r1tewarion 111 Detroit ,s 
shown on Map 2. Only community control can ,11,we these schools under 1ntegrationist author ily 
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Since Americans are such mobile people perhaps the geographis permanance of areas of integration is not as 
important as its adequate availibility of integration in the general region. The metropolitan region of Detroit is 
growing at approximately two yards a day. If the total urbanized city size doubles, so should the black and 
integrated areas. This geographic phenomenon is not the result of a pushy people aggresively invading other peoples 
neighborhood, it is simply natural proportional growth. Further, the cause of white flight from integrated areas is 
not necessarily simply racism. "Integration" to whites too often means bad schools; and young liberal white families. 
the ones most likely to want to integrate, will not do so at the expense of their children's education. The low quality 
of education, especially the predictable tremendous overcrowding that accompanies expanding black neighborhoods, 
is precisely the overwhelming factor that drives out young liberal white couples from integrated areas. The condition 
of the schools themselves are the most active instrument of segregation in the city today in spite of an officially 
proclaimed policy of integration. In neighborhoods with good schools such as the Lafayette Tower area and north of 
the University of Detroit, integration is showing signs of geographic stability. But such integration is only available 
to the highest paid black families and the middle or higher paid white ones. Modestly financed people of either race 
cannot buy sucy permanent integration assuming they so desire. Still, families of average income are achieving a 
mechanical integration in the northwest portion of Detroit because of the surplus housing for black people: Contrary 
to teeming dominant white impressions, there is not an infinite supply of black people. If the Greater Detroit 
Metropolitan Region were geographically integrated only less than one ·house in every five would contain a black 
family. With areas of real estate open to black famifies in northwest Detroit, the supply of solid housing for black 
people is exceeding the demand and integration has a posibility of becoming geographically fixed. As the former 
knife edge blurs, as can be seen again especially in northwest Detroit, rather !Stable geographis integration is a massive 
poaibility. It is this sort of natural integrated community that the School Board plan injures. 

Integration can be defined a third way as simply a "changing neighborhood." If integration is viewed as the time 
between "the first black family moving in and the last white one moving out," then the School Board plan must be 
considered racist in effect because breaking up these zones of change will leave black children under white control 
many years after the community has become black. Again, the graia of the School Board plan runs athwart the grain 
of coming change. To be responsive to black change, the community control plan is again clearly fair. The School 
Board statistician, Merle Hendrickson, has devised an accurate method of predicting racial change. It is based on the 
fact that neighborhoods tend to form new subdivisions with newly wed couples and about forty years after the 
couples begin to retire and collectively sell their homes. This creates a vacuum in housing demands in a 
neighborhood and a second generation of young couples enter. The second generation in Detroit has recently always 
been black. U$ing Hendri~,on•s material (Map 3). clearly Osborn and Denby in the northeast side should be.kept as 
a grQUpjnig since the slow t,rlnding wheels of economic real estate is, ,:egardles,s of the subjective attitudes of the 
present white residences, about to tip the whole region integrationist. 4 Thus the School Board planning violates 
integration defined as change and the community control plan does not. 

C. The School Board's Machinery for Making Decisions 

The School Board has the advantage jn any dispute with the public of controlling its own data, data that has a 
semi-legal status. For instance, in preparing a community decentralization school plan, the School Board can 
determine for itself what are the legal capacities of the schools. In 1960 Fitzgerald Elementary School was a white 
school and was given a listed capacity of 1,472 students. Tremendous overcrowding (the broom closet is now the 
violin room) produced a statistical expansion of the main building to a listed capacity of 1,760 students without the 
addition of a single brick of physical expansion. The School Board data control has already produced a heavily illegal 
school system throughout the black city of Detroit. Fire regulations are normally based on the number of humans 
per square footagit,but not in schools. Firedoors are illegally locked making a tragedy on increased probability 
though school reoords indicate "safe." 

The school lunch rooms are allowed to fall below Health Department standards which· are enforced in private 

4. Urban renewa1 of the "negro removal" sort as accorded at the Chrysler School in earlier decades was based on 
removing extremely poor black families and building luxuary apartments on the site of their former homes and 
completely reversing racial balances. This luxury apartment planning has become too difficult politically so that , 
much more modestly priced dwellings are now being constructed on urban renewal projects that keep the racial 

balances about the same as today. 
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rastaunints, and lunchroom overcrowding mechanically produces unhygenic conditions each noon in many Detroit 
schools. Broken glass is allowed to accumulate on the playgrounds to the extent that would not be permitted in a 
private amustment park. School sidewalks are illegally only partially shoveled. The oldest lighting and accoustiq in 
many neighborhoods.is found in the schools which are rated adequate 0by the School Board. Such a tradition of data 
ditgUite does not induce confidence in the School Board's ability to resist the temptation of proving its own case. 
But since all community groups in the city agree on the principle of community control, since it is demonstratable 
that oommunity control reinforces integration, since community control is in the American tradition of town hall 
democracy of our forebears, since community control clearly places the children under the authority of their own 
parents and gives to children the combination of love and guidance best for them, the School Board should listen to 
advice that does not agree with its pre-judgement. The School Board plan is so technically inept that the temptation 
to charge cynical manipulation of a good bill badly implemented by surburbanite white power that runs Detroit !s 
overruled by a second possibility, just plain incompetence in the technical advice being received. Like many other 
American urban systems, the educational machinery in Detroit appears to be grinding to a halt. Therefore some 
expert advice, including the wisdom of the parents of school children, might still save the children from further 
injury. 



APPENDIX I 
Act Nu, 2~~ 

Pub:ic A~ts of 196q 
Aooroved bv r.ov~rnor 

Aunust ll, 1969 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

7!STH LEGISLATURE 

REGULAR SESSION OF 1989 

-

ln&roducei bJ Senaton Ye11111, Brown and C&ri"'rlgh& 

ENROLLED SENATE BILL No. 635 
AN ~CT to requir~ fint class school districts to be divided into re1ional diatricts and 

to provide for loca I district school boards and to define their powers and duties and the 
powers and duties of the first class district board. 

TIie People of the State of Michigan enact: 

Sec. I. Not later than January 30, 1970, the school board of each first class district 
shall divide its district into not less than 7 nor more than 11 reaional school districts with 
not more than 50,000 nor less than 25,000 students in each district. 

Sec. 2. In addition to the present members of the first class board there shall be 
elected by the registered and qualified electors of each district to the first class board 1 
member from each of the districts for a term of 4 vear~. The memben of the first class 
~chool district board provided in section 2 to be ele.cled by regions shall be elected in the 
general election to be held in November, 1970 and every fourth year thereafter for a term 
commencing on January 1 next following their election. The candidates shall be nominated 
in primary elections in the manner provided by law for the present first class school district 
men1bers. 

• The term of office of the pr~ent first class school board member~ shall hereafter be 
4 years. The terms of office cif present first class school board members which ezpire 
June 30, 1971 are extended to January 1, 1973. The term of office of present fint class 
srhool board members which expire June 30. 1973 are shortened to January 1, 1973. The 
5 at large positions on the first class district school board which expire January 1, 1973 
shall be filled at the general election to be held in November, 19 71 for a term of 4 years. 
The terms of office of present first class school district board members which expire on 
June 30, 1975 arc extended to January 1, 1977 and shall be filled at the general election 
to be held in Novtmber, 1976 for a term of 4 years. 

Sec. J. In each regional district there shall be elected 9 members to the regional board. 
~o person shall be elected who is not a resident of the regional district from whlc:h he 
is elected. The members shall be nominated and elected by the registered and qualified 
electors of each district as is provided by law for the nomination and election of first 
class school board members except that signatures required on nominating petitions shall 
be not less than 500 nor more than 1,000. The members shall be elected for terms of ~ 
years. Except th:it of the members elected at the general election in 1970 the S members 
receiving the highest number of votes sh:1II be elected for a term of 4 years and the 4 
members receiving the next highest number of votes ~hall be elected for a term of 2 years. 

Sec. 4. The first class school district board shall retain all the powers and duties now 
possessed by a first class school district except for those gi,·en to a regional school district 
board under the provisions of this act. 

Ser 5. Eftectivc upon the commencement oi its term of office, the regional school 
distric hoard, subject to guidelines established by the f:rst class district board, shall have 
the power to: 

(I) Employ and discharge a superintendent for the regional school district from a list 
or lists of candidates suhmitted by the district board. 

( 2) Employ Jnd disrharge, assign and promote all teachers and ether employees of the 
regional school district. subject to review by the first class school district board. whi~h may 
overrule, modify or a fiirm the action of the regional district board. 

(3) Determine the curriculum. use of cducat1onal facilities and establishment of educa­
tional and testing programs in the regional school district. 

( 4) Determine the budgrt for the regional school district based upon the allocation of 
funds received from the first dass school district board. 

Sec. 6. The rights of retirement. tenure. seniority and oi any other benefits of any 
employee trnnsferred to a regional school cli.,trict or between regional school districts from 
the first cla,s ci,trict ~hall not be abrogated. diminished or impaired. 

Sec. 7 The first class school district boJrcl shall perform the fullo\\ in;; functions !or 
the regional school districts: 

( I) Central purchasing. 
( 2) Payroll. 
( .l) Contract negotiations for all employee,. ,ubject to the provisions of Art No. 3.16 

of the Fuhlic Acts of l'J4;·, as amended. bL·ing ,,., 1ions 423.201 to 42.\.216 of the Compiled 
Laws oi 1948, and suhjcct to any b:irgaining rer•ification ancl to the provisions of any 
collective bargaining agreement pertaining to affected employees. 

( 4) Property managl!ment and maintenance. 
( 5) Bonding. 
( 6) Special education programs. 
( 7) Allorntion 01 fund, for r,1rntal out la\' ,1•HI operations to each re11ional ,chool district. 
(8) On or before November I. 1970. c,l:lulish guidelines for the impll'mentation of the 

provisions of section 5. 
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The following pages contain a sampling of the top, middle, and bottom of 
over 600 possible high school combinations, ranked according to percentage 
of black children under unsympathetic authority (white control). 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Comparison of All Plans Submitted 

a C d f 
80.0 71.2 64.1 59.5 
20. 35.9 0 

79.5 84.9 84.9 85.6 77.3 
20.5 15.1 15.1 14.4 22.7 

1. Percentage of black children under black control. 
2. Percentage of black children under white control. 
3. Percentage of white children under white control. 
4. Percentage of white children under black control. 

a. Northwest Community Organization 
b. Action Committee For Education 
c. Detroit Council of Organizations 
d. Edison School Parents Club 
e. Ad-Hoc COtr1I1ittee for COlllllunity Control of Schools 
£. Promotion Study Success, Inc. 
g. Berkowitz Plan 
h. Detroit Board of Educ.ation 
i. First District Democratic-Education Coumittee 

* High School Boundaries Altered 

i* 
31.4 
68.6 
79.2 
20.8 



Eli. r LU L'!, TS l:L1· CK, /.,'lfJ'I'[;, M.T ~ 10':AI, 

Ali<.: Z.1•:J l'C l.1R[7';' JU' _ 1:r u 1.r,r 

3031, 3C774 32973 27 lf 10 119 C 3 3Glf 34 3063(, 
3(571; 13831 2318 13(,03 255£4 3563 E7CG 
39GOU 44G05 35291 111013 37547 3 9 '.l 97 371122 
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PERCENTAGE OF BLACK CHILDREN UNDER BLACK CONTROL 
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ilJII'IT f:'llITE 
L'lIITE IJLACI'. 

l'L'I/Ci:l.'~"/l('l' OF BLACK C//ILDREli Ul!DER B'I,/tCJ: CCI!Tl'Cl, 

!TRCr:lv':l/1.GE OF lJLACK CHILVRL'll UJ:DI:R Ti!Jin: C(J!.Tl.'OL 

,El/CE!!'i'ACE OF i.'HITE CHILDREN Ul,'Dl·.'R rm1T1; crNTF.()L 

:r:RCZiiTACI-: OF ;:nn·E Cl/ILDREN UliDEJ.' llLACJ.: Cf,lJTl:'CL 

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS 

3 
2 
2 
0 

57.5 
~ 

82.9 
17 .1 

rsT 

12136 
I 13543 

25679 

l.'Ul.''/lEF OF DIS'lRJCTS 

3 
3 
2 
0 

53.1 
~ 

80,4 
19,6 

HST 

12136 
13543 
2567ft 

l!UJ..'P.r:r. CF VIS'IRIC':'E' 

3 
3 
2 
0 

53,1 
<[[;]:) 

co.i. 
19.6 



Ef,'RCLLJ..'E!l'I'S BLACK, FIJITE, A/iD TOTAL 

ADI BC EF GlJU JK L/.;N ON! 

20620 2069 30538 39338 19881 19618 29024 
14021 28373 940G 214 11401 2033'8 4083 
35441 30442 1,0024 39552 31202 39956 33107 

/.'/,,JORITY El. ROLL!,:El/'J' TCLITIC,1L COfTROL 

BLACK IJLACK 
BLACK /;'l!ITE 
f.'HITE rm ITE 
rmITE BLACK 

IT!ICEllTl,GE OF 
TERCENTAGE' CF 
TERCEilTAGE OF 
I'ERCE/;T/',CE OF 

BLACK 
BLACK 
Ti HITE 
r:HITE 

CHILDREN 
CHILDREN 
CHILDREN 
CHILEREN 

UNDER BLACK CONTROL 
uz:DER flHITE CONTROL 
UNDER 1-lliITE CONTROL 
UliDER BLACK COI!TI'.CL 

Ei:RCLLMENTS BLACK, f.'HITE, Al!D TOTAL 

ADI BE CF CHU JK um OPQ 

20620 11670 20937 39338 19881 19618 29024 
14821 21575 16284 214 11401 20338 4083 
35441 33245 37221 39552 31282 39956 33107 

~AJCRITY ENROLLMENT POLITICAL CONTROL 

BLACK BLACK 
BLACK 1/HITE 
FlHITE WIIITE 
vi HITE BLACK 

PERCEUTAGE CF lJLACK CHILDREN U/.;DER BLACK CCl!TROL 
PERCENTAGE OF BLACK CHILDREN UlWER 1/HITE CONTROL 
f'ERCEl/TAGE OF FHITE CHILDREN UNDER r-/HITE COl!TROL 
PERCENTAGE OF flllITE CHILDREN UNDER BLACK CONTROL 

ENI/OLLJ.iENTS BLACK, flHITE, AND TOTAL 

ADI BC EF GHU JL/: Kil OPQ 

20620 2069 30538 39338 11963 27536 29024 
14821 28373 9486 214 25584 6155 4083 
35441 30442 40024 39552 37547 33691 33107 

liAJORITY r:NROLLMENT POLITICAL CONTROL 

BLACK BLACK 
BLACJ: ¥.'HITE 
1,'[JITE f!liITE 
f.'llITE BLACK 

PERCENTAGE OF BLACK Cl!ILDRE!i Ul:DER BLACK CONTROL 
l'ERCL'NTACE OF BLACIC CHILDREN UNDER i!HITE COl:TROL 
PERCEllTAGE OF f!llITE CllILDREl,' UIJDER 1-!llITE COli'i!ROL 
PERCEIITAlE OF i!HITE CllILDREll UllDER HLACK COllTROL 

RST 

12136 
13543 
25679 

NUf.:BER OP DISTRI 

3 
2 
3 
0 

51. 4 
~ 

81. 3 
18.7 

RST 

12136 
13543 
25679 

NU/.fl!ER OF DISTRICT 

3 
2 
3 
0 

51.4 
~ 

81.3 
18.7 

RST 

12136 
13543 
25679 

l!UMBER OF DISTRICT[; 

·3 
2 
3 
0 

51.4 
~ 

81.3 
18.7 



i...'I:J. ('LL:.T.~ ':f /:LACI:• 1/JJI~•r:. A/ID TOTAL 

,llT CF l 1I GllU JK L/.tll OPQ 

12C35 20937 19655 39338 19881 1!:l61B 29024 
':.<J 7 7(, 162C4 6C20 21ll 11401 20338 4083 
112411 37221 2627 5 39552 31282 39956 33107 

i A.:cr,ITi' E'liRCLLI:r:t:T I'OLITICAL COIITRCL 

BLACJ: L'f.JlCK 
J; l,A CJ; 
/.'HITE 
l,'I:I'l'E 

I'ERCE:,'T/..GE 
T EFCEl;TAGF 
I'L'RCE!.'TAGE 
PERCr:!:T/..CE 

OF 
er 
CF 
OF 

f LACJ: 
ELACJC 
TiliITE 
::'HITE 

PHITE 
l>'HITz...' 
BLACJ: 

Cl!ILDREI, UllDEF. '/JLACJ: CONTROL 
CilILDREN UNDER IIIJITE CO/ITROL 
CllILDREl: UllDr:R 1!HIT'C CCllWOL 
CllILDREl,' Ul!D'CR BLACJ: CCIITROL 

EI: RCLLl,'EiiTS BLACK, WHITE, AllD TOTAL 

AEF 

31503 
17687 
49190 

BC 

2069 
28373 
30442 

DI 

19655 
6620 

26275 

i-,AJORITY EIIROLLNElw'T 

BLACK 
BLACK 
flHITE 
I/HITE 

CHU 

39338 
214 

39552 

JLM 

11963 
25584 
37547 

27536 
6155 

33691 

POLITICAL COCTROL 

BLACY. 
rvHITE 
rmn'E 
BLACK 

no24 
4083 

33107 

I'ERC'CIITAGE OF EJLACK CHILDREA' UliDER BLACK COl.'~RC'L 
I'ERCENTAGE OF BLACK CIIILDREll Ul:DER 1.'HITI: COllTROL 
FERCEI:TAGE OF I/RITE CIJILDREN UNDER I/HITE COIITROL 
PERCENTAGE OF f.'HITE ClIILDREll UirnEr. BLACY. cor::-r.oL 

El,'RCLL/·;EZ:TS . BLACK• f.'IIITE • t..llD TOTAL 

AEF EC DIJL Gl!U J~ur: orq t:S': 

31503 2069 23986 39330 35168 29024 12136 

17687 28373 25344 214 13015 4083 13543 

4!3190 30442 49330 39552 48183 33107 jZ567'J 

i:I.JOF.I'i'Y El!ROLLl-:Z..:li'i' 

13UCJ: 

POLITICAL C0tTR0L 

ELA Ci: 

ELA Ci: 
r:u1n 
i,'1/IT'I: 

I E!.'CEfiTArE 
[ r:ucr:r:TAGE 
1 EI.CL'l/Tl.r:r 
1 r:1,C:L':. 'i'J:(;[., 

tF 
OF 
er 
(,],' 

iJLACi: Cl!ILDUEii 
ii I,A Ci: CifILVI!l:l: 
/'l/I:iT c1;JI.1Jf.E,'i 
i'liITi·. Ci' 1 r.m:r.;: 

rmITE 
!.'l!ITC 
f.LACK 

u;;vr:r, RUCJ'. ccr:u:oL 
Ui!V.ER 1.'IUTF. cn:-:uL 

cc1:7:r.rL u1:vr-:r l'!l J';'l: 
cnr:-:r.01. Ul':DF:J: f!.ACJ: 

r.r.r 

12136 
13S&i3 
25679 

r:ur.:iJER OF Dit:TRICTS 

3 
2 
3 
0 

50,8 
@;]:> 

89.3 
10,7 

12136 
13543 
25679 

l:U#.'BER CF DIST!iICTS 

3 
2 
3 
0 

~· 

~ 
89,3 
10.7 

r.urmrn cF r,zsrr1c-::r 

2 

3 
C 

3C). 5 

~ 
'J 5. r, 
11. 2 



, •• ,1 l L .L, ..... • .._ ' .. ,, '\ , .• I 111 -~:, • ,, ,, /J .. v~ ,,i.. 

.'.J;I,.: L· i: 

~115(,5 11 (,_ '/ 0 
2:.1Yll1 21575 
4C54l. 3321;5 

t L,ll..',~ 
1: Lt. CJ: 
f!l!ITC 
l.'P. He· 

r . 

r1·r.a,~rh1/ a 
TI:liC:fi,'ft.rE u· 
h;J,'CEi.T,1',E er 
i r.'RCEi, TAC[ <'F 

c;· C: !.' V 

2(5!~3,7 3'J338 
H,1811 214 
37~21 3'J55~ 

tLACi: CHIL[)I'.El. 
?LAC.i. Ci.'ILDJ:l:A' 
rmrrt CliILlll:r:!, 
l.'l! Irl. Cl!ILL'l,'L"/; 

J:L 1:1: ere 

1G322 l'J232 29024 
11805 10774 4083 
'.'8127 3000G 33107 

fl,/. CJ: 
!.'/'I':!: 
i l!.T':T 
r Lt.. c;: 

Ul,TEf. ·QLI.Ci: 
l:'r:L'F:F: 11!1::i: 
m:ru, l.l!ITI' 
VI.TI:! /;LI.CJ~ 

C(l."TU T. 
CCI.TJCL 
,.:c;:nc:r, 
CC/.''1' J'{ l 

ENROLI,l:El.TS EUCY., 1'11I:n:, ,: rr. ';()~'Al, 

ADI.! BC T:F CJ!U n l ... .,. <T<' 
I 

2 .. 565 20€9 30538 39338 16322 . 19232 29024 
23981 • 28373 . 9486 ~11J 1100S 1C774 11083 
a.a5-.6 30 .. 42 40021i 39552 28127 3r.o o~ 33107 

i "A.TCRI'l1 EJ:l?C LLl.'I:I:t · • ULI':'ICt!L C( l.''.:'I'CL 

'BU CJ: 
flACJ: 
~.'HI~I: 
rnun-

T E1i/; ~ii' ~iHT 
n:r.cr;.·TACE 
I ERCEl!.TA u: 
FEl!CEli'!li.r.E 

OF Ht.ACK 
CF ELA.Ci: 
c,t f!RITE 
&F ·1:iln·t 

CliI LVRL'i': 
CllILDf.Ci: 
CTIIL'tRF,: 
CllILl'I'.El: 

ELI.Cl~ 
!.'/1I':T 
r:11:::r: 
l'l,A Ci: 

l/iil'i:J .. ,-LA Ct 
l/l:crr· r·llrT;. 
l'::r:r:J: l'P.1':'i: 
U/.'l)EN 'I'Li.CJ: 

er::-: ."r r. 
cc:::..·rN 
cn:rrrr. 
cr::rur. 

EJ:Ji'OLLl'.l:i!'l'f: i:Ll,CJ:, l'l!I':'1.'. M,'[l 'Ir': I.L 

/,.DC DIJL 

3034 23CJ0'6 
36574 2S3411 
3()608 49330 

,., 

\ .. 

l [,1Ci: 
L'Lt.Ci: 
1:111:..'i: 
l·TnT 

• Tli:l'CtJ:rA ,r 
t!TCI.i:Tlm: 
I t:J.<..'L'l.~/.Cl' 
J'i;JCl.'i. ':l rl.' 

{}' 

(}' 

ll' 
(/-' 

I:F <mU i:I: l: r.rr 1.,..,., 
~ a,J ... 

'30538 39338 351&8 2~0211 12136 
~406 214 130i!i 1.;0C3 13 5113 

40024 3')552 II et83 -33107 2Su79 

T'Cf.ITICI.I, <X/.'T!'r.I, 

J:T.ACK er: If L'RL'1: 
HACJ: CJJIUf:!i. 
l.'J.'n'L' Cl' 1 T,tJ:J.:i.· 
L'l! l'Z'i: l'/:'11,1'1.'l'l.' 

!' I,I c;: 
i.'l/ITI: 
I 'l!ITL: 
l'LACJ'. 

IJli/:l.'J. l'LACJ' 
uur.,: :Jtj ~'r 
l/i.'f.'l'.'.' ::1,·1.n 
l'/:l,fl.' r L/ c;: 

en rrrr. 
CCI.!.:1 CJ 
c, 1.rrn. 
Cf'::-:·r rr 

I'I'-T 

1213€ 
135113 
25(,7'J 

1:urrrr r r r I.""T!'!CT: 

2 
4 
2 
0 

3~.5 
@:;J:> 

95,8 
11. 2 

1:n~ 

12136 
13 5 II 3 
2567!' 

2 
I; 

2 
0 

39.5 

~ 
!lS • r. 
1,. 2 

2 
z 
3 
0 

3~.f 

~ 
nr\. t ... :' 



APPENDIX Ill 

The following game is submitted to the following team leaders: 

Professor Gerald Karaska 
Department of Geography 
Clark University 
Worcester, Massachusetts 

Professor Richard Morrill 
Department of Geography 
University of Washington 
Seattle, Washington 

Professor Thomas Reiner 
Department of Regional Science 
Wharton School of Business 
University of Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Professor Duane Marble 
Department of Geography 
Northwestern University 
Evanston, Illinois 

Professor William Warntz 
Computer Graphics 
Harvard University 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

Dr. John Sheppard 
Department of Geography 
Queens College 
Kingston, Ontario 



Dear Gerald, Duanf ... Dick, Bill, Tom and John, 

One way or· the other I'm sure you are all alerted to the problem- before the Detroit school children. The 
problem is to prevent racist authority over the most vulnerable children, Detroit's poor children who are also 
overwhelmingly black. Therefore, our objective function is to minimize "the number of black children under white 
authority." "White authority'' is not a biological reference since a "white voter" is defined not by skin color but by 
ability to vote for black individuals. The details of the operational procedures in these definitions will follow when 
we mijil you the progr1:1ss report. We net;d as much speed as possible since the law stil! re3ds that this decisiun must 
~ rea.:.heJ by January 30th of the coming year. There might be an extension. lrnplementa•ion .is next fall. 

PL1U1c intere~t is extrem,: and the geographers will make a presentation to a rather largr> co .. nmunity audience the 
28th of Dec;ember at the University of Detroit in the early evening. You are all most cordially invited to attend, by 
the way 

r :) become mon, formal: 

1. ffle objective function is to minimize the number ot black children under white authority. 

2. Co1,tiguity rriust be nn,ntained. 

3. tvktnc compactness is rlOt a constraint, topological contiguity will do under !he law and in lite. 

4. [ .~h regional school district must contain betw 0 ,~q ?5,000 to 50,000 students. 

5. There must be between 7 to 11 regions. 

6. High School capacities must be matched to within ten percent of their listed upper limits. 

7. Junior high school r..apacities are not important since grades can be held over in grade school and grade school 
capacities expanded by temporary measures, a well established practice. 

8. High school student~ are tah:1 to be 19 1)t::rcent of the total school population, the city wide average. 

What follows are the o,ap of th~ schools nt.'Ce'"5Jry for a connectivity matrix, a listing of total school population 
by race for each grade school r~ion (k through 12), a listing of "white" and "black" "'.oters for each grade school 
region, and a listing of high school capacities and \he grade school location of the high schools. 

If you have any questionsju!.'t call me at work 313-577-2126 or home 313-341-6694 day or night. 

Merry Christmas to you and yours. 

.,..-,, 

Regards, J J 

' 
(... 

.,, , ,..,,, 
, ,• ,.,..,_.... ..... 

Dt. William Bunge 
Research Director, Detroit 
Geographical Expedition and Institute 



121 119 na 17 165 169 170 1,.. 
23 

117 88 86 26 
171 

115 

114 19 
113 112 111 19 27 

85 18 

83 28 
110 90 82 

106 -----7 
'l 

80 29 
107 • 91 ' 

105 104 
78 79 

100 103 

101 
77 76 75 

99 98 

94 

GRADE SCHOOLS 



Black White Black White 
Students Students Vote Vote 

1 Franklin 495 1006 152 575 
2 Burton 240 721 J.77 896 
3 Couzei,s 1234 13 Sr,o . ', 282 
4 Edr.,o:,sor: 2467 674 13:JS 623 
5 t.:stubrook 7 8 P, (J 'i98 103 
6 Goldberg 1536 48 629 63 
7 Fairbanks 869 86 616 468 
8 Thirkell 1750 0 1543 133 
9 Sanders 1362 0 940 72 

10 Crosman 2013 0 1191 133 
11 Brady 1870 0 2097 138 
12 Roosevelt 2392 0 3160 164 
13 Peck 1694 0 956 72 
14 Dcty 1415 14 1804 289 
15 Longfellow 1112 11 862 36 
16 McCulloch 2628 10 3349 237 
17 Gla~ier l:L18 0 1005 63 
18 Custer 2970 12 2371 230 
19 Hally 1372 14 1643 317 
20 Hampton 541 661 1155 2070 
21 Pasteur 37 1823 1665 952 
22 Higginbotham 837 0 931 30 
23 McDowell 1839 38 1466 407 
24 Vernor 1885 109 1773 798 
25 Schultz 1997 61 1368 943 
26 Bagley 2329 97 2267 550 
27 Fitzgerald 3941 80 2199 839 
28 Clinton 2443 156 1000 263 
29 Courtis 2737 85 1656 359 
30 Noble 1117 47 525 133 
31 Wintr.:rhalter 55'* 6 982 6J 
32 Birney 1042 0 979. L♦ 6 

33 Keidan 3016 0 1339 78 
34 McKe1·row 2355 48 1173 145 
35 Angell 2176 0 1941 105 
37 Jamieson 2165 0 1891 82 
38 Woodward 1259 13 953' 153 
39 Ruthruff 1710 lLi 834 164 
40 Sherrill 1251 1011 1506 149 
41 Pattengill 2278 0 2104 121 
42 Biddle 730 0 313 11 

43 Sampson 1382 0 1795 96 

44 Wingert 1090 0 1103 65 
45 McGraw 642 6 663 53 
46 Columbian 1613 0 994 66 
47 Craft 1086 111 589 187 
48 Chaney 849 50 301 48 
49 Kennedy (and 1169 584 146 102 
50 Kennedy Annex) 



Black White Black White 
Students Students Vote Vote 

51 Owen 722 241 187 210 
52 Preston 334 123 85 85 
53 Webster 761 528 144 335 
54 Maybury 252 755 100 740 
55 McKinstry 297 660 45 2,7 
56 Cary 872 373 273 170 
57 Beard 130 867 56 728 
58 Neinas 461 1704 79 893 
59 Newberry 1206 320 320 408 
60 Sill 1539 315 713 712 
62 Hanneman 637 405 314 648 
63 Pri.est 454 1225 372 2269 
64 Holmes 286 699 71 634 
65 Clippert 92 561 19 802 
66 Logan 246 737 66 1941 
67 Harms 120 974 84 887' 
68 Bennett 225 1383 72 949 
69 Higgins 140 1131 72 1059 
70 Morley 693 1040 132 394 
71 Hunter 227 290 23 173 

72 Jeffries 985 0 592 15 
73 Boynton 1008 10 lOOY 81 
74 Mark Twain 1304 0 1219 46 

75 Barton 1330 70 1366 670 
76 Mcfarlane 1787 221 736 1330 

77 Parkman 84 852 66 1249 

78 Ford 250 445 95 1139 

79 Parker 1775 999 779 1720 

80 Monnier 2009 441 1028 948 

81 Cadillac 783 1601 394 2497 

83 Guest 1705 301 776 777 

84 King 945 207 642 1079 

85 Cerveny 708 654 233 994 

66 Winship 540 498 6Y6 1401 

87 Bow 347 2169 417 2508 

88 Newton 185 973 96 2123 

89 Crary 72 1130 294 3311 

90 Edison 162 790 261 2574 

91 Dossin 64 846 16Y 1986 

92 Coolidge 78 1870 164 2517 

93 Herman l 7i+6 1318 302 1639 

94 Gardner 30 963 85 1883 

95 Carver 23 1125 45 1253 

96 Leslie lOY 800 42 1814 

97 Dixon 39 1266 84 1604 

98 Kosciusko 31 1016 64 1407 

99 Ann Arbor Trail 27 886 36 674 

100 McLean 8 37 6 18 384 

101 McColl 104 766 75 1267 

1oz Everett 11 533 46 677 

103 Mann 122 813 111 1513 

104 Marsh 206 400 27 337 

105 Weatherby 6 578 68 948 



Bl<1c'.. \n l j_ t( B l:1d: White 
Sludc-1 ts Stl;dc: fs Vote Vote 

l.) lJ Vetal ' l. ', 1574 177 2098 
107 Con.per s l ', ?'~4 29 452 
1 ()f Hcc1 ly 11 612 ~!') :;3 6 
1U9 Hubert Jl 1592 l1 J 297 
110 Hardii.g 163 161+ ': 11;: r, -

:>11 

111 Cooi:c (\ 144u 1 q-· 2 ~J SL~ u , I 

112 Burt 28 135~ 1::3 2338 
113 Hou[;htcr, 3J 1609 '.; 1 1426 
.1 lL, Yost 153 50S' 17 2 53 
d5 Ld lSe 167 631 45 702 
116 Holcon:b 25 1286 206 2370 
li 7 ;:::i:e rs 01: 56 1345 19S 2740 
1m ?Lei.er 148 1496 135 l?S2 
lU :t-:cKe1, t,'.f 168 2226 239 2326 
12·) Dow Jn 11+50 140 1372 
121 Buq;ess L) r_)fC 56 857 
122 La rt,ed 16 51.J 64 7U3 
Ld Chrysler 157 17, 744 893 
124 Foster· 1055 0 1119 265 
ll5 Geor 6e '.;, .,! (; 5')0 64 
12b Li ncoL1 718 ) 456 39 
12 7 Trowbridge 241 .J 400 33 
12[ Balch 0'.:>4 ') 1022 167 
129 Paln,er n--.:2 ," 33f, 88 
130 Breitr.,eyer B/+7. 9 7 61 45 
131 Moore '1()(; 0 730 33 
132 Alger 791 16 1530 90 
133 Maybee 707 1 468 17 
134 Dwyer 1114 0 647 54 
135 Pa,ke 738 534 201 864 
136 Ferri 1157 596 426 1606 
137 Campbe 11 1738 23 946 340 
138 Norvell 556 0 350 2u 

139 Du tfield 40 1289 1055 2M 

140 Bur.che 1679 0 879 44 

141 Harris 761 ·' 351 21 ',' 

142 Williams 17 50 2!~ G67 298 

143 Thomas 830 92 389 134 

144 Marcy 1026 21 645 75 

145 Berry 1529 6 1042 84 

146 Bellevue 1364 0 719 198 

14 7 Field 1729 17 5 795 366 

141: Xonteith 1565 115 586 1514 

149 Nichols 1716 34 605 171 

150 Jones 2204 0 1162 115 

l~l Joyce 1425 0 880 74 

152 Hillger 1021 0 874 75 

153 Chandler 1551 48 582 122 

154 Rose 1160 36 4.'.>l 145 

155 Stephens 1681 17 715 127 

l 56 Cooper 1686 1124 513 1685 

157 Holmes 3105 423 805 938 

158 Lynd: 129 791 51 Lilb 

J 59 Wit i te 787 1327 221 2856 



Black White Black White 
Studei, ts Studer,ts Vote Vote 

160 Davison 2751 Su 1552 821 
' 161 Greenfield Park 636 1396 389 1571 .f;· 

16Z Greenfield Union 69 1034 48 570 
163 Grayling 932 248 154 1370 
164 Marshall 1290 924 601 1584 
16~ Mason 648 647 616 2128 
166 Courville 3003 30 2441 30t'J 
167 Atkinson 1246 13 1718 531 
168 Pierce 549 334 259 501 
169 Van Zile 677 734 471 1622 ' '. 
170 Law 97 496 125 2745 
171 Grant 194 674 118 1256 
172 Wilkins 205 1614 155 3236 
173 Fleming 15 1062 102 2717 
174 Pulaski 387 1205 112 3068 
175 Trix 336 920 77 1725 
176 Richard 35 604 68 1342 
177 Burbank 67 795 69 1547 
178 McGregor 168 714 93 1832 
1-79 Columbus · 14 1372 131 2081 
180 Robinson 10 1376 122 2226 
181 Carleton 16 1551 206 3724 
182 Goodale 0 1594 149 3025 
183 Wayne 29 1401 226 3952 
184 Macomb 20 1110 147 1359 
185 Hutchinson 1802 55 507 170 
186 Marxhausen 1506 0 939 83 
187 Pingree 1233 0 516 46 
188 St. Clair 3489 81 1596 150 
189 Hamilton 986 554 405 1558 
190 Stellwagon 10 1020 214 2719 
191 Marquette 7 742 148 2096 
192 Hanstein 32 ' 

284 27 682 
193 Clark 15 1487 304 3525 
194 Hosmer 155 1390 286 2296 

195 Carstens 1112 1815 331 848 

196 Lillibridge 2975 398 762 220 

197 Howe 1939 20 1069 85 

198 Scripps· 1520 31 746 175 

199 Lingeman 881 721 250 401 

200 Stark 1178 24 603 182 

201 Keating 2072 310 613 280 

202 Ives 71 713 56 751 

203 Guyton 308 1234 221 1463 



High ~,,·nc,uJ , tudent Capacities Located By Crade :~ch001s 

k ,8t..0 Co0lid 6e 2,460 Burns 2,16) Marquette 
2, ,)ni; t,ri est 2,550 McKenny 2, ]10 Li llibridgc 

l,':t'Jli Craft 2,60C Schultz 2,730 Macomb 
),248 McCullough 2,600 Courville 1,910 Duffield 
2,840 Woodward 2,510 Carleton 2,640 Owens 
2, Jl(J Holcomb 2,230 Alger 1,620 Terry 

2,350 KOOSC:Ve 1 L 2,630 Grant 1,930 Hunter 



APPENDIX IV 

ATLAS 



.·.· __ ,...\ 
"))/.. ~ 

HIERH 

... ' ........ . 

......... r: n~1=f;; 
\\ :.:?ii?<)) 

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME 
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$2,800 - $5,000 

$5,000 - $6,000 

$6,000 - $8,000 

$8,000 - $10,150 

(TALUS, 1965) 



FORD 

REDFORD COOLEY 

CODY 

INFERIOR QUALITY EDUCATION 

• at least 15 per cent below national average 

(Achievement Test Scores of Pupils, Detroit Public Schools, 1969, p. e, 



FRONTRUNNERS IN COUNCILMAN IC PRIMARY 

(Michael Barone, 1969) 
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BLACK POPULATION, 1930 

75 to 100 per cent 

1 to 76 per cent 

(U.S. Census, 1930) 
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BLACK POPULATION, 1940 
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75 to 100 per cent 

1 to 75 per cent 

(U.S. Census, 1940) 
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BLACK POPULATION, 1950 
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75 to 100 per cent 

1 to 75 per cent 

(U.S. Census, 1950) 
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BLACK POPULATION, 1960 

-(ITfil) 
75 to 100 per cent 

1 to 75 per cent 

(U.S. Census, 1960) 



APPENDIX V 

THEORt TICA LL Y PERFECT Co.1MUNITY CONTROL AND GERRYMANDERING 

Gerrymandered Div,smn ;::;f Segregated Area 
Democ1at1c Division of Segregated Area 

100 

per Ct!nt 

of 
50 

districts 

0 50 

per cent of voters 

per cent 

of 
districts 

100 

50 

0 

100 

100 

per cent 
of 50 

districts 

0 

Democratic Division of lntt9'ated Area 

50 100 

per cent of voters 

50 100 
per cent of voters 

1. It 1s necessary but not sufficient for perfect community control that the bound¥ies 6f the voting districts 
coincide with the boundaries of the community. 

2. It is necessary but not sufficient for perfect community control that the proportionality of the communities be 
reflected in the proportion of voting districts. In terms of applied mathemati< .. -i. this means a great number of voting 
districts. 
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