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AB3TRACT 

The following report is based on results from a panel 

study of residents of Penfield, N.Y., a community instituting 

a suburban-urban transfer with the City ;School District of 

Rochester in September 1968. Two interviews were conducted in 

September. 1968 and in June 1969 with the sa!le respondents: a 

randon sample of district resident, ra random sample of parents 

and school district elites. Results indicate consistent and 

general support of about 50r; of the total for the progra 

among all three smaples. however, opposition increased over. 

the period sturlied by a very slicrht amount to about 30-35;; o1 

the total. Little real polarization appears to have taken 

place among respondents contrary to expectations. In the 

community in aencral the transfer progran is not a contro-

versial issue and has received little attention in the news-

papers. 	At present the transfer program continues to func-

tion smoothly although the potential for dissent within the 

commity is latent.. 



I. Introduction 

Suburban-urban transfer . 	programs offer city students the oppor-

tunity to participate in suburban educational programs. Presently 

such transfer programs operate in the Boston, Hartford and Rochester 

metropolitan areas. Data from these programs is gradually being 

gathered and can provide additional aid in planning and luplementing 

successful school integration. A vital component in the future 

success of integration prograns is the reaction of the community. 

.Little empirical evidence about comlunity attitudes and patterns of 

reaction to integration is available in the literature. This survey 

attempts to explore thelong-tern attitudes and reactions of a subur-

ban school district p9rticipating in ;a suburbt.;,n-urban transfer 

program. 

Penfield, an upper middle class, suburban cop.lunity, instituted 

a cooperative transfer program with the city school district of 

Rochester, N.Y., in September: 1958. Thirty-xie 	 enmlled 

in 3 Penfield elementary schools. 	In order to study community at-

titudes and reaction to the program an initial series of interviews 

was conducted with Penfield residents in September 1968 and reported 

in April 1969.* The same respondents were re-interviewed in June 

1969 after the program's first full year of operation. These results 

were reported in February 1970.** To follow is a summary and final 

report of the findings of the Fenfield surveys. 

Preliminary Report on the Survey of Penfield School District 
Residents' Reactions to the Penfield-Rochester Transfer Program, 
Apr11 1969, L. helms, SUC at Brockport. 

** Progress Report: Penfield School District's Reactions to the 
Penfield-Rochester. Iransfer Program, February 1970, L. Yelms, 
SUC at'Brockport 



	
Reason At larTe Parent 

Refused during the first interview to permit 
a second interview. 	  5 2 

Refused at the time of the second interview 
tc be interviewed again 

Moved from the l'enfield school district 	 	9 • • • 

2 
6 

2 
0

On vacation, couldn't be reached 
No contact although several attempts 

4 
5 

2 
4 

Other 3 1 

Total 	25 11 

A. Sample 

Data is based on a panel study consisting of two intervielocon-

ducted with the sane respondents in September. 1968 nand June 1969. 

Three categories of respondents were interviewed: a random sample of 

school district residents selected at large; a random sample of parents 

with children in the newly integrated classrooas and school district 

'elites' arbitrarily defined as school board .members and school parent-

teacher organization officials. 

Studies based on the repeated interviewing of the same group of 

respondents face the problem of attrition. Response to the Penfield 

survey dropped 20% between the first and second rounds. 

3ample Round #1 Round 42 Nly.r.ber dropix:d % dropprA 

At large 113 88 25 22.1% 
-Parents 44 33 11 25% 
Elites 19 19 -
Total 176 140 36 20.4% 

the reasons for this drop included: 

Analysis of the group dropping out of the survey after the first 

round indicates that these respondents were predominantly opposed to, 

or at least ambivalent toward, the transfer program. When the socio-

economic data for this group (those dropping out) was analysed, no 

clear pattern emerged. 1;o real differences existed between those who 

answered both surveys and those answering only the first in occupational 



status, age distritution or number of years residing in the Penfield 

school district. Only educational attainment revealed some differences 

between groups. Those dropping from the at large group were insignifi-

cantly distributed among all levels of educational achievement. There 

were no drops from the elite sample. However, for the parent sample 

all drops occurred from those respondents with a. high School education 

or less. This may indicate: first, that these respondents clearly 

associated the survey with the school; second, that this group, being 

the group most directly involved with the schools and the program, was 

most reluctant to be counted; and third, that the social desirability 

of educational attainment and consequent feeling of inadequacy in the 

interview situation was strongest for this group. Frov. hereonin all 

data presented for roundY1 will not include those refusing for any 

reason a second interview. 

In sum, the reasons for respondents' dropping out of the survey are 

varied. Those dropping were predominantly opposed to the program. 

here the influence of factors of social desirability must be mentioned. 

The heavily negative distribution of respondents' dropping may reflect 

respondent awareness of the social desirability of appearing to favor 

integration and integration programs and a consequent unwillingness to 

violate these norms despite real opposition. This argument is support-

ed by the generally high levels of educational attainment and occupa-

tional status of Penfield residents. 

B. Background data 

Penfield is an upper middle class suburban community. This is 

confirmed by the background data gathered from respondents in the school 

district.* 	74% if the respondents report so- ,e education beyond high 

* For additional information see appendix A . 



school with 50% having completed college and 21.5% of the men holding 

advanced degrees. Penfield is one of the wealthier suburbs in the Roches-

ter metropolitan area with yearly income averaging over $14,000. Survey 

results indicate that 83% of respondents earn over 0.0,000 yearly and 

49% over 15,000. By occupation 65% claim technical, professional or 

managerial status while an additional 20% are self-empl..oyed or in sales. 

District residents are mobile as 62% have lived in Penfield less than 

8 years. The district is child populous with only 4 respondents re-

porting no children at all and 25, no children currently enrolled in 

the Penfield schools. Concommitantly, the age distribution of respon-

dents is concentrated in the 30-49 bracket. To summarize, Penfield 

typifies a suburban, familistic population with much higher than average 

levels of income and education. 

II.. Results 

Attitudes are composed of a complex set of interrelated and inter-

reactive beliefs, experience and personality factors. The affect of 

attitudes upon behavior is uncertain. The present study attempts only 

to characterize respondent's attitueds toward integration and the trans-

fer program during its first year of operation. To this end it is 

necessary to distinguish between respondents' views of the Penfield 

schools, the school integration issue in general and finally the Pen-

field-Rochester transfer program specifically. 

A. Attitudes toward the Penfield schools 

Respondents were asked to compare the Penfield schools with other 

school systems in i1onroe County. The response indicates generally 

positive views of the Penfield schools. This finding confirms data 

gathered in a 1967 survey of the district to determine general levels 



	Best in 	Cne of 	Somewhat be:- Other, 
	county 	best 	Averae lore avernge Poor children 

Total 	 15.4% 69.8% 6.4% 	0.7% , 0.7% 6.5% 
At larEe 	 18.0 61.8 4.5 1.1 1.1 13.4 
Parents 	
Elites. 	

 
 
12.5 
15.6 

68.8 
78.9 

9.4 
5.3 

-
-

-
-

6.2 
- ** 

of community support for the schools.* 

How would you rank Penfield schools against 
other school systems in i.onroe County? 

Upon probing into specific components of attitudes towards the 

schools respondents seemed unable to make meaningful distinctions be-

tween features of the progran offered by the Penfield schools. Most 

held either a generally consistent, positive or negative view of the 

schools. ThuE, tespon dents felt that the type of family living in the 

district, the facilities, the teaching staff, .the administration and 

the curriculum all .contributed positively to the quality of education 

in Penfield. Even the key question asking the respondent to evaluate 

spending by the school district demonstrated sore satisfaction with 

current levels of spending. 

Evaluation of school district spendinrc 
spends too 	Spenas just about 	z)pends too 
much money r1A).t anount 	little mone- Other 

Total 	
At large 
Parents 	
Elites 	

	
 
 
 
 

23.% 
25.6 
31.3 

58.6% 
57.3 
56.3 
68.4 

9.3% 
6.7 
3.1 

31.6 

8.6% 
10.2 
9.3 

In another measure respondents were given a list of issues fre-

quently mentioned in relation to the schools and asked to select the tkvo 

items which they perceived as the most important issues facing the 

Penfield schools. The results follow. 

* 1967 Report, Penfield Central School District, p. 12. 

** Errors due to rounding in this and'all following tables. 



	Item Most Rank Second most Rank 
important Order important Order 
issue issue 

Naintaining high educational 
standards 	 	 34.3% 1 16.4% 2 

Limiting the amount of money 
spent . on the schools 	  19.3 

Communication between the 
2 13.6 

schools and district 
residents 	11.4 3 17.9 1 

Overcrowding 	  10.0 
Increasing the amount of money 

spent on the schools 	  9.3 
Too many frills 	  	5.0 

4 
•
5 
6 

4.3 
4.3 
6.4 

5 

5 
4 

Maintaining discipline in the 
classroortA 	   	3.6 7 13.6 3 

Increasing the educational ser-
vices offered by the schools,
such vs guidance, language, etc 	 2.9 

The Penfield-Eochester trans-
fer program 	  2.9 

8 

8 

17.9 
2.9 

1 

6 

When analysed by sample, some distinctions emerge. All three sum-

pies view maintaining high educational standards as both the first and 

second most important isues wits one exception: at large group, second 

choice. Clearly in the measure; the Penfield-Rochester transfer program 

consistently ranks lowest both as a first and second choice by respondents. 

SqpIple Most important issue Second in importance 

#1 Maintaining high standards #1 1aintaining Mph stan-

Elite 
(36.80 

#2 Communication (26.3%) 
dards (36.8)

#2 Increasing services 

#3 increasing money spent 
(26.3%) 

#3 (3-way tie, 10.5% each) 
(15.8%) Limiting money 

Increasing money 
1:aintaining discipline 

-#1 ;aintaining high standards 1 maintaining high stan-

Parent 
(33.10 

d2 Limiting money spent 
dards (21.1%) 

#2 oaintaininv discipline 
(21.2:L>) (18,2%) 

#3 Communication (15.2%) #3 (3-way tie, 12.1%each)
Limiting money 
Communication 
Increasing services 

#1 Naintaining high standards #1 Communication (22.7%) 

At large • 
(34.1%) 

#2 Limiting money2W1 
#3 Overcrosding (10.2%) 

#2 Increasing services f 
#3 Limiting money (14.8- ) 



Too much Enough Prot enOuch 
	information luforration inforaation 

Total le • • • 1.4% 69.3% 29.3% 
At large 2.3 65.9 31.3 
Parents 78.8 21.2 
Elite 	 Ole 68.4 31.6 

Bond Eleotion (2/69) 
	Yes Other 

Total 	 68:6% 27.1g 4.3% 
At large 		69.3 29.5 1.1 
Parent 	 51.5 33.3 15.2 
Elite 	94.7 5.3 

Budget Election (6/69) 
	Yes iio Other 

Total 		65% 32.9% 2.1% 
At large 		64.8 34.1 1.1 
Parent 	 45.5 48.5 6.1 
Elite 	 100.0 

School Board Elections (6/69)	Yes Other 

Total 	 68.6% 30.0  1.4%: 
At large 		64.8 35.2 
Parent 		42.4 51.5 6.1 
Elite 	  94.7 5.3 

Asecord area of questions dealing with views about the schools 

dealt with respondents' satisfaction with information supplied to them 

about the schools. First the respondent was asked if he were satisfied 

with the information he received about the schools. Host indicated some 

satisfaction. 

This question was then related to the question of participation 

in district affairs. Respondents were asked about their participation 

in the threp school elections during the 1968-69 school year. 

Did you vote in the  

These figures are exceedingly high when coapared to the district 

average for these elections (30-40% of the total eligible, in fact, 

did vote) and must be viewed with suspition. Social desirability in a 



vcs ro Other 

Total 	  75% 21.4% 3.55 
At large 	
Farents 	

 75.0 
 69.7 

22.7 
21.1 

2.2 
9.1 

Elites 	 84.2 15.8 01.1.

face -to-face interview with a well educated population may have 

been a key factor in producing this result. When analysed by sample 

the parent group consistently reports a 15% lower level of voting 

p,)rticipation th:tn the total. :..liter group p:n-ticipation ranges 

tween 95-100% in each election. The at large figures seem high and 

inconsistent with the idea that greater direct involvement with school 

affairs leads to greater participation as reflected in voting turnout. 

The high at large turnout may, in fact, reflect norns of social desira-

bility and bear little relation to actual fact, for, as a group 

voting turnout would be expected to be the lowest in the at large 

group. 'Ihc.izier parental participation may reflot a more honest and 

accurate response. 

the issue of school-community communication was raised 

with the question: did the school district give you enough infomation 

prior to each of these elections? The response to this was slightly 

more favorable than to the previous,more general.question about com-

munication. 

Did you receive enough information prior to 
each of these elections? 

;Then respondents were asked to specify for which of the three .  

elections there was insu2ficient infornotion 	of. the total again 

repeated their general satisfaction. another 5,g D2 	tetol felt 

that the district was at fault in providing information for all three 

elections. however, of the remainder, the fond election seemed to 



evoke the least satisfaction with 8.6% indicating lack of communica-

tion by the district on that issu alone. Only 2%, respectively, 

indicated that the budget and board election inforTation prograns 

were deficient. This rather tentative difference is reinforced, how-

ever, by events in the distrit; the bond issue vas defeated three 

times; the bud ;et passed easily the first tirle both in 1969 and 1970. 

B. Attitudes towards school integrTtion 

Attitudes related to questions of race are complex. liuch of the 

literature about racial attitudes reports increased support for the 

idea of school Jntegration in this ,country.* 	howeVor, these results 

vmst 	viewed with suspicion. Instead., it may well be the case that 

racial prejudice has become socially unacceptable at the verb;.1 level 

tot y, prticriarly in roups uith high levels of education. respite 

alle, Idly hivh levels of support for school integration little mean-

ingful school inteF:ration has taken place in the north. in fact, when 

concrete proFrams of school integration are develolml strons: opposi-

tion has usually served to lixit them. Thus, the problem. remains of 

understanding the relationship between attitudes and behavior In 

situations involving actual school integration. 

In this survey an attepTt was nada to distinguish between 

generalized attitudes toward school integration as dictated by the 

norms of social desirability LInd between meaningful attitudes towards 

school into ration as dictated by reactions to a concrete and immedi-

ate proi7ram establishing actual schol integration. As expected 

Penfield residents report strong general support for the idea of school 

integration. As questions become more specific and related to actual 



Yes Eo Other 

Total 	
At large 
Parents 	
	

 
 
 

85.7% 
86.5 
81.3 

5.7,E 
3.4 

12.5 

8.6% 
10.1 
6.3 

Elite 	 90.0 	5.0 . • 5.0 

Yes /,o Other 

September 
Total June 	

	 
 

66.4% 
60.0 

22.1% 
28.6 

11.4% 
11.4 

Septealber 
	At large.: June 	
	 

 
62.9 
55.7 

22.5 
28.4 

14.6 
15.9 

situations social distance narrows and support for meaningful school 

integration decreases. In fact, attitudes towards school integration 

may be meaningfully measured only in terms of concrete and personal 

situations and not in generalized and abstract terms. 

A group of general questions about school integration was posed 

to respondents in both rounds. The purpose of these questions was to 

establish with increasing specificity the spectrum of respondentS,  

attitudes from general opinions about school integration to views of .a 

functioning integration pronTam. Thus, respondents were Asked if 

they favored school integration. Few said no with the parent group 

again the most opposed as their involvement is potentially greatest. 

Is the interration of Legro And Alte 
children in school desirable? 

The next three questions,repeated in both interviews, becone in-

creasingly specific about problems encountered in the process of inte-

grating suburban schools. The results reflect respondent skepticism 

as social distance narrows and as the questions becoAe more applicable 

to the Penfield-Rochester transfer program. The results reflect some 

change between the September and June interview. 

Do you favor educating: city students toE;ether 
with suburban students? 



September 	 68.8 25.0 6.3 
Parents... June 	 60.1 36.4 3.0 

Septe,aber 	 79.0 16.0 5.0 
Elite 	 June 	 79.0 16.0 5.0 

YE',3 Cther 

Totril 

At larre 

September... 
	_Tune..... 
September... 
	June 	 

60.71 
53.6 
55.1 
50.0 

34.3713 
33.6 
39.3 
37.5 

5.0Z 
12.8 

5.6 
12.5 

September 	 
	iarents.... June 	 

65.6 
51.5 

34.4 
33.3 

-
15.2 

September 	 
Elite 	June 	 

79.0 
73.7 

10,5 
15.b 

10.5 
5.3 

Yes No Other 

September... 52.8% 
Total 	 June • 55.0% 

September... 49.4 
At large 	 June 	 52.3 

September 	 53.1 
Paronts... June 	 51.5 

37.1% 
36.4% 
37.1 
38.6 
43.8 
39.4 

10.0% 
8.5 

13.5 
9.1 
3.1 
9.1 

Elite 	
September 	

 Tune 	
 
 

69.0 
73.7 

26.0 
21.1 

5.0 
5.3 

Should Negro and White chii!lren go to school togethr even 
when they don't live in the 	neiEhborhood or come from 

the sane town ? 

Are programs businF innercity students to suburbon 
schools desirable? 

To sun!,larize these: findings: 

1. hespondents are less positive as the question bocones more spe-
cific. 

2.Sone change in attitude is perceptible between September 1968 
and June 1969. 

3.This change seems to be focusing at the 551 level of support 
and 35% level of opposition. Residents nay .be associating the 
first two more theoretical questions with the practical in
that the answers to all three in June are closer together.

4. the question of busing is the only one to show a slight incrcasc 
in support. 



Lluch 
too 

at just about 
the too 

at a 
stand-

fast rapidly right speed slowly still other. 

Sept 	
	Total June 	

 
 
5.7% 
7.1 

5.7% 
7.1 

41.4% 
32.1 

35.7io 
37.0 

2.8% 
9.3 

8.(4 
7.2 

Sept 	
At larRe June 	

 
 
5.6 
8.0 

4.5 
10.2 

41.6 
31.8 

34.8 
34.1 

3.4 
10.2 

10.0 
5.7 

Sept 	
	Parent June 	

 
 
9.4 
9.1 

15'.6 
3.0 

50.0 
39.4 

21.9 
36.4 

 11•01,

6.1 
3.1 
6.0 

Sept 	
	Elite June 	

 
 

26.7) 
21:1 

63.1 
52.6 

5.2 
10.5 

5.2 
15,8 

Generally 
positive Ambivalent 

Generally 
negative 

Total 	 50% 26.4% 23.5% 
At large 	 49.5 26.9 23.6 
Parents 	 40.7 28.1 31.3 
Elite 	 68.4 21.0. 10.5 

Finally respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the 

rate of school inteP:ration. 

In your view isEehool integration 
proceeding 	  

To summarize these findings: 

1. Generally between September and June there was an increased
polarization of opinion on this question.

2. The largest shift in opinion was in the direction of school
intet.ratlon being too slow. 

3. Interestingly the parental sample registered the largest, also
the most positive shift, in opinion.

4. In all samples there was a significant decrease in satisfaction 
with present rates of progress. 

In order to sullarize respondents! attitudes towards school 

integration a schle was constructed based on the preceedin questions 

Plus on the respondent's answers to several open-ended questions. 

Generally, respondents attitudes two9rds school integration could .  

be characterized accor,ling to the follcwing scale.. 

Attitudes towards integration 



too much enour;h not endugh other 

Total 	 22.1% 75.0% 2.9% 
At large 	 14.8 82.9 2.3 
Parents., 	
Elite 	

 
 

30.3 
42.1 

66.7 
52.6 

3.0 
5.3 

educationally educationally neither,	sound unsound other 

Septenber ... 60.7;4 13.61 25.7 
Total . 	 June 	 41.4 12.9 _45.7 

C. Attitudes towards the Penfleid-hochester transfer program 

After establishing attitudea toward school integration from the 

eneral to the specific, it was possible to exanine attitudes toWArds 

the Penfield-Rochester transfer program. here again a variety of 

questions was asked to incorporate as many aspects of the program as 

possible. 

Interestingly the pattern of general satisfaction with school-

community communications reverses itself when the transfer program is 

mentioned. 3at1sfaction with inforntion about the transfer progra 

seems to be related, in part, to the degree of direct involvetnent in 

the schools. 

fusing program information 

A series of questions about the Penfield-ilochester transfer 

Program was repeated in both interviews in order to compare any dif-

ferences in responses over the nine month interval. In the first two 

questions a relatively sit.,Ailar pattern of increasing ambivalence emerges 

as those openly skeptical renain constant while those initially po(.1.-

tivr., decrease. l!ere the parent; F:roup is the most stable with major 

shifts in the at larEc group. 

In your view is the prograa ".. 



September 	
At large ....June 	

September	
Parents 	. Tune 	

 
 
 
 

62.9% 
35.2 
50.0 
45.5 

13.5% 
13.6 
18.8 
18.2 

23.6% 
51.1 
31.3 
36.3 

September 	 68.4 5.3 26.3 
aite 	June 	 63.2 36.9 

socially 
desirable 

socially 
undesArable 

neither, 
other 

September ... 71.4;; 10.7% 17.9% 
Total 	 June 	 55.0 10.0 35.0 

At large... 

Parents.... 

September 	
June 	

September 	
June 	

 
 
 
 

70.8 
48.9 
65.6 
66.7 

.11.2 
12.5 
15.6 
6.1 

18.0 
38.6 
18.8 
27.3 

Elite 	 
September 	

June 	
 
 

84.2 
63.2 

-
5.3 

15.8 
31.6 

right 
direction • 

wrong 
direction 

neither,
other 

Total 	 
September... 65.0% 

June 	 62.1 
13.6% 
13.6 

21.0% 
24.2 

At large. . . 

	Parents.. .. 

September 	
June 	

September 	
June 	

 
 
 
 

64.0 
61.4 
56.3 
63.6 

12.4 
14.8 
25.0 
15.2 

19.1 
23.8 
18.8 
21.2 

Elite 	 
September 	

June 	
 
 

84.2 
63.2 

-
5.2 

15.8 
31.6 

In your view is the program  

_ A third question elicited a much more stable response pattern. 

Eere the greatest shifts occur in the parental group. 

In your view is the program 
a step in the  

These results in sun indicate en increased ambivalence about the 

educational valicity and social desirability of the program. This am-

bivalence may be based on either real uncertainty about the program 

or on an increased sophistication and conomiltant reluctance to ac-

cede to simple answers. The latter reason might explain the relatively 



	Should the prcrrara be Total At larFre Farents Elite 

a permanent and regular feature 
of the district's pror7r11,1 	 	6.4% 	4.5% 6.1% 15.8% 

subject to yearly renewal by dis-
trict officials 	 	52.1 	52.3 48.5 57.9 

voted on as a condition of its 
renewal 	

discontinued now 	
	32.1 
	7.1 
	34.1 
	8.0 

36.4 
6.1 

15.8 
5.3 

other 	 	2.1 	1.1 3.0 5.3 

constant distribution of responses to the third question of whether 

the program is a step in the right or wrong direction. here respond-

ents may perceive the answer as requiring a simple opinion response 

whereaS the first two questions may appear to a sophisticated popula-

tion as requiring a response based on knowledge rather than opinion. 

hypothetically, with increasing exposure to integration problems comes 

increasing knowledge and unwillingness to reply to a complicated. ques-

tion framed in deceptive terms. Thus the differences in response to 

this series of questions may reside in the structure of the questions, 

In June the respondents were asked if they favored continuation 

of the proram for another year. 60% supported continuation; 27.1% 

opposed it; 12.85 felt unable to reply. When asked. about the nu:,lber 

of city students participating, 30.7% favored increasing the number. 

while 16.' favored a decrease or complete elimination. Of the remain-

ing respondents 38.6% felt that the nuir,ber should be kept constant 

and the remaining 14.3% had no opinion. 

14uch of the debate about such suburban-urban transfer programs has 

focused on the demands for voter approval. This demand has been voiced 

in several area suburbs. debating instituting such programs.by groups 

primarily opposed to such transfer programs. Thus, the question of 

what format of approval for the transfer program should be used in 

Penfield was posed. 
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strongly mildly 
	approve approve 

undecided mildly 
opposed 

strongly 
opposed 

other 

Sept 	
Total ...:Tune 	

 
 
27.1% 
25:0 

26.4% 
29.3 

10.7% 
.7.1 

15.7% 
21.4 

15.0% 
15.7 

5.0% 
1.4 

Sept 	
At large..Tune 	

Sept 	
Parent...June 	

 
 
 
 

25.0 
22.7 
18.2 
15.2 

28.4 
29.5 
24.2 
33.3 

12.5 
8.0 

12.1 
6.1 

13.6 
20.4 
24.2 
27.3 

15.9 
17.0 
18.2 
18.2 

4.5 
2.2 
3.0 
-

Scpt 	
Elite....June 	

 
 
52.6 
52.6 

21.1 
21.1 

-
5.3 

10.5 
15.8 

5.3 
5.3 

10.6 
-

An attempt was made to determine the willingness of residents 

to assume some of the costs of the program. To date most of the costs 

of the program have been borne by the state and city. Given the budget 

ary problems facing area districts generally and the consecutive bond 

defeats suffered by the Penfield district the question of financing 

the program was expected to be controversial. 	The response gives 

some indication of the degree of community comrAitment to the program. 

if other funds were not available would you 

strongly approve 	 16.4% 
mildly-	pprove 	  13.7 
uncertain 	  12.1 
mildly oppose 	  16.4 
strongly oppose 	  38.6 
other 	  0.7 

of the Penfield school district's paying for 

all of 	  5.7/0
most of 5.0 
part of 	 38.6 
none of  ...43.6 
don't know 	  7.2 

the costs of the transfer program. 

In another approach respondents were given a self-rating scale 

and asked to rank their views of the prop.ram both at its inception 

in September and at present, 	.Tune: 1969. 



strongly mildly 
	approve approve 

undeci-
ded 

mildly 
oppose 

strongly 
oppose other 

Sept 	
	Total June 	

 
 

23.6 
1.6 

26.410 
29.3 .

14.3:g 
14.3 

15.7 
11.4 

19.3,4 
26.4 

0.7,14 
- . 

Sept 	
At large June 	

 
 

21."3 
13.3 

25.8 
32.9 

15.7 
12.6 

15.7 
11.4 

20.2 
2.4 

1.1 
-

Sept 	
	Parent June 	

 
 

21.9 
21.2 

25.0 
1e.2 

6.3 
21.2 

25.0 
15.2 

21.9 
24.2 

-
-

Sept 	
	Elite June 	

 
 

36.8 
36.8 

31.5 
30.0 

21.0 
5.3 

-
5.3 

10.5 
21.2 

-

When evaluating themselves 78:4 of the respondents report no changes 

in attitudes between September. and June. Of tLe remainin 3.6 re-

port a shift from previously positive or negative views to an undecided 

position while 10.72 report 1-:aving ilde up their minds either positively 

of nesatively from a previously undecided view. 

When the self mting scale is copared to the general summary scales 

in both rourds, slEnificant differences appear in attituder towards the 

progra;1. 	eh respondent's views toward the program were summarized at t 

the end of each 	 The results follow below. 

Attitudes towards the transfer pro3ram 

These results indiente:.  

1. In no case was there an increase in general support of the prog-
ram. 

2. In all cases except the parent sample there was an increase in 
opposition to the program.

3. All samples except the parent sample showed decreased a,-biva-
lence about the program. 

4. The parent sample demonstrates a marked increase in uncertainty 
about the progran. 

5. The overall shift in attitudes was quite small (21.%). 

When the self-rating measure is coopared with the sumary scales 

some interesting observations can be made. 



1.In general the pattern of the self-rating scale parallels 
that of the summary scales. 

2.Respondents when evaluating theselves are consistently 
more positive in their self-ranking than when respondents 
are ranked by the coder in the summary scale. This is 
true in every case except for the parent sample. 

3.The factor of social desirability in a face-to-face inter-
view probably places a premium on the respondents holding 
some opinion. Lack of information, and consequently an 
opinion, about the program could not serve as readily as 
a dodge in the second round interview with the same res-
pondents, 

To summarize, during the first year of the Penfield-hochester 

transfer program there has been an insignificant decrease in support 

for the program. In general the program has a strong base of support 

as indicated by the 5M level of support. There. is considerable op-

position to the porgram, however. The key to the program's continued 

functioning seems to lie in those who are v.mbivalent. There seems to 

have been little increase in polarization over the program during its 

first year. 

D. Reasons for attitudes towards the program 

In the first round interview several open-ended questions 

were posed in order to ascertain the reasons for respondents attitudes 

towards the program. In addition each respondent vas asked to rank 

e. series of factors as contributing in a major, minor or in no way to 

their particular view of the program. The list of factors was drawn. 

from those Commonly mentioned in the literature about busing programs. 

The results follow in decreasing order of strength. 



major minor no 
The program is factor factor factor 

preparation for getting along in 
interracial situations 	  65.0% 30.71 3.6% 

a means of intercultural enrich- 4 
ment for students 	  66.4 23.6 9.3 

a concession to the Negro com-
munity.	 22.1 47.1 28.6 

a result of popular desire for such a 
J proc:rom by l'enfield residents 	 20.7 35.0 r.0 

a way to help the city students out of
a predicament 	  15.7 28.6 52.9 

the result of political pressure from 
the city 	  15.0 26.4 

to help the city schools out of a 
bind 	  12.1 28.6', 59.3 

a move by the Penfield school administra, 
tion to gain state or federal aid 	 9.3 15.7 63.0 

a move by the lenfield school administra-
tion to gain attention 	  3.6 21.4 473.6 

Aotivational factors behind transfer program 
( round #1 ) 

In sum, there is a very clear pattern of response. An almost perfect 

correlation exists between major and. no factors inversely. In addition 

positive factors are overwhelmingly emphasized as there is a large gap 

between factors two and three. This again may be attributed to social 

desirability as respondents seem anxious to say something positive. A 

similar pattern is indicated in the results of the second round of 

interviews to strengthen these conclusions. 

In the second round a similar measure was employed. i'irst a 

list of possible advantages and benefits of the program and then a 

list of possible objections or disadvantages were given to the respon-

dent to rank. Both lists were carefully compiled from a frequency 

count and anlysis of responses to all open-ended questions in the first 

round interview. The results follow in decreasing order of strength. 



rajor rinor no 
factor factor factor other 

represnts an interim step. It is 
one of the alternatives available 
in trying to solve the problem 	 61.4 24.3;4 8.6% . 5.7 

expands the students' socialand 
cultural horizons 

helps to prevent prejudice, teaches 
27. 59, 9.3 3.6 

that color makes no difference 
leads to further steps in promoting* 

5L-).0 23J 1 ~ .L:e 5.0 

integration 52.8 26.' 12.1r 9.3 
Suburban children need interracial 

experience and school is the best 
piece to acquire it 	  51.4 26.4 17.1 5.0 

will rub off on adults and increase 
. adult concern for the race crisis 	 42.1 25.0 25.0 7.1 
helps to prepare students for real 

life situ'Itiov,a 37.130.O 24.3 3.6 
is one vay to help the Le Fro out of 

his predir.armt ,o ,,,-.; 30.7 28.6 7.3 
is the deocratic thing to 

do 27.1 22. "!0.0 10.0 
will help pro!lote residential intera-

tion in Penfield 	 . 22,1 27.1 37.11° 1j'_..6 
• 

ilotivational factors behind transfer program -
positive reasons 	( round ,Y2 ) 

Analysis: 

1. Azain there is an almost perfect inverse correlation between 
decondina Lajor and ascending no factors. 

2. iive of the reasons reach a 50+% level as major reasons for 
supporting the program. 

3. None of the reasons reach the 504',4 level as no reason for . 
their particular reaction to the program. 

4. Response at the level of ninor reason varies only by 6%. 

5. In surimary, there seems to be A desire to appear supportive 
of the prozran in sore uay or another; despite real opposition 
respondents felt compelled to find .some Food points about it. 



major minor no 
The pro;.--r!.  ,r. ft ctor factor Factor othr. 

You should spend Trolley on the city 
schools first 

It's an artificial solution, should go to 
 	47.14 	15.7!) 27.9% 1 9.3% 

neighborhood school 	 . 	45.0 22.9 25.7 6.4 
City students would be happier in their 
own neighborhood schools 	 	28.6 22.1 27.9 21.4 

Progra:Cls experimental. dnit until 
more is knovn 	 	28.6 21.4 40.7 9.3 

It's the city's proble. Lct then
solve it 	 	26.3 X17.9 51.4 7.1 

Lusins stulents Is 1191'1-Sul - to 
	tiler, 	23.6 26.4 40.0 10.0 

Flocin city stuclents in suburl:nn schools 
will be educationelly and psycholoetenl-
ly trnut,Itic for t1,0.3 

dill tend to increse 1-enfiell school. - • 
	22.1 26.4 38.6 i2. 

t44xe3 , 	 	1.(3 	j 7.1, 36.6 15.0 
Let the city people work their ;::Li up the 

econo.:.ic IP:Cider the way we did 	  	19.3 12.7 03.6 5.0 
Frozrnm w 	forced upon Penfield resident,s, 
no other alternatives 	14.3 19.0 '',0.0 16.4 

Deduces tho quality of education in the 
Fenfield school:; 	 8.6 J 25.0 63.6J 2.8 

Divides up the community and turns people 
against each other 	 	5.,  15.7 169.8 9.3 

factors behind the transfer program-
negative reasons 	(round d2) 

Analysis: 

1.Lo reason is mentioned by 50% of respondents as a major disad-
vantage of the proram in contrast with the response to the 
positive factors where five reached this level. 

2.Inversely, five reasons are mentioned by 504 of respondents as 
no dinadvantege of the proram in contrast with the positive 
factors where no reason attains this level. 

3.There is a rouh inverse correlation between descending major 
and ascending no factors. 

4.In sumnary, there is a'reluctance to appear to be negative 
about the pro 'ram. 

in both rounds a clear pattern of reasoninz emerges. Respondents 

are much r:ore willing to reveal positive rather than negative factors of 

their views about the program. This azain may reflect an element of 

social desirability. On the other hand it may reveal a general support-
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iveness for the program. 1,1nally, the reasons mentioned by Penfield 

residents for support tine, opposition tothe program do not differ 

greatly from those mentioned in the literature concerning suburban-

urban transfer pro7rams. 

E..3ummary of findings 

It seems clear that the Penfield-Rochester transfer enjoys sub-

stantial support within the Penfield school district. both the first 

and second studeis confirm this. Those consistently indicatiniL sup-

port for the Program constitute 45-50% of those interviewed while 

those opposed constitute 35-40%. Lhis conclusion is supported by 

events tithin the district as the transfer program was alost a non-

existent issue in discussions of torn and district affairs. 

Over the period measured, contrary to expectations, no significant 

polarization occurred in attitudes towards the program. Lowever, 

venerally, the results do indicate slightly increased opposition to 

the program. '!his trend has not beco.,le evident in district affairs 

and may reflect only peculiarities within the sameple. Yet, a factor 

which cannot be overlooked is the positive bias introduced into the 

second round results by the 20% sample drop. Those respondents who 

dropped were generally more opposed to the program. cropping seems to 

be strongly related to factors of social desirability. 

The most interesting reppondent group is the parents. Of v11 the 

samples it records the greatest variability. Perhaps this is due to 

the high degree of direct involvement in the procram with the effects 

of the program being most clearly registered by this sample. Parents 

in equal numbers record both decreasing support for snd opposition to 

the program and a 15% increase in uncertainty. This tendency of the 



parent sanple to demonstrate the greatest 'swing' is evident in the 

results of most questions. Although evidencing some change, the results 

of the elite sample are less variable and significant due to the small 

size (iN,L=19) of the scruple. These results indicate, in part, that 

interracial contact has some impact upon attitudes although notncees-

sarAly s positive irlpact in terrls of respondent evailltion of the 

prorqin. 

1,inedly, it seems clear that attitudes towards problems of race 

become rore polarized as questions become less abstract and more per-

sonal. 	is clearly demonstrated in the spectrum of answers to 

questions dealing with the idea. of school integration generally to the 

transfer program specifically. The former receives the greates sup-

port; the latter, the least. vurthermore, parent's as the group nost 

directly affected.by the question of school integration 'ire the least 

positive throughout the spectrum of questions. Responses indicate that 

a meaningful ucasure of racial attitudes towards school integration arc 

best elicited then situations callinL for some behavioral response 

are presented to respondents. This is particularly true in survey 

work with veil-educated and highly sophisticated suburban popula-

tions where factors of social desirability are far moe prevalent end 

complex. 

In Penfield the success of the transfer program will depend upon 

the relationship between attitude and behavior. The problem renaino to 

establish how one affects the other. In Penfield to date, the issue of 

the transfer program has not become sufficiently salient to translate 

negative attituden into openly negative behavior, perhaps, in part, be-

cause of the strong factors of social desirability operating within the 



di strict. The question remains , what factors or events might alter 

this. To date attitudes of active or passive support for or even 

passive rejection of the transfer program have permitted its rather 

smoothe snrl non-controversial operation; 

III. Community Jetting 

An integral part of this survey of Penfield's long-term reaction 

to the transfer program is a general analysis of .related events within 

the district end county. To this end the two Penfield weeklies plus 

the Rochester papers were carefully scanned for information pertinent. 

to the transfer program. 

dousing, zoning, taxes and schools are the major topics of concern 

in Penfield vs evidenced by the newspapers. The shortage and high cost 

of housing in Penfield concerns many district residents. A major issue 

discussed at length during 196P-69 uss building moderate income housing. 

The proposed construction of 130 units of moderate incore housing 

(0000-3000 yearly income limits) in Penfield touched off much debate 

with opposition focusin3 on the issues of increased traffic problems, 

reduced property values and spot zoning. It was impossible to discover 

what role fear of racial integration played in the opposition to this 

proposal; the issue remain unstated throughout the debate. 

Tawes provided a second continuing topic of concern for residents. 

In 1969 town and county tax rates rose 418.73. This provoked sharp 

debate. The 1970 rate held the line with moderate increases. 	The 

issue of finance seems increasingly to dominate school related problems 

within the district. Despite the statewide trend of a 'taxpayer's 

revolt' lenfield's budget passed easily the first time both in June 1969 



and Juno 1970. 

Haw:ver. the Penfield school district submitted a bond issue 

proposal to expand high school .fcilitios to district voters Three 

times during 1969. Each time it was rejecte:d. 

Dote Turnout Actual Vote Outcome 

2/69 
10/69 

37.5% 
30.07; 

2479 -1270 
1559 -1446 

defeated 
defeated 

12/69 40.372 2301 -1700 defeated 

In June 1969 elections were 1-eld for two school board positions. 

Only ono challenger emerged who publicly attempted to make an issue 

of the-transfer pro2.raa. lie vas readily defeated. In the June 1970 

board elections, the transfer progrnn was not mentioned as an issue. 

As previously reported the transfer program does not seem to be 

an issue of any real substance in lenfield. 	The Penfield papers have 

devoted very little space to the transfer program and readers have con-

tributed very few letters on the topic. 	program was not a topic of 

concern either during budget or board elections except as previously 

indicated. In later sumner 1969 a report was presented to the board 

by a BO= consultant. This report evaluated the educational and 

social resul';s in the clAssroom of the trogram during its first year. 

It concluded that: Penfield students performed academically as well as 

they would have without the ptogran; the program did not seen to 

mho major differences in the a.cadenic performances of the Rochester 

students; and that socially the city students seemed to be accepted. 

These results were reviewed st length in the papers' but no editorial-

izing or reader reaction followed. The board has approved continua-

tion of the program for 1969-70 and 1970-71. 



IV. Review of the Literature 

A detailed review of the literature on scYlool interation re\ Jo:11s 

the real paucity of rellubie inforration nlout attituCe about sehool 

integration.* 	To date the primary focus of research seems to hftIle 

centered around the process of integration within the classroom. zany 

noro general articles deal with racial pre. udice. Eowever, with the 

incrousinG knowledse and sophistication v particularly of a yell cdu a-

td, white, upper middle class, suburban population, the reliability 

of these articles and the research format upon which they are based 

becou suspect. 

A few studies have begun to deal with the problem of community re- • 

action to school integration. Agger and clocrry's study of "School n _d 

Race in POrtlane" is ono of the best efforts. :lore limited efforts 

at invostiffatinE; community attit&xs towards school integration have 

come from the White Plains and Syracuse procrans. lierkeley rt.siderts 

were carefully surveyed five years before the school board implemented 

its major integration plan; there is no indicution of any follow-up 

to this study. Both the Riverside and Ann Arbor school districts are 

currently involved in examining community attituees and reactions to 

their integration prograv,s; no results have been reported. All of the 

above-mentioned studies deal with within-city transfer programs. 

Only three of the functioning suburban-urban transfer programs have 

probed and reported on community attitudes towards the programs. These 

1 2 include: West Irondequoit, Park, end hartford.3 In West Irondequoit 

palled questionnaires were sent to two groups, parents and the community 

* See appendix 8 . 
1. "A Citizen's Conmittee :valuation of the Intercultural Tnrichlent 

Program in West ironequoit after. Pour Yatirs", iebruary 1969.
2. B.W.Suanson, C. i,ontgortery. "aite! Citizen Eesponse to the Open il;n-

rollment Pror7ra1," in Intecrr!,tf.d F'euention. 
3. T. Nahan, "Project Concern: a tuo year report," August 1968. 



at large. Parents favored the program slightly, the community by a 

20,,, margin. 	The West Irondequoit survey raises serious doubts about 

methodoloEy and represents only a very general indication of community 

reaction. 

The Park study was carried. out In 1963 and only generally reported 

in 1964. In socio-econonic characteristics Park resembles Penfield. 

The; study is based on a questionnaire left uith every fifth family and 

picked up a week later; response rate was 73%. The results indicate 

strong opposition to the program although 85; favored integrated educa-

tion In theory. 'Ito questionnaire probed respondents views of the 

program and the reported co: nents are similar to those in the Penfield 

survey. 

:ahan's review of parentel response to the Eartford transfer 

progrem is the moat extensive and valulzble reported to date. The re-

sults are based on returns from a mailed questionnaire (44% return) to 

residents of three participating suburbs. hespondents favored continua-

tion by 50.5% to 23.5% with 26.1% undecided. Other questions asked by 

Lahan include: whether children talked about the city students at hone 

and their coments and satisfaction with inforeation available about 

the program. This study does not probe respondents' attitudes towards 

the schools or the program deeply enough to produce anything other than 

an indication of general support for the progran. 

In conclusion, suburban-urban transfer programs lore a relatively 

new device to alleviate the problem of de facto segregation. As such, 

few have been carefully studied; those that have have focused on within 

classroom progress ond measures. In that cormunity reaction to suburban-

urban transfer programs is a vital element in their continuation, this 



variable requires furthr investigation. Also, since suburbs are 

often segregated communiti, knowledge of the impact 8f such programs 

upon receiving con unities is inportant to understanding the process 

of racial interaction and attitude formation. 



.A to - $7500- 	- 315 -
other 5000 500 1Q,000 15,000 20,000 20,000+ Ineor.e.! 7.

1.4% 4.3% 7.9 33.6% 27.9A 21.4% Totoi 	 3.50 
 2.2 2.8 4.5 10.3 25.0 	 39.8 15.9 At larce 
 6.0 6.2 6.2 24.2 24.2 Parent 	 33.3 47.4 42.1	'P.:1 t e; 	 5.3 5.3 

	
0 to 1 1 to 3 	4 to 3 3 or more other 
	

year 
	years 	years years 

	Total 
	

7.3% 25% 	29.7% 	36.3% 1.7% 
	

Technical 	Aanager Self semi- Sales Hafts- Gov. Other 
or Employed Skilled man sional Worker 

Skilled or or 
Laborer Teacher 

	Total 30.1% 	25.1% 	10.7% 	4.5% 	9.1% 10.2% 5% 5% 

	

		

	At home Ser(ol Sole support Other 
income of family 

Total 	71% 24.6% 1.7% 

Appendix A: Background Data 

Number of Years Residing in School District 

Educational Levels 

H.S. H.S. College 	i Collese I Beyond I.A. tPh.D Other 
incom- com;)lete incomplete complete College Iil.D 
plete etc. 

Husband 4.5% 15.97. 15.3% 32.3% I 7.3% 11.9 9.6% 2.3% 

	
Wife 	5.1% 27.3% 28.3% 25.7% 5.6% 5.1% 0.5% 0.6% 

Occupational status - husband 

Occupational status -
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