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| ~ ABSTRACT
The goal of Project NISE‘(ways to Improve Schools and Education) in
1982 has been to produce a set of and%ngs and'retcmmeqdations with regard
to,the;inclusion‘of educationaltcomponehts in court-ordered desegredation
plans. The tist of components, developed from\previous work by the Prgject
and fron the literature, contains: X

Inservice education,

Curriculum,

Discipline,

‘Extracurricular activities,

Counseling & career guidance,
Multi-cultural education,

Magnet schools,

‘Quality of education, \

Local needs/conditions, ' R
Parent involvement or community relations.
Student reassignment

Staff reassignment
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Sets of desegregation court oréers and district elans,were collected
for 15 sites.in the Southwest Educational Deye1opment Laboratory six-state
region (Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas).
Sites were selected on the basis of cr1ter1a deve]oped to assure certain
demographic and gpognaphic variety rather than for similar characteristics.
The sites are bieéthhic (Black-white and Hispanic-Anglo) and tri-ethnic
(8lack-Hispanic-Anglo and Black-Native American;Ang1o), as well as urban,

suburban, and rural. Student enrollments range from about 50,000 to about

e

4,000.

The 15 sets of plans and orders were examined for inclusion/omission
of the 12 educational components and for student and staff desegregation
camponents. A total of 105 techniques as specified in the plans and/or

orders toimplement the 12 components are listed.under the approprfate

canponents. Exmniﬁéiionqq% the documents was facilitated by a Checklist
N Ry 7 '
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develd;éd by Dréjectf?taff. The.plans and court orders wer2 also compared.
iwith the ﬁuys to.Improve Education in Desegrégatéd Schoqls Project's
Guidelines for Desegregation, Multi-cultural Education and:Inservice
Education.

Addi%ional 1nfonnatioﬁ.about implementation of two of ;he plans wa's
gathered ai their sites by'observations of inservice training and
interviews with school staff. Four attorneys whg have been involved in the
sites’ desegregation Suits werd also interviewed. ¢ '

fomparative and descriptivé&énalysis of the data supported the Project
hypothesis. Little detail was‘{ug%gdsp in the desegregation plaqs except
for reassignment of pupils and,ut;‘u,iessor ex.cnt, of staff. Most of - the
plans made no reference to inservice training. Six indicated that there
would be training in one or WO contentkmreag These 1nc1udéd- (1) human'
relatiops;: (2) cultural awrenpss stereotyp?ng, and race relations (3)
evaluation and use of multi-ethnic materials; (4) social studies; and (5 &
6) orientation and training to 1mp1emént deéegregation

. Multi-cultural education was 1nc1uded in the plans only to a limited
extent and as portions of ‘other- components, as 1nserv1ce and curriculum.
Some intent was expressed in the plans with uggard to parent involvement
and community relations. "Quality of education" was mgntioned in.'two court,
orders and four plans. In some contexts it was a stateuent of cemmftment
either to maintain or improve quality. In three of the plans, some
,specific techniques were specified fo improve it, as by reducing the
teacher-pupil ratio (in magnet schools only). Magnet schools were used in
three of the disgricts. Use of the components and techniques are discussed
with regard to bi-ethnic and tri-ethnic settings.

ii
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The report concludes that: although a.great deal is known about
suceessful desegregation policies and;bractiees, relatively little of this
knowledge .is reflected in desegregation court orders and plans. As
expected the plans contained more content on educational components than
4id the’'court orders, It is n?t to be expected that ful] b1own 1qserv1ce

/programs will be embodied in desegregation court orders or district plans.
It does appear that orders and plans should specify that there will be
desegregation-specific training and Indicate generai outlines ana content

Voo
of the program., Project reconmendations. for more research include the

areas of: (1) second generation desegregation: problems, (2) desegregation

of non-Black minorities, (3) multi-ev. .. desegregation, (4) bil1ingual
education and.desegregation,'(s) diffusion of successful desegregationv
practices to deSegregating/desegregated schools where needed, and (6)
implications of successful desegregation-related practices to general

-

“education policies and processes.
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INTRODUCTION

In Brown v. The Board of Education of Topeka (1954) the 1ssue was not,

- — ———— —— — — — i B o > e

5trict1y speakina, an educational one, The question in Brown was whether ‘
segregation itself deprive§ Black children of equal opportunity. The . ‘ |
issues addressed in Brown were co?stitutional moral, and philosqphical
rather than educational. A major ‘theme of more than 25 years of federal
court decisions has been that the courts' fungctian is to end racial
isolation and it 1s tnekresppns16it1ty ot educators and school boards to
run the schools, A |

& Durfng the past 20 yeérs, hdwevgf, Judicial remedies to ptpvide . : ’ 
equal ity of edu...ional opportuniflk have bécome extremely canéiex,
involving far more than a mere mixing of races. In areas with high
‘proportions of minority»populations, it is difficult to desegregate
schools; Further, 15 bégame apparent that many <hildren need remedial and
compensatory educafidh, and courts began to consider thi; jn{questibns of
‘educat ional equity. Their decisions have often had considerable impact on

school policies and prograns.

¢,
1. Rationale

The involvement of federal courts in 1ocal school policies and
practices is a controversial subqut. Whether courts should be thus
1n;51ved is undoubtedly an 1mportaat question. It 1s“not, howeVer,-thé

question addressed by The Ways to Improve Schools and Education Project

(hereafter referred to as WISE or the Project). This project is concerned

with providing'information and guidelines for the improvement ,of education
- in desegregated or de§egrega;ing schools. Desegregation court orders and ’

plans will be examined 'and recommendations will be made.

/




Therd is still much to be done with respect to resolving .the issues
surrounding’ school desegregation and educational equity. Many.schooF§ g
still nes* assistance in providing children with basic skills education. E
All children need the benefits of multi cultural education which reflects~
and prepres them for the culturally pluralistic naturé of our society. It
may be that courts will continue to play a role“in this process. 2
Preferably, solutions will came thrdugh locaT or state initiative. In any
case, more information and skills are needed %y those who have the
responsibility. of providing quality education for a diverSe population of-
children. sGuidelines consistent with sound educational practices are

needed for the development and implementation of e&fective education in a -

- multi~cultural school settingt'

.

" 2. \iterature Review o I
Although this study pertains primarily to desegregation of selected |
schools in the- Southﬂ@st Educational Developmgnt Labdratory (SEDL)"
*six- state region (Arkansas. Louisiana, Mississippi New Mexico Oklahoma.'
and Texas), the issues involved can be better understood when seen’ in a
broad historical context of comm::-Ta;‘agzelopment in the United States, )
Anglo-Saxon England, and western culture. Legal and constitutional aipects
in the background of this study can perhaps be more crearly understood as
part of two questions with déep historical roots (1) the role of “the ‘ .
state” in education and (2) educational equity as it pertains to racial pand
ethnic groups. , .. - . "
From ancient Greece and Rome through early Angl o-Saxon history, the
respongibility of parents, more particularly the father, for the education

of their children can be traced.' As the state's interest in promoting an

12
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order1y society and the common we1fareﬂ%f its citizens gradual]y 1ncreased

parents prerogat1ves in the education of their progeny decreased

k‘i

Rﬂmpu1sory schoo1 attendance 1aws acce]erated this. process in the ¥.S.,

A}

~which process begdn ear]y in co]on1a1 Massachusetts. Inf]uenced by :
L |

s Ca1v1n1st doctr1ne upon the individual's respons1b111ty for sa1vat1on,

Massachusetts Bay,Co]onycenacted compu]sory.educat1on in two laws (1642 and ..
1637) so.that a11.persons therein could read the Bible, imposing .a fine for
neg]ect of éducation -and requiring all townS‘of 50 or more famiiies,toi
prov1de a teacher for reading. and wr1t1ng U1t1mate1y, .each of the 50
states enacted statuatory prov1s1ons that ch11dren must attend schoo]s.

’

‘a. Federal Court Desegregat1on Decisions Affecting Educat1ona1 .

‘; T Programs

N1th a federal system embodied in its Const1tut1on and Bill of Rights,

the U. S. has a national government of certain de1egated‘powers, and state

.. governments with all other powers, not prohibited by the Constitution,
. B I3 . N N
reserved to them. Whether thése reserved powers enabTed a state to require
"a11'nonna1" chi]dren-to attend public; rather than'private or parochial,

schoo]s was dec1ded in 1925. In The QOregon Case (268 U. S., 510, 1925),

Jhe Y. S. Suprene Court went beyond the issue of whether the p1a1nt1ffs

/ (private and parochial schoo1 authorht1es) would be forced by the state to '

// abandon their 11véﬁ1hoods.‘ The 1ssue of parents' r1ghts to have a cho1ce

of where their children went to school was examined. | The Court ru1ed that
a parent could satisfy the state s compu]sory attendance 1aw by . p]ac1ng the
child in a private or parochial school, so long as that schoo] met °

"~ reasonable state 1aws°pertaining to curriculum and other aspects of ‘a

school program.

e
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Whether a state had the right to segregate public facilities by race
was questioned in Louisiana, one of a number of southern‘Stétas which re-

quired separate public accammodations. In Plessy v. Ferguéon (1896) the

. S. Supreme.Court upheld a Loqisiana‘lqw requiring segregated railroad
facilities. As long as equa]ity of accommodations existed, the Cdurt held .+
in a %ive-to-four decisipn;’separate facilities did not ponstitute dis-
crimination, and Blacks weréinot-deprivid of equal protectioq of'the,laQé
" under the Fourteenth Amendment. Southern states’ ektended this "separate
. but équal“'doctrine to education;,}equiring Black and White childﬁenjto.at-'
tend racially segregated schools. |

. In 1954, sixteen SOu‘thern‘ states- -i ncluding;'a‘]vlr, six in.the SEDL
region--and the District of Coluﬁbia‘required racially segregated séhools.‘

In that year, in Brown et al. v. The Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas

et al. (347 U. S. 483, 1954), the,Supreﬁe Cburt recognized the "separate,
b@t equal? doctrine but reasoned.tﬁat the schools in quéstion were not and
-gould not be eqhal. TheyvordEred that the'plaintif% Black children
admitéed to previously all;white schools. The gpur; was persuaded by
testimony for the plaintiffs that-social and psychological factors had io
be considered. The decision reflected this testimony, g;gln',

To separate children from others of similar age and qualifica-

tions solely on the basis of "their race generates a feeling of

inferiority as to their status in the community in a way unlikely-
N\, ever to be undone. ' :

L]

Né believe that segregation of children in public schools
solely -on the basis of race, even though the facilities and
other tangible factors may be equal, deprives minority
children of equal educational opportunities.

”

Segregaiion by race, said a unanimous Court, is "inherently unequal,".

l
- . s
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In_ a sacond hear1ng ‘the next year (Brdwn I, »1955) the Court d1rected
. 1ower courts to "take such proceed1ngs and enter such orders and decrees
cansistent with this op1n1on as are ‘necessary and proper to adm1toto
schools on a.rac1ally nond1scr1m1natory basis w1thtallade11berate
‘speed.... o | - E o
The Brownrdec+e¢on .may be seen as another step in the progression of
' sthe state's enhancenent Uf,the general welfare at the expense of
~ traditional rights of”individual states and parents. Even so, it was a
large ‘step with‘reyolutionary‘effects not only jn eduoatjyn, but also in
society and pol%tics. 'Since_ggg!ﬂ I,-in 1954, there have been several more
.or less distinct periods'inﬂthedsooio-legal history of desegregation as it
" has ebbed;and flowed. (Seuerat good summary'revjews of federal court
- decisions help delineate these periods, at ]east{to’1976: Kirp, May 1977;

) L T . . - * N ‘
Jones, 1979: Smith 1975; Read, 1975; and Browning, 1975.) A review of

major decisions indicates periods otﬁfederal court actions‘whioh“var}
according to (1) delay tactics by desegregation opponents, (2) types of
segregation and social conditions in urban and rural areas and regions of
the country, ¢3) arguments by plaint1ffs, and (4) approaches hy tﬁe GOurts.
A br1ef desqr1pt1on -of these five per1ods follows.

1954 1955, Between Brown decisions I and II was a year of waitind to
find out wiat. renedy the Supreme Court was .going to fashion after f1nd1ng
that school racial segregation was 1nherently unequal and thus unconsti-
tutional. The Court's order to lower federal courts to; "take such ’
proceedings and enter sucH'orders and decrees...as are neéessary and
proper...with all deliberate speed" gave little in the way:of imple-
mentation guidelines for timing or substancé." .

t
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.12§§:12§1.\ This was\a,deriod of tension in sduthe:n states. Federa1
marsha]]s, and sometiTes federaf troops, tried to enfdrdexdjstrict court
'rsnedies (%r mindritx p]aintiffs; State 1egis1atures passe&
anti-desegregation laws and’ school districts delayed through the use of
counter suits, togenisn, and up-grading of Black schools to make them equal
to those of whites;}These tactics required even more adjudicationvand time,
as federal court$ eventually found most of the laws and tactics to be.in
Violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. «‘ |

1964-1967. ‘This three-year period wa@ a time of conSiderab;e
desegregationﬂin southern pub]ic schools. The Civil Rights Act of f964
gave the U.S. Office of Education significant responsibiiity, authority,
and financial resources to imp]ement schoo] desegregation. With funding

under Tit]e IV of the Act, many districts began to receive extenSive

'"training and other technica] assistance in desegregating their schoo]s.

Further, Title VI of the Act prohibits racial discrimination in any program

receiving federal funds. Guidelines from the Department of Health:,
Educatien‘and Welfare (HEN)'provided school officials some direction in
impl ementing desegregat ion. ]
1968:1973. Nuring this period, desegregation efforts of the national
gcutive branch increased and then siowed considerably, while those of the
judicial branch increased significantly. As noted by the U.S. Commission '
on Civil Rights (August 1976), between May 1969 and February 1971 the files
of 60 school districts were transferred by HEW to the Department of Justice
for legal action to enforce desegregation. Between February 1971 and June

1973, no such fi]esvwere transferred nor was any action sought. The burden

was again on individuals or civil rights groups to take legal action

16 -
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(1968) the Supreme Court examined and,néjécied the "freedom-of-choice" K
'deéegregation p{an. “The decision stated: "}reédom of choice is not a
| sacred éalisman; it is only a means of a constitutiona]ly required end - 3
the abolition of the system of segregation and its effdrts.“ Tﬁe Court |
conc]udeq‘that it was the‘schoo1 boa}d's duty to "come forth wiﬁh a plan

rthat promises realistically to work now." "Freedom-of-choice" did not do .
L o "

that. b !

1

In 1969, the Court a§ain,§howed its impatience with delay. It

’

fonné]]y ended the Brown doctrine of "all deliberate speed" by holding that ——" -

delays in the desegregation process were '"no 1onger’constitUtiona11y '

pemissible" (Alexander v. Holmes County Board of Education, 1969). Two

years later, this Court reviewed the concept of "neighborhood schools." In

Swann v, Char]ottéeMeck1eﬁburgABoard of Education (North Carolina, 1971)
"the Court examined‘a 1965 p]én thaf had failed to desegregaté the 1grge,'
combined city-county district and ordered a new p]gn. The Court rejected
the district's revised plan, baséd largely on a "neighborhoodvschqpls“
‘ concept. The district had, the Court found, closed some scﬁ%o]s an? Built
others to keep Black and White néighborhoods segregated. The Court said:

A1l things being equal, with no history of discrimination, it

might be desirable to assign pupils to schools nearest their - )

homes. But all things are not equal in a system that has been :

deliberately constructed and maiptained to enforce racial

segregation. The remedy for such segregation may be admin-

istratively awkward, inconvenient, and even bizarre in some
N . situations, but all awkwardness and inconvenience cannot be

: avoided when remedial adjustments are being made....

- '
One remedial adjustment in Swann was bus transportation: "In these

ci};umstances we find no basis for holding that the local school .




' ° K]

. authorities may not be raquired to employ bus transportation as one tool of

school desegregation.” Large-séa]e busing was sanctioned. Other

_controversial Swann remedies included: (1) validation of the use of racia,

factors and mathematical ratios in student and tpacher assignments as a
fugéfulustat;fng boint,f (2) disa]Ioquce q‘_;ny student transfer which
would have the effect of increasing the imbalance in either of the affected
schools, (3) use of a court-appointed experf to draw up an acceptable plan,

(4) no‘sch001 would have a majority of B1ack pupils, and (5) a declaration

)
i

of broad judicial powers:

If school authorities fail .in their affimative obligations...,
~judicial authority may be invoked. Once a right and a violation. ,
have been shown, the scope of a District Court's equitable powers
to remedy past wrongs is broad, for breadth and flexibility are
- inherent in-equitable remedies.
- ? ‘ .
1973-1982.. This period has been and remains a time in which tZ% -
73 the

cdurts"bbegdth and flexibility of remedies have been tested. In'1
first Supreme Court case for a "northern" school district was heard, Keyes

. \
v. School District No. 1, Denver, Colorado. No Colorado law had ever

. i : \ s
mandated racial segregation of schools; neverthe]esEﬁ the Court ruled that

~.gchools in a section of Denver were unconstjtqtiona]]y segregated as a

result of state and local decisions. Through the adjustment of attendance

boundacies, se]ectioé of building sites and mobile classrooms, and design
oftféeder‘patterns to secondary schoo]s, the Court found, the ?enver school
board had confined 1ts~grow1n; Black poﬁu]ation (8,000 to 45,000 fram 1940
to 1966) to a narrow corridor. This was, said the Court, sufficient state
action to cénstithevgg_lggg segregatdonlx\oh the basis of expert

testimony, the Court concluded that "the on yrfe%sib]e and constitutionally

'accgptab]e (renédy),-the only program which \furnishes anything approaching

8
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substantiaT equality"--was desegregation “cmnbinedAwith an intense ‘and
massive compensatoery education program." It was now clear~that not only
‘might forceful remedies of Alexander.and Swann be applied in school
districts outside the South; but equitable remedy could include
court ordered changes in the schools. N

. After the &gxg_ decision, other suits fi]ed in the northern and;
western sections of the country moved forward. Crucial to these de;1sion§
was the question of how racia1 balance stipulating that no school have a
majority of Black pupil$ could be applied to a q1str1ct with a majority of
Black pupils, as in Detroit. A federal district court in Detroit appquéd
a "metropoliian" plan which would desegregate Detroit schoo]s with those in
‘predominantly White suburbs. The district court found that both the State
of Michigan and the City of Detroit had violated Brown 1 principles in

“co;fining Black children to an expanding core of state-imposed Black

schob1s" (Bradley v. Milliken, 1974). The district judge designated
Detroit and 53 suburban school districts as the "desegregation area" and
- ordered a plan to deéégregatelit. The appea]s‘court agreed that this
metropolitan plan_was within the cburt's equity powers and essential to
- remedy tbe_gg_lgrg ;egregation‘{n Dgtroit.

The appellate court ruled, however, that the sbburban districts had to
have a hearing. In reviewibg the decision, the Supreme-Court upheld the
findings of de jure segregation in Detroit. But by a five-to-four vote,
the Court rejected the prbgosed'renedy, ruling that it was beyond the

remedial powers of the federal courts because no metropolitan wrong had

been established. No metropolitan wrong, no metropolitan remedy.

-
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The Supreme Court’ held in Milliken that the 1ower courts had erred in \
their belief that a majority -Black ‘school system could not be constttu-~
tionally desegregated within that d1str1ct The Court stated that (
distrtcts in Michigan are autonomous political agenc?es, and thus
unconstitutional actions affecting other d1str1cts»hedfto be demonstrated
in each school district included in the interdistrict r;medy.

Emphasis on South-North differences and de facto-de jure differences

have perhaps been over-emphasized- de jure segregatjon’has been proved

outside the South. MWith'so many cities of the Nort‘_gnd South having

mostly a minority population, differences appear to he more. urban rural

It'appearsfthat attenpts to answer tnese questjons may have broyght about

the courts' emphasis on "educational compopents” or anciliary remedies in

largely minority- districts. When the Supremé'Courtiru1ed against the first

~Bradley v. Nil]iﬁen remedy'of interdistrict desegregation, that district's

court_fonnulated a Detroit-only plan thet included a number of conpensatory'

and ancillary educational components which were far more sweeping andt 3 -
. , N

larger in scope than those ordered in Denver. ’

h. Research Related to Educational Components 1n-De‘egation

By both its supporters and detractors, school desegregation has been
L
controversially related to political, Tegal, and social issues of minority N
3

rights, majority rights, individual rights, states' rights, local control,:: ,

and general we]fare.” But above all, school desegregation has been tied to

education; This section of the. 11terature review deals with educational

[ >

components in desegregation om1tt1ng the considerab]e controversy over the

appropriate ro]e of judges particularly federa] judges, in educadion.
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The pace and volume of research related to desegregation has increased
"over the past decade and a half. It was already cons1derable 1n 1967, . whén

"Meyer Weinberg published his School Integratfon' A Comprehensive

Classified- Bib11ography of 3,100 Refereqcesu_ Three .years later he - -

published a second edition (1970) to coﬁer the- research between 1967 and

1969. In 1977 Weinberg; added another review volume, M1nor1ty Students: A
|

Research Aggraisal (March 1977),-as we]l as contr1but1ng h1s original

research in A Chance to Learn: A H1stbry of Race and Education in the

United States (1977). In 1976, the National Inst1tute of Education

. reviewed approximately 1,500 items as a samp]e from which bas1c trends in
’the literature could be ascerta1ned (Ju\y 1976).’ In ‘their own 1nvest1-
gation.'as well as in their analysis of the research of others, He}nberg
(winter 1977), Pettigrew (1971) and others pointed out the need for, and
the benef1ts of, desegregation for majority as well as minority- students,
and called for school 1mpro¥emenfs to meet students' needs. Research by
others, such as Armour (Summer 1972; 1972) and Jencks et al. (1972), was
emphasizing -the damaging influences of 1ow.sooio-econan1c status and poor
home conditions and asserting that scheols could do thtle to overcome i
these factors. | ‘

” In her important meta- analys1s, St. John (1975) rev1ewed “the
methodology and f1nd1ngs of 120 reports on the effects of desegregation on
children, She stressed the complex multifaceted nature of desegregation
which, under var1ous conditions she identified, could have either pos1t1ve
or negative results for children, St. John probably helped to improve the

general quality and productivity of subsequent desegregat1on research.

(
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‘Many of the results of recent research are reported on in the

extensive and helpful -nine-volume Assessment of Current Knowledge about the

Effectiveness of School Desegregation Strategies by Hawley et al. (April

1981). Although even this series of nine reports is not.exhaustive, each
volume provides useful 1nfonnat1on in the area ind1cated by its title: I,

Strateg1es for Desegregationt A_§ynthes1s of Findings; IT, An Agenda for

'Further Research on Desegregation Strategies; ITI, A Proposed National

Study of School Desegregation; IV, A Practical Guide to Desegregation:

Sources, Materials and Contacts; V, A Review of the Emp1f1ca1 Research on

Desegregation: Community Response, Race Relations, Academic Achievement

and Resegﬂeget1on VI, Qualitative Literature and: Expert Opinion on School

Deseggeg_t1on. ViI, Desegregation Stratenies and the Courts: V!I , State

Strategjes for Reducing Racial Isolat1on. Ix, School Desegregat1on
\
Strategies: 'A Comprehensive Bibliography. 7

Two of the researchers 1n§o]ved in the nine-volume A§$essmentlstudy

;have also provided’ three other (ecent, useful studies in the area of

effective desegregation. Hawléy has edited Effect1ve Schoo] Desegrega-

tion: Stud1es'by the National Review Panel on School Desegregation

Research (1981), which provides evidence on whether desegregation has been
effect1ve overal] Hawley (1981) has also analyzed and synthesized other

desegregat1on studies An Increas1ng»the Effect1veness of Schoo! Desegre-

| gation: Lessons from the Research. Making Deseggegation Work: How

~ schoals Create Social Climates, by Crain, Mahard, and Narot (1982) is a

. — .
report on their systematic study of 200 desegregated high schools where
they tested students and asked questions of more than 10,000 students and

2,000 teachere and principals. Schools were identified as superior in one
ERIC T gy




way or another, and the study sought to identify reasons for their success.
Many of their findings relate directly to the need for, and development of,
educational components in desegregated schools.

3. Statement of the Problem

~ There is a need for an examination Qf court-ordered educational

—

components re1ate& to school desegregation; The need for reports on
findtngs from such an examination is 11(g1y to become more acute for staté
and local educationgl agencies. The prospect in the 1980s 1s for fewer
guidelines and less suppoft for désegregation from tﬁe federal executive | -
and legislative branéhes,‘whilé state and loca) agencies will nevertheless
be required to meet desegregation and equal education mandates from the
‘- federalujudiciary. It is apparent also that judges aqd 11t1§ants need
clearer information and guidelines for desiénfng, impl ementing, énd
ﬁonitoring‘desegregation plans, especially those with educational programs

and policies.

-

The hypothesis on which this study is based is that:

Court-ordered desegregation plans in the SEDL' region do

not specify educational camponents (e.g., multi-cultural

education and inservice education) in sufficient detail

for use by desegregating and/or desegregated schools and
districts. And conversely, school district plans do not:

contain sufficient detail about educational campopents

for the courts to decide whether the district is in com- o
pliance.

4., Goal and Objectives ¢

The goal of this p(pject 1s:'}

To produce a‘set of findings and reconmendations with regard -
to the inclusion of educational programs and inservice educa-
in court-ordered school desegregation plans. This will '
be done by ‘examining court-mandated plans in the Southwest
Educatfonal Development Laboratory region to detemine the.
extent to which they include or omft instructions for educa-
tional programs and 1nseqéice education and by comparing these
with the Ways to Improve tducation in Desegregated Schools

13 23
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- attorneys.

Limitations

relate to the rest

'

Process:Model and Guidelines for Inservice Education, Multi-
cultural Education, and Nesegregation., These findings and
recanmendations will be for consideration by .and use of legal,
judicial, and educational personnel and others interested: and/or
invotved in litigating, planning, implementing, or monitoring

school desegregation. T i
. . Ny
The Objectives of this project have been: '
1. To formulate criteria for selecting courtﬁordered desegregation .

plans for examination,

2. To collect 12-18 (2-3 fran each of the S1L states) -court-ordered
~desegregation plans within the (SENL) region for examination of
their educagional components, 1

3. To conceptualize and design an 1nst}umenq(§) with Qﬁich to examine
the other court-ordered educatienal components, in addition to
inservice. '

4. To obtain additiunal information from attorneys for each p]aihtiff'
and defense involved in the cases related 'to selected plans.

5. To observe 1mp1ementaf10n of inservice education (IE) in selected
nearby local education agencies LEAs. ' :

6. To compare the court-ordered XE,conponents with the WIEDS IE Model
and Guidelines. ‘ : '

»

7. .To assess the information obtained by comparison.

8. To produce a set of findings and recommendations on the hasis of
the examination of the court-ordered plans and information from

4

9. To submit these findings and recbmmendat1o;s for publication in
education and law journals, and use other appropriate and feasible
avenues, such as presentations at educatiopal conferences-and
direct mailouts to key persons, f.e., judges, lawyers, etc., to
disseminate he "‘findings and'recommenQations." .

There are four 1 tations inherent in this study. Three of these

on of the Project primarily to an analysis of the

court orders and mandated deéegregation plans. These three are: (1)
differences in degree of precision of language used in the various orders

and plans; (Z)ithe inability to determine whether an educational component

)
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’night have been infrequently mandated because (a) 1ts useVWas considered
-poor strategy, 4b) the court felt constrained to observe certain
conditions,'or (c) .ther factors; and (3) the 1nat11dty to determine, in
all cases, whether mandated components are being or have been actually
implemented and 1f so, how effectively. ‘ . |
These would be~major restrictions if the goal of this project {nvolved
Jt:'detenmination of the extent to which educational camponents in desegre-
gation court orders and plans were implemented by the dtstricts. Given the

goal and objectives of this project, however, 1 e., to examine desegre-

gation court orders and plans for the presence or absence of "educational

‘ canponents,_these are not serious 11m1tations. Further, the study used

additional research procedures beyond documentary analysis of courg orders
and plans. These were: (1) 1nterv1ews with plaintiff and defense ‘
-attorneys and other witnesses 1nvo1ved in the cases, and (2) site visits to
schools ordered to 1mp1ement the plans.. Information from these procedures
helped to (1) clarify language used in the comnonents and (2) determine why
"more educat10na1 cdnponents were not included, as well as (3) gain some
1ns1ght into 1mp1ementation of mandated educational components. .
A fourth Timitation relates to the small number of cases (n-15)
However, perusal of other desegregation cases from in and dutside the

.

six-state region, as well as the review of the literature,:indicate that .
. ~ (u’ .
the 15 cases in.the study were not atypical. Because sample size precluded

rigorous quantitative ana]ysis techniques, a strategy of. qualitative !“\
analysis was used. (Ana]ysis techniques are discussed in Section C). The
methodologies did (1) fit the research questions, (2) test the study s

hypothesis, and (3) provide useful information which might help 1mprove

J 15 .
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desegregation plans, particularly educatjonal comporients in plans, whether

mandated by courts or 1nrt1atgh by the LEA or other agency.

6. Research Questions

a.

b.

.

1.

- What has research said about the usefulness of educat4dﬁif com-

ponents in desegregation plans?

To what extent have court-ordered desegregation pugns 1ncorporated
educational components? What are, these components? '

Does the court order specify 1ocal student needs and community
randitinncac 2 hasgig for the n’l an's rcmpdins? What are these

needs? Are the remedies based on these needs?

What are the commona11t1es and/or differences of educational
components in court-ordered desegregation plans with respect to

bi-racial settings? Tri.ethnic settings? My\ti -racial sett1ngs?

what 1s the relationship between different school settings ( e.g.,
bi-racial, tri-ethnic, and multi-racial) and the IE content o
court-ordered plans? ’

How does each court-ordered plan for multi-cultural education
canpare with the WIEDS Guidelines for Multi-cultural Education?

How does each court-ordered plan -for desegregation compare with
the WIEDS Guidelines for Desegregation? .

How does each court- ordered plap for IE compare with the WIEDS .-
Guidelines for IE?

what are the limitations of court-ordered desegregation
components? .

7. %§i1n1t1pns .

agreement on deftnjtions of temms relating to desegregation and .

e of the findings of the WIEDS study is that there is no un1versa1

integration. The following terms are .defined as they are used in this

report.

-

Desegregation - the ending of segregation, the bringing together of.

previously seyregated groups. ,‘

16 .
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Intbgragizn - the sxtuat1on whereln people of di fferent groups tend to-

interact coope at1vely on a basis of equal status and trust as they know,_'

I

understand and reSpect each other's culture and contr1but1ons.
Race - a more or less distinct human populat1on group d1st1ngulshed by

genet1cally transm1tted physrCal character1st1cs.

Cultureu the total1ty of soc1ally transmltted behav1or patterns,,

f'1nclud1ng language, social customs ( €.g., fan1ly organlzat1on), ethlcs

”

and values (1nclud1ng rellglon), d1et _and costume/dress. o .6:.“

B1l1nggal Educatlon (also referred to in some contexts as "b1l1ngual-

bicultural educatlon”) - accordlng to the Bil1ngual Education Act of 1968

+

| a progran to incorporate the use of two languages, one of wh1ch 1s.English -

. as media o 1n§truct10n for ch1ldren who have l1m1ted Engl1sh speak1ng

ability. A bilingual educat1on progran may encompass all or part of the

'curr1culum and 1ncludes the study of the h1story and culture associated

with,the student)s mother ‘tongue. A conplete prOgran develops and
maintains the"chlld's self-esteem,and pride-in both cultures.- In a broader

sense, bilingual'eduCation is a medium of instructlon which uses the

' cult%ral and linguistic characterlstic of non-English speakersias a means

'for teachlng and learning as well as to develop l1teracy skills in English.

Multi- cultural Educatlon - multl-culturallsm, or cultural plural1sm,,

™ ]

is a view of the lar&!r soc1ety being, made up of a number of cultures which

are different but ‘none 1s superior to any ‘other and each is equally ,

respected. Multi- cultural educat1on 1ncludes 1nstruction and curricula

which foster a world view of cultural plurallsm. Mult1-cultural»

instruction takes into account the ind1v1dual 3 culture as well as other

aspects of h1s/her background wh1ch are relevant to the student's d1gn1ty,

17
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needs, and learning sty]es; -Mu]ti-cu]quaIvcurricu]um is relevant to local  ,h

as well as national cu]tufgs,‘and meBts the individual's need to know.of

his/her own culture as well as those of others.
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B. METHODOLOGY

1. Description of Documents ) | - ,

The purpose of th1s project 1s to produce a sat of findings and
vreconmendat1ons regard1ng the 1nc1us1on of educatlonal programs and
inservice education in desegregated schools in the SEDL region. In order
to do this,.le'courtaordered”desegregation plans were colheéted
jdentified, and obtained. Th1s number allowed a seTect1on of plans from _
;each of the six states. Accord1ng to cr1ter1a prev1ously determined by
Project staff the court-ordered desegregation plans for examinat1on were
| to reflect certa1n demograph1c and geographic character1st1cs of the SEDL

reg1on. These characteri§t1cs include the following:

*

L
Qua11tat1ve ‘

(1) Willingness to part1c1pate in the research effort

(2) Extant federal court orders and desegregat1on plans for
exam1na;1on .

ES

(3) As detailed and specific educational camponents as poss1ble .

| b. Demograbh1c and Geograph1c
" (1) Mixtures in tems of: | .

(a) Urban/rural/suburban

(b) PUpil-pophlatibn (average daily attendance)
Over 40,000
20,001 - 40,000
10,001 - 20,000
Under 10,000

(c) Ethnic composition
1) 20-70% minority student population
2) bi-racial and tri-ethnic

a) Hispanic-Anglo_
‘b) Black-White




c) Native Anerican-Black White
d) Hispanic -Black-White

(2) Two to three sites in each state of SEDL region (Arkansas,
: Lou1s1ana Mississippi, New Mexico, Oklahmna, and Texas)

- (3) Proximity to Austin so site visits would be feas1b1e,
considering travel- budget restrictions

Several methods were used to identify potential sites. Project staff
searched a variety of sources for local education agencies (LEAs) to meet

~

these criteria. Dockets of federal courts provided names of LEAs in
desegregation L;tigation; _Two sources of informatfon were provided by

outcomes from earlier phases.of the Project: (1) survey findings and (2)

files of LEAs cons1dered as 1nterv1ew s1tes. Project files of newspaper

and journal articles about desegregated/desegregat1ng schools were a third

‘

source. - A fourth source of 1nformation was data from telephoqe) and mail ~

vqueries\of”SEDL _Regional Exchange adv1sory board members in thel six state

educatgonal agenc1es (SEAs) of the region. The sd?vey information was
especially helpful in prov1ding denographic data as well as showing whether

the districts desegregated under court order. After an 1nitia1 screening,

‘Prqyect staff contacted superintendents of 23 LEAs to confinn whether they

.

met WIEDS criteria and would cooperate in the study. -

Sets of desegregation court orders and plans were ‘collected from 15

.LEAs. Part1a1 sets were received from two other LEAs. Difficulty was

encountered in obtaining two sets of desegregation documents from LEAs in
New Mexico. ProJect staff, already aware of one New Mexico site whith was
desegregating under federal court order, requested assistance from state’
and federal agencies in locating other possib]e sites. These agenc1es
identified seven additional New Mexico LEAS . which had desegregated under ’

federal court order. The reg'?nai branch of the federal 0ffice for Civil
L o ‘ ‘ } ,.. “
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'including one from New Nbx&co.‘

Rights sent court orders for four of these. The‘three other

contacted directly by Project staff. Staff memberd soon learned that these

" three had desegregated voluntariiy,'and central office administrators in

these districts reported that they knew of no other LEAs which had
desegregated under court order (CO) |

A foliow-up phone call to the Regional Office for -Civil Rights brought -
assurances that the desired documentation for four court-desegregated‘LEAs
would be sent. When the documents arrived‘ Project staff diScovered that -
the school districts invoived had not been ordered to. desegregate. Three

involved orders for bilinguai education only (e.g., Serna v. Portales), and .

one (Natonabah, et al. v, Gallup) was a consent decree which concerned

discrimination against Native American students in~the use of schooi

.

.facilities but ordered no-desegregation. It becang apparent that most of

the desegregated schools in New Mexico, having a maJority of minority

students, had desegregated voluntarily. By this time, Project staff had

) begun examining the documents from the 15 districts already cooperating,

Vo7

Table 1, below, indicates demographic data of the 15 districts

-seiected. Additional data were co]iected in order to. identify" recent short
‘term trends in ethnicity and numbers of students at éach site, 1977- 1981.

'These data are shown beiow on Table 2.

In all but one of the districts (#12 a bi-ethnic Black-khite

'district) ‘the trend was toward an increased proportion of minority

‘students. ‘These increases ranged from one to six per cent. The: iargest‘

minority increase was in district #2, also. a bi-ethnic Black- Angio

district, which already had the largest percentage of minority students. .
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" . TABLEL
&‘ L. - N ‘ . ’ . .
- Y ' DEMOGRAPH;C DATA OF FIFTEEN LEA.SITES ’ ' ' ! oot
FOR ANALYSIS OF DESEGREGATION COURT ORDERS® AND PLANS ‘
, | ' b
~ LEA Sites in ‘
" - “States in SEDL Region A ~ pupil Population o
. | : ) * . 2
Arkansas = 2 Over 50,000 = 2
Louisiana = 3. 40,001 - 50,000 = 2
Mississippi = 2 25,001 - 40,000 (= 2
New Mexico = 1 15,001 - 25,000 = 1
0k1ahoma = 3 10,001 - 15,000 .= 2
Texas = 4 5,001 - 10,000 = 5 g
- _ Fewer than 5,000 = 1 ;
LEA Sites in S LEA Combined Racial/
Yrban/Rural/Suburban* ' Ethnic Composition )
Urban’ = 13 . Minority Percantage: '
. Suburban = '2 B 20-30% = &
Rural - =_4 : 31-40% =6 O
| 41 -5% =5
FThree LEAs Tiave both urban and suburban populations, and one .LEA has
urban, suburban, and rural within its boundaries. i
mc 7 . L ”
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w
N TABLE 2 ,
‘ .. SCHOOL POPULATION ETHNICITY SHANGES .
\ to School Years 1977-78 and 1980-81
- STHOOL S erimr Ty = " ”
) . DISTRICT ETHNICITY 77-78 3 ~80-81 ;
1 8lack . 4,430 52% . 4,360 54%
. White 4,126 ags- 3,655 46%
Total 8,556 8,015
' Black 20,595 851 22,068 7%
. White 11,081 35% 8,950 29%
Total 31,676 31,018
3 3lack 14,820 4% 14,473 35%
White 29,347 66% 22,714 55%
. Hispanic - - 1,529 1}
Ki Nat. Am, - . . _1,606 4%
Total 44,167 40,322
.4 8lack 690 203 687 208
: White’ 2,643 72% 2,379° 68%
- Hispanic 25 1% 57 1y
Nat. Am. 333 9% 373 11%
Total 3,691 3,496
- ) 5 8lack 2,268 15% 2,270 16%
White 11,532 75% 10,243 ns
Hispanic 1,450 9% 1,582 11%
_Nat. Am. - - r44 -
Other (Asian )
Am.) 218 1 292 1%
Total 15,468 14,431
~~ 6 8lack 4,080 132 3,930 13%
White 19,186 59% 15,937 54%
Hispanic 8,811 27% 9,149 31
Nat. Am. 6 . - .
Other (Asian) 203 - 260 -
Total 32,286 29,276 '
7 Black 9,874 17% 10,301 19%
White « 34,401 58% 29,218 53%
Hispanic 14,179 24% 15,083 27%
Nat. Am. T - 94 .
- Other (Asian) 481 - 44 "
Ny ¢ S— —————_— '
Total 58,991 , 54,740
8 Black 1,603 203 1,652 - 218
White 5,346 67% 5,128 . 654
. Hispanié 1,027 13% 1,097 C14%
Nat. Am, - - - T e
Other 20 - A7 ST
Total - . 7,99 7,924

'Roilt'lvoly small numbers, less than 1%, of other groups are not shown;
. consequently, figures may not add to 100% L
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, TABLE 2 (cont'q) -

B ' ° 3 , !.’
STRO0L , - 3 Ly

9 Black 12,716 60% 13,047 '63%

White 8,620 40% 7,320 ' 36%
Hispanic - - 16 -
Nat. Am. - - 7 -
- Other 115 - 190 Rt
Total 21,451 20,580 {

10 Black 4,332 548 4,313 sty
. White 3,745 a6% 3,351 " 48y
) T Alspdne - - © 3 -

. Nat. Am. - - 1 -

Other - - 21 4 -
. ‘ 8,077 7,689
1 8lack 25,445 53% 25,086 55%
: White 22,827 a7s 20,088 | 4a%
Hispanic - - .92 .
Na€. Am. . .~ - . ‘12 -
Other - . 156 -
__ Total 48,272 . 85,434
12: - 8lack 2,995 358 ¢ 2,932 , 35%
: White 5,473 . 63%v [ . 5,281 63%
2y Hispanic 197 % 13 )
i Nat. Am. - - 6 -
., Otner . .- DV SRR T
2 Total 8,665 8,263 .
13 Black 25,840 8% 25,506 a0%
;: Whi te 42,160 625 38,865 60%
; Hispanic - - ' - -
: Nat. Am. - - - -
.' oth.r __;_ - : ‘_-_:_ ' -
: Total 68,000 64,392
14 Black a1 - a6
: White 3,760 P A 3.8?8 1. 4%
Hispantc 7,733 67% 7,174/ 63%
. Nat. Am. 147 1% ¢ 186 H
.. Other _18 . - 6.6 -
Total 11,599 11,36 "
15 Black - 1,695 208 © 1.682 23
o White © 5,145 - 62% 5,186 | 713
. Hispanic 36 - 52, . <
Nat. Am. 1,494 182 TSN T
Other 29 - 2 -
Total 8,279 - 7,316 |
—* am :
|
ij
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2. Description of Instruments .
| A deta11ed Checklist was deve]oped'for the examination of the data.
Major headings of the Checklist were made up of educatidnal eunponents‘
identified 1n ‘the literature dnd earlier phases of the NISE’Ppbject as
1mbortant to effeetive‘desegregatibn. These components are simtlar to
those prescribed in Mi]likeh v. Bradley "as educqtional-components designed |
both to equalize the delivery of educational services "at alﬂ 'schools and to

\ a

restore quality educatipn which has ‘deteriorated due to past acts of

_discrimigation.”

(1) Inservice education (IE),

~(2) Curriculum - such as remedial, cunpeésatory! bil1ingual,
alternative, etc.,

) (3) Discipline, S

(4) Fxtracurricular - such as band, drama, speech clubs,
_sports, etc., C

(5) Counseling and career gﬁidance,
(6) Mu]t!-culturaf education, -
(7) Magnet schools, ‘
(8) Quality of education, |
(9) Local needs/conditions,
‘ (10) Parent involvement er commuﬁity relations.
(11) Student reassignﬁent;‘
(12) staff reassignment.
After Projee; staff developed a draft Checklist, it was pilot-tested.
Each staff member used the Checklist to examine the same court order and
plan. Results were compared and revisions were made in the Checklist and

examination procedures as necessary to provide interrater reliability. The

‘revised Checklist was used for analyzing the content of court orders and

%5 “ L
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plans for which results are reported ahd conclusions drawn. This Checklist
is found in Appendix A.

3. 'Procedures ) T

——— -ttt s 4

Each court order was examined as a mandate to establish a unitary
school district. Each plan was exaﬁ1ned as a document which showed ;Lw the
district was to carry out the maﬁdétem ~Both documents thus should set same
standards and/or give some gu1dancé'to persons charged with the responsi-
bility of Eérry1ng out the order or implementing the plan; vProject staff
examine& each set of desegregation court Srdérs and pléns; making épprOT
priate entries on the Checklist. The Checklist helped to plot the
presence, absence, and ffequency of occurrence for each 1ten on the list.
Each court order and plan was exam1nedu{ﬁdépendently'by stdff members. |
Niscrepancies fegard1ng 1nterpretat10ns wére resolved through a géoup

examination of and conference about the court order or plan in question.

Data were recorded and tabulated with the use of a specially devised

item frequency matrix, subdivided by headings similar to\the educationai ‘x%“\\

component Checklist. ‘Techniques for each educational component were listed

and coded as items on this’ data tabulation Che¢k11st. Table 3 presents

the nanae of techniques found in the plads and ,orders. The Checklist wis
subdivided into the three griade levels (elementary, junior high/middle, and

saecondary $chools). v

/-'-0
The completed Checklists for the 15 sites then were tabulated relative

to presence, absence and frequency of occurence.of each techn1qde used at

the elementary, junior high/middle school/dnd high school levels, or across

all levels. .This is shown in four tables, 4A-4D, in Appendix B.

26 ,:3f;
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" TABLE 3°

—

. . “ LIST OF DESEGREGATION TECHNIQUES (BY .COMPONENT)
e USED BY AT LEAST ONE OF FIFTEEN DISTRICTS

\ .
\ AR AN

| C-1 Student Reassignment

201 Change attendance. zones

Pairing and/or clustering
(03) Reassigmment ‘

3 Majority to minority transfer

Closing school N .

é ; Magnet ‘ : )
07) Free choice - .
(NBY fConstruction of school
(09) Busing “ - o
10) Educational Park
1») Grade centers ’ .’
(12) Alternative school.

| 7
C 2 Faculty Reassignment

501 Rat{o assignment (as ‘with "Singleton")" T .
02) Affimative action and recruitment of minorities ‘

(03) Rendi;nization of administrative structure

04) Ra reassignment

05 Seniority as basic criterion '

ey

c-3 Multi-cuiturai Edycation

(01) Artists from community as resources
(02) Bi11ingual-bicul tural
'(03) Every elementary teacher develops social studies
course on human relations -
(04) Every secondary teacher participates 1in preparation
of bibliographies and instructional materials on Blacks

14

© C-4 Curricuium (rémedial , canpensatory, vocationai biiinguai

(aTternative, etc.) ‘ . . 0

~ (01) Gifted and talented

" (02) Families (groups) of cross-grade learners

(03) Oral language as basis for‘reading

04) University and (1) elementary school collaborate -

05) Team-teaching

(06 Individualized and small group approaches

07) Innovative materials ‘ .

08% Achievement grouping (not tracking)

09) Arts in education program

§10§ Minimal use of conventional, routine methodology
Physical rather than sedentary learning

12) Enlarging oral vocabulary

o 27 37
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'\%b " TABLE 3 (cont'd)
C-4 CurNgylum (coné'd) ‘

(13) Computer and electronic technology courses
(14) Cooperative education (including industrial, health,
hame economics) -t
. (15) New courses in jazz, rock and classical piano, and
commercial art : ‘ -
' (lg) Honors program in English, algebra, geometry, biology,
and chemistry .
(17) Peer remedial '
(18) English as second language
(19) Resource room o
520{ Alternative high school
21) Remedial program -
(22) Magnet courses'to attract majority students
§23 Needs assessment for remedial course
24) Title I -
(25) Special program learning centers (

C-5 Magnet School

01; Career development center for all students
02) Academic and performing arts program
(03) Computer science center and medical technolody B
(04) Enriched daily schedule (recreation and P.E., parent
involvement, accelerated programs in math, science,
expository writing, and tutoring) ' )
(05) (Court authorizes 'school board to-establish special
focus magnet schools
06) Magnet school concept used to improve quality of education
§07i Career development center for vocational education
0§), Individualized instruction .

'

C-6 Quality of Education
Yo : N :
(01) viable educational ‘program will "greatly improve the.
quality of education" .
(02) Close schiools “too small -to be effective" to contribute
‘ " to the quality of education, and to desegregation
503; Lowered pupil-teacher ratio in desegregated classes
04) Quality of education {s improved when the "arts are

" related to each other and-to other disciplines,” and
when "arts are used to create learning situations which

help reduce personal and racial isolation and increase

'sel f-estean” :
(05) Because of busing stipulated by circuit court, district
submitted plan that it "did not deem - educationally, sound

or financially feasible;" and though district and its

program for the maximum educational advantage of all
students in the district” '

28 38 ,
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TABLE 3 (cont'd)

C-6 Quality of Education (cont'd)

: ’ (06) Magnet school concept to improve quality of education
T 207; Arts in edu~ation to improve quality of education
08) Remedy “must be imposed with a view toward max imtm
enhancement..." . :
(09) /Reorganization of the district."to provide a quality.
education for every student"” . e . ‘ :
' : (10) "Maintain an improved quality of education and level of  ° Sy
T : consideration for all pupils"” o . . . :
' (11) Use of assistance dof state and the district in achieving
“present levels of quality" '

C-7 Extracurricular (bands:, drama, speech, clubs, sports, etc.)

*+ (01) Special efforts in specialjzed areas...head coaches, ‘band
’ and choral directors, etc."” : .

02) Recreational activities ' .
03} A1 extracurricular activities and facilities to be used

. on nondiscriminatory bases : <
(04) No racial barrier to any student in participating in any
extracurricular activity ’

! ]

C-8 Counseling

- (01) Counsel minority students "with potential for higher
achievement” to take higher math and science courses

02} "To serve special needs and problems of Negro students"
3] “Guidance departments will begin to jointly plan -
. revisions in the total guidance program" .
~ (04) Counseling of pupils and educational planning must be
. " consideéred in regard to courses taken, grade level,

and test scores"
(05) Counseling minorities into high math and science courses

C-9 0iscipline

(01) Maintain order and discipline in all schools
02) Every student will have due process before suspension
03) Minority students not to be disproportionately subject
‘ _ - to disciplinary measures L ‘ o :
— %04; Suspension policies to' confimm with Goss v. Lopez
. (05) Equal and uniform throughout the-district B o

C-10 Local Needs/Conditions Y

t -

\ .
(01) "There is community apprehension....”

“(02) Plan formul ated by taking into con ideration the
“rights, needs and desires of all siggments of the

community"

¢ '
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TABLE 3 (cont%d)

C-”&l Needs/Cond1t‘;'1o_n_§_,(cont'd)y o

03) Tri-ethnic committee 7
04) Bi-racial committee ,. o

C-11 Parent Involvement’dﬁ,Commun1£y Re]ations

(01) Tri-ethnic committee
( 202; Bi-racial committee o . .
03) Court feels "there is substantial community support for
school system; no violence or boycotts" s '
'(04) “If the parties to this law suit and the people of .
. will t3ke a nncitive and r’nnczfrm_'f‘{\fo aftityde taward thig
necessary process of desegregation, it can be...." .
(05) School will have a director of public relations responsible
for informing cammunity of the plan and the progress.....
(06) Parents may be offered an orientation’at their children'g
schools where they may meet staff
(07) "hlic meetings to review zoning and he protests ar
comments : '1r o '
(08) Committee to discuss general framework.... B s
(09) CO includes sections of U.S. code on obstruction of justice
. and-violation of rights in enrolling in public schools or
college. S . L
(10) "Concerns of citizenry" (noted by judge) abdut safety of |,
children : A
(11) Child study groups including parent
12§ Teacher-parent conferences
13) School-home visits
14) Family homework policy ) .
15) Director of public.relations or home relations to inform
canmunity ' T
(16) Provision for adaptions to chlanges in population (numbers,
mobility) : ~ b

i

C-12 Inservice

01) Human relations * e
02) Training in cultural awareness, stereotyping, racé relations
03) Training for evaluation and use of multiethnic materials
-(04) Social studies :
A 205 Orientation for desegregation
o 06) Training to implement desegregation

. 1
.
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Additional information about educatiodal components was obtained from

attorneys involved in séhool desegregation litigation.' Project staff were .?
unable to locate attorneys involved in the earlier deségregation sgits. |
Two defense attorneys had, retired All plaintiff lawyers from the
. S. Department of Justice evidently had all changed places of enployment ..;;
and therefore were not access1ble. One, attorney for minority plaintiffs’ ;
'stated strongly that he would not “participate" in this study without - being
paid his usual attorney s fee, - Some attorneys indicated that (1) their -
.busy schedules left no- time to discuss desegre ation anytime soon, or gZ)
the prospect of a case.being&reactivated prev nted their discussing it..‘

| Four attorneys, two for defense and two 'or plaintiffs but. not in the
'same cases, were helpful and took time to answer questions and discuss
desegregation-related issues. One plaintiff attorney not only took time t0'

w®

‘be interviewed by telephone but met.. with PrOJect staff when she was in
" Austin. She had had prior contact with the ProJect and had reviewed the h
NIEDglModel.and Guidelines. She stated that judges in recent desegregation‘

cases wegg”receptive to suggestions about specific educational canponents ' ﬁ// :
to improve the desegregation process, and~that this might.apply;especially :’/A

! to Spanish-Engﬂish pilingualiprograns. She'anticipated, however, that the
degree of implementation would ‘va'ry from-district to disteict and school',toa

school ‘Another attorney reported that the'“Black English Case" (Mart;:

Luther King Junior Elementary School Children v. Ann Arbor School Disq}ict,"

Board 1979) was affecting sonié schools in the SEDL region insofar as they . // .

_were prov1ding teacher IE regarding an appreciation of Black English It 5 /

# . /

was feared that if they did not, Black parents might bring - suitkagainst the // .
' 4 . o \ - ’ l A .-. / :

school ‘district. ,  ° - , - S
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g Project staff also obsefved IE activities in two nearby LEAS.
Attendant ‘to this observation staff 1nforma11y 1nterv1ewed teachers‘
part1c1pating in the workshqps. They were asked about the quality and >

quantity of the training, its va]ue to them in the desegregation process,

and who were 1nvo]ved in the planning, 1mplenentation and eva]uation of

the IE. - In these two districts, central office personnel with -+ .

: responsibiiities for desegrpoation-related IE and eoucational prograns were

'1nterviewed, some by phone and others in persaqn. i

i
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C. RESULTS

. Descr1pt1on of Techn1q,ueS USEd

<

In order to test this study's hypothesis that court-ordered desegre-
gation‘p1ans in the SEDL region do.not specify educational components in
'suff1c1ent detail for the1r use by desegregated/desegregat1ng schoo]s and
districts, two qualitative research techniques were used: (1) descr1pt1ve
and (2) comparative. o ‘
VEach court'order and‘district planlunderwent ; thorough descriptive B
content\ana1ysis. Where .possible, the 1ink fromjcourt order to district

plan has been shown.  ‘In the féwer cases where possible (three), the link

“is shown between CO to plan to inservice to implement the component.  Each

time a technique of an educational component was found in an order or p1en,~

an entry describing that technique was recorded in the appropriate cell of
- the Checklist. This 1inked‘thertechnique with one and .sometimes two '
educational camponents (because.the magnet school technique was classified

as a components, it fit with three components - magnet, Quo1ity education,

}

and studént reassigunent) Each entry of a technique on-the Checklist also -

1dent1f1ed whether it was in an order or plan and at what grade 1eve1(s)

the technique was to be used (elementary, Junior high/midd]e school, high

schoo], or all three).

A11 sets of documents were examined and described in this mannep by

three staff members. Three Checklists were comp]eted for each of the 15

districts in the study. In staff conferences, each set of three Check]ists

were compared and?discussed.} One master Checklist was produced by
"conso11dat1ng the f1nd1ngs from the three Checklists. Demographic data

w1th regard to the district also was entered on the Checklist.

)” .
. . 1
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.; examination of court order and desegregation p]an components with regard to
'possibie re1ationsh1ps to student race, Fina11y, each district s Checkiist
of educational components and techniques was compared to the Nays to
Improve Education in Desegregated Schoo]s (NIEDS an earlier phase of "- o

fngroJect WISE) Guidelines for Desegregation, Mu]ti-cu]tura] Education. and

IR | ' ' _ ‘ SN
2. Discussion of the Finding_ ‘ | .’ ‘

The* fo]]owing discussion of findings with regard to educational

E o . The conp]eted Checkiists and master Checkiist fac111tated the “ ~

components in desegregation court orders and district p]ans is organized

. according‘to'the 12 components (Table 3, Page 27).A "Quality of education"
‘is discuss prior to some other components because of its overarching
nature and the wa;r it was treated in t_he orders and m ans as well as in the
1iterature. Although perhaps not directly related toleducationai po]ic)v
and practices, the student and faculty assignment components are included
in this study for two reasons: (a) particu]ar‘techniqnes ot these |
components can,affect desegregation outcomes, including educational
benefits, and (b) the Project wanted to enamine the possibiiity of

Al

relationships between these techniques and other components examined.
\

- For each. component discussed there will be (1) a definition and/or

description of that canponent, (2) a Brief discussion of what research has
said about the usefu]ness of that component and whether it is recommended
by research findinos for inclusion in the preparation for desegregation,
and (3) the extent to which- that COmponent is included in the court orders

~and plans examined in this study.

) : 7 .
- L N |
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~a. Student.Reassignmentr

.

Desegregation because it includes putting an end to segregation and
racial 1solation, 1ncludes some techni;te of reassigning students. "(After
“the plan -is in operation, then it may more appropriately be tenned ’
i'assig'mient" rather than "reassignment ") -There are, of course, degrees of ‘
desegregation differing amounts are acceptable to the courts depending f;
., upon circumstances. “The general constitutional standard established by’
. the U. S. Supreme Court is "the maximum amount of actual desegregation in

light of the practicalities of the local situation" (Green v. ‘New Kent

County, 1968; also Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 19/1). Other than in

the establishment of a violation, most of the testimony in desegregation
~cases concerns student reassignment, how many of whom go' where and how.-

Research literature considers more than the constitutional'issues of
equal opportunity and’ burden_ (the extent of "two way" busing, etc.). But
because techniques do apparently have impact on educational outcomes, there
has been considerable research and even more argument with regard to'

"mixing" techniques. For.example, the Hawley et al. (April 1981) synthesis '

of findings on Strategies for Effeotive Desegregation contains almost the

#

‘same amount of discussion on the physical aspects of desegregation outside
the school (student assignment and neighborhoods) as to structural, ' )
organizational, and curriculum concerns - 55 pages'to 56 pages
respectively This is probably representative of recent research, and it is
not to say that there has been too much research with regard to the
physical considerations of desegregation. Probably more research is needed
with regard to organizational, curricular, and instructional concerns.

Some popular conceptions of racial‘?ssues in desegregation need to be

questioned, for example, Crain et al. examined a common school desegre-
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gation controversy, wherein Whites have argued that des gregatlon is

'acceptable but busing is not - apparently meaning that hltes should be
“1eft in their own schools, which should beVdesegregated by bringing in-a

small number of Blacks, preferably middle cYass Blacks. This message has

‘beed relayed 50 many times that many people assumed it had some basis in

fact, that the best desegregated schools were 1ndeed predomlnantly White
schools 1n Nhlte neighborhoods where middle class Blacks were bused in.
Relatedlto this is the common belief that large numbers of Black students .
in a school hold back 1nstruction thus slowlng the academ1c growth of
Nhlte students there. But,Jn looking ‘at the1r data, Crain et al. (1982)
found that white students 1n predomlnantly Black scgools had higher

achievement than similar Nhlte students in predomlnantly White schools. In

fact, in exmnlnlng var1et1esfof racial mixes, Crain gt_al.'fouhd that there |

N

is no such thing as an ideal rac1al ~composition.
! The use of conputers and meta-analysls methods have made it poss1ble

to glean data fram numerous doctoral d1ssertat1ons based on empirical

‘reseanch in desegregated schools, These findings 1ndlcate that

3

desegregatlon enhances m1nor1ty achievement and does not diminish that of
maJorlty students (Rossell et al., Aprll 1981). ONther recent findings

1nd1cate that for enhancement of ach1evement test scores, development of

‘positive race relations, and prevention of resegregation ("White fljght"),'

desegregatlon should: oegln in the earliest grade possible, including
~y

kindergarten (Coleman, 1966 Katz, 1976; Hawley et al., April 1981;

Rossell gt_gl,; April 1981, Crain et al., 1982), and not be voluntary

(Rossell 1978; Rossell et al., April 1981).

-




. Student assignment plans should not be’voiuntary, but mandatory,

whether ordered by the school district or a court. Findings indicate a -
negative relationship between whether a plan is voluntary and the reduc*ion
of racial isolation {(see also Magnet Schools below) Although voluntary ’
plans tend to result in lTess White flight, the volunteers are mostly Black
secondary students few Hispanics. Anglos.'andvelementarj,pupils
participate. It seems likely that more Hispanics~wouid tend to participate

* voluntarily in programs which provided -sound bilinguai'educatign\progrgmsw///f///

in the receiving schools (Cardenas, June 1977; Raossell et al., Aprﬁ

P

1981) |
- In many schopﬂ districts putting an end to\racial isolation requires

"transporting 3&6; students of one or more racial groups. Busing may be
defined fop/desegregation purposes as not attending the school nearest 5
one's home (Crain et al., 1982). Busing of both minority and majority
students in a district is two-nay busing. In one-way busing, it is usual ly
a minorjty group which is transported. Hawley et al. (April 1981) found no
empirical eVidence that one-way busing is "hannfui.“ It is probably no
more harmful to the group bused than it is to those involved in two-way h
busing.' grain et al. (1982), found that in any busing, those bused may
have a sense of not belonging in the school. may suffer loss of
self-esteem, and the quality of racial Contact may be harmmed unless steps
are taken to counteract these results.

When they -are bused, even in one-way plans, Blacks do not resort to
protests and flight as Hhites often do Hﬁwley et al., April 1981). No
evidence is available on other minority groups. One-way busing of any ' ;"
group does, however, 'ratse equity issues. Most desegregation experts

3




\ P
K1ng in 1981 found no long-tem problems result1ng fromwp1ther one-way or

\
two- way busing.. o ‘fﬁ."

ﬁxaminat1on of the court orders and plans perta1nipg to desegregation
of the 15 selected schools in Project WISE discloses thd use of 13

different student reassignment techniques (Table 3 page 27) Most of .

these technigues were used by one or two of the three grade levels (Tables

4-pA, 4-B, 4-C, Appendix B), and ten were used in plans spec1fy1ng the1r-use
at all levels (Table 4-D, Appendix B). Other than bus1ng. which is used
for desegregation in conjunct1on with other reassignment - iques, the
most popular of the 13 techniques for student mixing were changing.

attendance zones, pairing and/or clustering, and some form of random

1

rgass1ghment (Table 4A-D). These techniques were used -across all grade
levels (1-12) in four plans. but were most widely used at the elementary

school level with nine districts indicating this as a technique employed.

The next most commonly used assignment plan was that of grade centers

»

(e.9., designating a previously Black elementary school” (1-6) to_a school
attended only by sixth grade minority and majority pupils). K1hdergartens
were not included in any of \the plans. First grades were included in two,
one with change’ of attendance Zones and one with pa1r1ng.l

' Busing was used in conjunet1on with several techn1ques. Inter-
estingly, it was not used in any district plan for high schools alone - .‘
(Table 4-C) but was ysed in one district at the elementary level only
(Table 4-A) and in anotherat the junfor ‘high .level only (Table 4-8)7

38 ©,
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Busing was_used in seven districts across all three levelS‘(Tahle 4-D). p

:One district avoided the use of busing for desegregation by ending all

puolit sohool transportation. Although not specified 1n its plan, one of
the two voluntary desegregatlon d1str1cts ln this study also has bused a
significant number of its students for desegregation.

The voluntarz desegregatlon plan along with four other plans speclfled '
majority to m1nor1ty transfers. Th1s allowed 1nd1v1dual students to change -

schools in cases where it would enhante desegregat1on at both schools. In
each 1nstance th1s technique was used in conjunct1on with others. Magnet
programs (which, because of its frequent association with quality of
|educatlon, will be.discussed séparately below), new school construction, an
educational park,'and the counseling of minority students into advanced
math and science courses also were used concomitantly with placement

“ 10ther than in the study's.one district which desegregated voluntarily,
most of the student-ass1gnmeqt technlques used .in district plans were

spec1f1ed in the court orders (Tables 4A D). This was true also with

regard to faculty reass1g_ment.

b. Faculty Reassignment

|
i techniques (Tables 4A-D).
"Faculty reass1gnment"\1s used in ‘this study to describe desegregation

of school and district staff, The 1iterature and some court orders
recognlze three categor1es of school personnel, These three personnel

‘ categories are: (1).adm1n1strat1ve, (2) certificated, and (3)

i noncert1t1cated

S " Research 1n staff desegregat1on includes some quant1tat1ve studies and

some qualitative stud1es some of the f1nd1ngs An both types of studies are

i F i%:‘ . ' . | 9 L .
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l

| ,

l ’ specul$t1ve. Séme findings do seem clear and weil founded. In a school

| * with’ a desegregated student body and an'aPl-Anglo'tqpching staff, there afe

l 1ikely to be (1) more second generation desegregation problems, and §2).
more difficulty in obta1ﬁ1ng good s;udeﬁfﬂach1evemeht and preparing
students for adult ro;gs. Fuéther, it seems clear that m1nor1ty students,
as well aS majofity stﬁdents. Se® role models of their same race in
positions 6{ aythority. It is also clear, however, that many teachérs are
as effective with other-race students than some teachers are with same-race
students. Thus, the available ev1dence shows that desegregated schools
should have desegregated staffs (Hawley et al., April 1981). Quantitative
research find15gs also indicate that the school sfaffs should have IE to
prepare them to teach diverse student populations (NIE, July 1976; St.~
John, 1975; Hawley et al., April 1981). The benefits of having a trained,
%!segrégated staff include 1mprovemen£s in (1) race relations, (2)
minority self-esteem and achievement (Hawley.gilgl., April 1981), and (3)
student-faculty communjcat1on,vas weil as. providing m1n0r1ty children with
significant others of their own race (St. John, 975).' Qualitative |
literature also supports these findings ‘and adds that desegregating the
staff-could help improve public response to school desegregation (Broh and
Trent, April 1981). |

As is common in school desegregation, school districts in this study

used fewer-teﬁhnjques (five) for faculty reassignment than for student
reassignment (twelve). -The school distrtct plans generally specified no
faculty desegregation other than that contained 1n‘tﬁe order (Table 4-0).\
One d1§tr1ct d1d,'h6wever,'reorgan1ze its adm1n1stra£1ve structure at the -
junior high and high school levels without an order (Tables 4-B and 4-C).

o ? The voluntary district specified no plan of’facuity desegregation.
ERIC - ‘ 40 - | ’
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The technique used most frequently to reassign faculty is actually a
standard set forth orjginally in the case of Singleton v. Jackson

Municipal Separate School -District (419 F.2d 1211, 5th Cir. 1970; cert.

den._402 U. S. 944,.1970). The basic Sigg]eton criterion is that the
district's minority and majority staff be reassiéned so' that they are
~substantia]ly the same ratio in each school as 1; thefratjo of minority to
majority staff in the entire district. | | ,

The Singleton rule, however, does leave some discretion to districts
as to how to achieve the ratio. Even more than-with student deﬂiﬁrébation,
most of the court orders examined by the Project dealt with faculty reas-
signment by sﬁecifying on;\bbwénother téchnique acro§§‘dTT'Tevels (Table N
4-D). This is perhaps because age and transportation cbnsideratjons bear

“less weight in faculty assignments than étudent assignments. Suppl ementary
tecﬁniques specified by the court included: |

° ;ffinnative action and recruitment of minorities,

0 ’Reorganization of administrative structure,

) Random\assignmeﬁt,

e Senjority as basic criterion.

c. Quality of Education A ¢

The staff of the Division of Family, School and Community Studies,
which includes Project WISE, has developed a working definition of

quality of education: ‘. .

Quality education...is the outcome of effective schools and
includes a range of experiences that (1) focus on learner
academic achievement, (2) employ a variety of teaching methods
(3) promote learning on the part of all students, (4) take
into account individual differences, and' (5) produce learner
competencies in tems of measurable knowledge and skill,

outcomes. _
' /
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This definition is compatible with the discussion of quaiity of education
'in research literature on effective schooiing (Westbrook, 1982) and is ]
usefui in this study. The concept of "quality education” or "quality of

dﬂcation" is frequentiy mentioned and . sometimes discused, without a
definition or standard for measurement, in desegregation research
literature, .cases, orders, and pians.

Nhen quality education is mentioned with regard to desegregation, it
is often used in one of two ways: (1) as one of desegregation S two
overarching goais, along with, educatfonal equity {e.g., Chesier et al.,
1981). or (2), by critics of desegregation who say that the two concepts,
desegregation and quaiity education, are antitheticai (Clasby, Octoben
1974; Willie, May 1976; Kirp, August 1981). - Most desegregation experts
believe that quality education is not only desirable and attainabie, but
should be an essential component of desegregation. Stollee (July 1979).-
however. has pointed out that the Supreme Court has held that the «
Fourteenth Amendment does not guarantee high quality of education but only
equal access to whatever quaiity of education a given school system
provides. Kirp (August 1981) asserts that when trial judges voice coancern.
for quality education it is sometimes as part of‘their quest for a “?

desegregation settlement politically acceptable to all parties,"but at
other thwes, the judges speak without heed to any party's views (Kirp and
~ Babcock, 1981). | | |

When plaintiffs,in desegregation suits demand quality education, the
courts tend to"say that that s the school board's business, the matter
before the court 1s equaiity (Stoliee July 1979). Stollee, an education
professor and desegregation planner, claims that when desegregation is
ordered the school boards are usually so busy working on.plans at the

Q -
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~ have voiced despair over the frustrations of usings courts and desegrega

last minute, and have such shgﬁt time for quality planning allowed for,
that quality education suffers»frae inattention, and the pub11e cries out

that'desegregation has ruined the schools. This may be one of the reasons

why Bell (1970), a professor of law at Harvard University, -and other h{:cks

ion

as means of obtaining quality education.‘

Perhaps 1t is because quality education is an "etus]ye notion" (Ki'rp,
August 1981), that research findings wit regard to it and desegregatton
are not more specific. Mich of the Hterature.. how_evké'r. does seem to be
aimed at helping the pbl1cy makers and practitioners in their efforts to
upgrade education. - Forehand and Ragosta premised their research and their

Handbook for Integrated Schooling (July 1976) on the assumpt1ons kl) that

schooling will and should be integrated and (2) there are positive actions

" that can be taken to maximize the educational benefits of integrated

schooling. Their Handbqok 1s‘to help practitioners bring about.the coﬁQ
ditions with maximum benefits, to help schools “"be more success{g\.“ and
"successful" means ha¢1ng "positive benefits for children - benefits to
their learning, their attitudes, and their effect1veness as 1nd1v1duals and
citizens” (Ragosta and Forehand, July 1976). |

Other researchers have prefaced their repérts similarly. - St. John
(1975) po1pted out the need to maximize school conditions wh}ch'max1aize
benefits for children. Some, more‘quantitative researchers, define

1mbrovemeﬁts in educatianal quality as showh on scores on standardized

" ‘tests of verbal and quantitative skills (Hawley et al., April 1978).

Forehand and Ragosta and St. John are among those Qho qselacademic

achievement and affectiyeifactors in measuring quality education and

N
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~ examined (Table 4-0). In one, because of court-ordered busing, the R

"defendant distr}ct was befng quoted as having to submit a plan the schoo1

“{mposed with a view toward maximum enhancement of educationa1 quality."”

“One of the district plans which used the concept three t imes, .subsequent1y

L, - education”

-

1nc1ude their findings w1th regard to educationa1 componentsﬂwhich -are
generally catagorized more or less as they are in this project.

The concept of quality education was used in two of the court orders

board "did not deem educationally sound“ but did "commit to. cooperate...in

pronoting...(an) educational program for the maximum educational advantage‘
of all students in the district. In another court order, the judge stated | ) -

that' the remedy that the school board was to devise in its o1an "must be

The board responded with a plan which used the tem three t1mes. a
frequency equalled by only one other d15tr1ct )
" Nine times, in four of the fifteen district plans, the tenn or concept '

of quality education appeared (Tables 4-C and 4-D). One district plan, ‘ .
subsequently referred to as Distr1ct I plan used the concept twice, both

times in reference to all levels (Table 4-D): |

- o maintain an improved quality of education and level of con-
sideration for all pupils ‘

o use of assistance of the state and the district 1n ach1ev1ng
" *present levels of quality” IR

Only one district plan which used the term, herein referred to as
District 11 plan, used it once (across all levels, TaSTe #»0) That Was: - e

o 4 viable educational program will “greatly 1mprove the qua11ty
of educa$on.

referred to as District 111 plan, was ip response to the court order which
had a1%o Esed the term. These usages (across all 1eve1s Table 4-D) are:
"o a viable education program w111 "greatly 1mprove the qua11ty of
- a4

|
| . . , |
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. S
° reorgan1zat1on of the dlstrlct “to prov1de a qua11ty(educat1on “for
every student" o ;

. -
= ) "maintain an imppo ved qua11ty of educatlon and 1eveﬂ of con- N
© sideration ‘for 1 pup1ls : N f '

’ \Two of the‘preced1ng usages in the District III‘p1an contain some
w0rd1ng identical to usages-in the p]ans of ﬂistr1cts 1 and II Districts
II and - I1I are in the same state and were at one time parties in the same

: j
suit. nther distr1rfs in this study were a1cn'nar+1ac tn +ha+ cu1f bu+'no

. sim11ar1t1es~w1th regard to qua11ty educat1on were found nn thelr p1ans.

. Attorneys or planners 1nvolved in the two p]ans digcussed here may have |
conferred, or 1nd1v1duals in one of the districts may have read the .
-District I plan (which was the earfdest dn this study, 196§)' The cases
for Districts II and 111 were tried in the same trial court but had

d1fferent attorneys. .

District III's plan contains‘wording.a1so contained in the District I

" plan, i.e., "maintain an improved quality of education.™ /These two

districts are'in different states, and»more than a decade of time separates

the'development of their plans. A principal p1anner of the District I plan.

was also used brjef]yfas a consultant in District III and cquld possibly

have been responsible for the common wording. It is probably not uncommon,

X

however, for attorneys and consu1tants 1n a. desegregation suit to becone

familiar w1th plans a]ready accepted bﬂ one court or another.,

-

One other district. plan, D1str1ct IV plan, referred three t1mes to

4

quality of educat1on, each usage related across alj levels to its magnet

progran'(Table 4-D). These usages are:

e to 1mprove the quality of education with lowered pupil-teacher
ratio 1n ‘desegregated c1asses

»
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“intention of enhancing quality education in the1r respecy1ve d1str1cts."r»a;§;“'

¢ Qualtty of education is 1mproved when the "arts are related to each )
other and tp other disciplines," and when "arts are used to create
learning situations which help reduce personal and racial 1sola-
tion. and 1ncrease self—esteem.F v A

- ) Magnet school concept to\1mprove qua11ty of education.n‘f

" Use of these technrques w111 be d1scussed in the sect1on dealing with

magnet schools. o T ‘ dv ERNTE .

-

" References to qua11ty educat1on 1n the plans and orders were vague.
The techn1que whlch referred to reduct1on of the pup11-teacher ratie did
not sgec1fy the ratio. Other references were even motre nebulous. This is

not to say that, the references to quality educat1on were ,not s1ncere'or

that those orders and plans not referring direct1y~to the concept had no

v

Inservice ducation and other'educat1ona1 conponents discussed in the
follow1ng paragnaphs also bear directty,on quality of educat1on.

d. Multi- cultural Educat1on

Multi cultura1'education isia nore comprehensive'concept than
mu1t1 ethn1c educat1on which is limited to the concerns of rac1a1 and
ethnic groups. MJTt1 -cultural education is a ‘set of” exper1ences in a
setting uhich promotes éducational equity for a wider range of cultural\
groups in addition to racial and’ethnic-groups’(Banks, 1981). ‘n
Considerable research has been conducted unth regard to multi-cultural

[

education and 1ts effects.‘ Literature reviewed by the Project supports an

' assertion that mult1 cultural education is crucial to educational equity

s

for all students and should thus be reflected in all of a school's programs

and genéral atnosphere. Katz (1964) concluded from h1s review of

/’

desegregat1on stud1es that the several factors that’ 1nfluenced Black

<

- T

,student( academ1c perfonnqnce 1nc1uded soc1a1 cond1t1ons in the school and
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classroan, the.degrees of acceptance hy significant'others (partiéularly :
Lhite teachers and peers), and the Black pupil's.seifeconcept in regard to .

the probab1]1ty ofléocial and academ1c success or failure. After her early

review of desegregat1on/1ntegrat1on reéearch St John (rebruary 1970)

.congluded that the most plausible hypothes1s was that the relation between
’fbdesegregation and achdeyement is conditional, and that the atadepjc

performance of minority -group chjldren will be‘higher in integrated than in . ' .
equivalent seyfegated. sciwois, provided Lhat the, are Suppu veu g jeait

and accepted b} peErs... .

The behavior and attitude of teachers.and other school staff should .
reflect aﬁ'a)preciation'of'the various cult&res represented hy the school's )
diversg student body. Since 1970.there has been‘a growing pool of em-
pirical research‘availab1e_on the correlation between the behavior and
attitude§ of teachers and the attitudes and academic performance of pupils,
as well as.hdw to imdeVe that pertonnance (e;gL,IKrantz, 1970; Good and
Brophy, 1973 Gay, 1975; Hawley et »al., April 1981 Rossell et al.,-April )
1981 ; Cra1n, Mahard, and Narot, 1982). The development of soph1st1cated
and reliable data collection tools such as the Flanders Systen of Inter-
actional Analysis (see‘in Amidon and Hdugh 1967), Brophy. and Good's (1969f
Teacher- Ch11d Dyadic Interaction System, as well as sociométric- scales and
b1polar senant1c d1fferent1a1 scales (see Bonjean, et al., 1967) have been
important in assessing teacher attitudes and behavior toward pup1ls. The‘
results of most 1nvest1gat1ons using these tools yield rather convinc1ng _

data that teacher behavior strongly affects pupil behavior and has y v

important implications for minority chi]dren (Gay, 1975).
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' S - Ihe work of Mendels and Flanders (1973) indicates that "naturaiistic"

“input is powerfui‘in determining-teachers attitudes toward their students.

| . Thesa natura]istic'factors include pérceived physicai attractiveness,
socio;economic"status, and ethnicity (Gay, 1975)., Frequently, more than
one of these factors are present to influence teachers" attitudes and
behavior toward the more visible minority chiidren,_inciuding the Black

American, Mexican American,-and'Native American in the SEDL region.

. S. social science 1iterature documents the majority view of the .

-

culturally different as inferior, cuitura]iy, intellectually, and socia]]y

. A
_(Kane 1970; and Stent Hazard and ‘Rivlin, 1973) Four relevant studies
were conducted in the southwestern United States during the eariy 1970 s -

the U. S. Civil Rights Commission, Toward Qua]ity Education for Mexican

Americans (1974), and Barnes (1973), Gay/(1974) and Mangold (1974) on
Hispanic, B]ack, and Ang]o teachers' verbal and non-verbal interactions
~with® Hispanic B]ack, and Angio pu“iis.‘ These studies indicate that white
- students receive more praise encouragement, and opportunities for sub-
vstantive interaction with teachers, while teacher contacts with Biack and
Hispanic students are mostiy procedurai, negative, and discip]inary. The
findings strong]y suggest that student ethnicity is one of the major de-‘
terminants of teachers attitudeS‘and oehavior toward their students- that
teachers, inc]uding minority teachers, expect less of minority students and
'give then fewer opportunities and less encouragement and positive feedback
.that these conditions are detrimental to the quaiity,of education, and that
mahy’mihority children are oeing denied equal opportunity for quality

s

education.
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o Educationai investigators have agreed (1) upon the s1gnificance of

teacher attitudes and behavior towards pupils, (2)° that teacher student

N L7y

. interactions are the heart of the educational process, and (3) that

1
teachers are "significant others" in students' lives (Gage, 1963 Purkey, |

1970). Although Nashington (1968), Banks (1970), Barks and Granbs (1972),

and Gay (1975) argued Cogently that teachers/ﬁre especially important in

the lives of ethnic minorit!\students other-invéstigators and educators

belatedly. appTied “these points to desegregation. Even though a great deal

of desegregation research, occurred in the 1960 s and 1970's, relatively

1ittle has been done. oh how to implement the findings in the school and
classroan.. That a school s progran could affect the outcomes of de-'

segregation was supported by findings by Forehand et al. ~ Their, Finai o

Report: Conditions and Processes of Effective School Desegregation (1976),

indicated "that mu fi-cuitural school activities and attitudes tended to

improve raceirelations as well as academic achievement by Black students in

-

“the school. .- ‘ ‘

wowsam et al. pointed out the need for training to implement multi-

J‘ v

cultural education. .In their Edgcating a Profession (1976), they

recognized ‘that most educators ‘were reared in"middle- or lower middie-class

homes and communities, away from minority and 1owen socio-ecomomic groups.

. The seriousness .of this situation was recognized and pointed out by the -

board of directors of teacher preparation institutions themselves the

‘American Association of Coileges for Teacher Education (AACTE 1976). Theij

observed. that most teachers did not’ have" adequate knowledge of the various

_ ¥ . . -
* cultural systems from which their pupils come;, and jt had been assumed fosr

‘too long that any "good teacher" could.provide tor_theolearning needs of

¥

!



ch11dren from d1verse cu1tura1 backgrounds. As evidenced in low student
achievement rates said the AACTE there was an 1mpe11ing need for reform.
R ( . The lack of multi-cultural education for and by educators Shﬁouoted1y
contributes to what have oeen called second generation,desegregation orob-’
lems.. Ar1s1ngvafter_the physical desegregation of students and staff,

these problems prevent schools from.orovfding effective education for all

_— students. They can be characterized as acts of omission or commission that
continue discrimination or effects of past aiscrymination against minority

Y

groups.
' Although their impact is destructive, such negative attitudes and be-
havior receiue Tess attention perhaps because they are not so overt as a |
stated policy that maintains a segrégated school d1str1ct.‘ Some second |
generat1on prob]ens are: (1) reduct1on of pub11c support for de--““
segregated pub11c schools, as shown eSpec1a11y by resegregation or White N
flight; (2) segregation of students w1th1n‘“desegregated” schoo]s; (3) re-
tent1on of segregéizo or mono-cultural curricu1a _(4) placement of'd1s-1
proport1onate numbers of m1nor1ty students 1n special educat1on c1asses or
lowest academic “tracks“ (9) suspens1on, expulsion, or other punishment-of .
disproport1onate1y high percentages of minority students (King, 1981) |
Desegregat1on literature on education is replete with studies, re-
g | ports, and monographs ‘indicating the need for effective mu1t1icu1tura1
‘ educat1on. After analyzing 120 stud1es of school desegregathQ?. St. John
(1975) con¢1uded that further 1nvestigat1on of the general quest1on--"Does
desegregation benefit ch11dren?"--wou1d‘seem'a;waste of resources. Rather,
the pressing need is to discover the schoo1~condit1ons under which the RN

»

benefits ot mixed schooling are maximized and its hardships.minimiged. .It
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.is important to note, asldidtKirk and Goon (1975), that these conditions-- -
1dentified in ;gudies reviewed by themselves, St. John, and in others dis-
cussed earlier--are not unique to success for minority students in a de- )
segregated sett1ng, but they are v1ta11y 1mportant to academic success for
anyone 1n\any educational setting. " ;

Fram these stud1es 1t may be concluded that in an integrated, multi-
-cultural sett1ng- (1) academic ach1evement rises for the minority children
witile uenatlveny advantaged maJornty children continue to tearn at the saie
or higher rate, (2) m1nor1ty~ch11dren may.ga1n a more pos1t1ve self-
coneept, and (3) positive ratial attitudes by minority and majority
students deveHop as they attend school together (see also Weinberg, 1977a,
1977b Edmonds, 1979 Bennett May 1979; Epps, 1979). |

‘None of the court orders examined by the Project was found!to 1nc1ude

"""4ny use of the term or concept of multi-cultural education. Few tnstances

~of its use were indicated in the district plans. At the elenentery level,

_ one d1str1ct specified the use of m1nor1ty as well as major1ty art1sts to

help teach pupils about different 1oca1 cultures, but th1s occurred only A "‘“"%nxe‘
magnet schools. In another d1str1ct{s 1969 plan, it was stated that every

seeondary teacher would participate 1n the preparation of bibliographies

and instructional nater1als on Black culture, and every elementary 1evel

teacher would develop a social studies "course on human relations."' Recent
interviews. of district facﬁTty: staff, and pafents indicated that not only

was this implemented, but more multi-cultural education has gradually

developed since then (WIEDS Report, November 1979).

"One of the districts with a volunteer plan st1puleted that a : T

| =
bilingual-bicultural (Spandsh-Enngsﬁi\ijspanic-Anglo) program would be

13




plémented. InterVier~w1th school personnel in the other fou} districts
S:§h'Hiseanié enrolﬂmente 1nd1cated that ‘each has at 1east one bilinguals ;
biculthrei program 1n~eperation £he%e. though' not stipelated 16 their de-
segregation_ plans. - | |
The discussion of this study's research question number six 1nc1udes a
comparison. of each district plan's multd cultural elements with the NIEDS
Multi-cultural Education Guidelines. This discussiod is on pages 73-75.
e. Curriculun |

Other‘{%an«wi;hAregard to multi-cultural education most curricular
| . Tt— -

changes brought about by ﬁesegregation“hqve been in the nature of

'conpensafery and reﬁedia] education. These are programs intended tQ remove

socio-econanic and ethnic groups (St. John. 1975). Beg1nn1ng in 1964 when

" Congress passed the Economic Opportunity Act, which eetab1ished Head Start,

iJpward Bound, and other programs, numerous federal and state educational-
programs have been enected in the interest of increasing the equity of
educatiohél4benef1ts for various popul ations. Judicial action has also
caused compensatory ‘services to be provided for poor, Tow-achieving pupils
and for pupils in racially isolated and newly desegregated schools. (For
brief discu551ons of these programs, see Van Camp, 1979; Rossell, et al.,

April 1981, ) o /

Q

As intended, these compensatory educat10n'programs serve primarily .

minority sfudents,'who are disproportionately represented in low-income and

4

1gw-achieving categories. This minority over-representation and‘the re-
1iance of many campensatory programs on puflind the»studente being served
out of regular classrooms, result in the ,segregation of some minority

A}
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students within otherwise desegredated schools. Rossell et al. (April
1981) discuss the gind1ngs of several researchers wh; find that'itﬁmay be‘
difficult to 1mplfﬁent desegregation and compensatory education $imu’ -
taneously. The opportunities for conflict increased after the Milliken v.
Bradley dectsion (1977) encouraged federal courts to avoid cost1; and

unpopular student reassignment plans-in favor of compensatory programs

(Flygare, December 1977). The compensatory programs have-been generally
popular with school districts, and many school administrators; especially

those in urban districts, say that such_pregeans are essential to attainidg‘

quality education (Sossell et al., Aprfl 1981; Education Daily, September'

16, 1982).

L4

A wide variety of curricular techniques were used in the plans which

ame——

wera examined. 0Only one technique was usedfby more than one school--
magnet courses to attract minor{ty.students--qas used in two~p1a9s. More.
curricular desegregation strategies were used at‘%ﬁe elementary level than
at any other. '
Eleven of the 19 elementary gurricular desegregation techn1ques,
including most of a compensatory nature, were in one district s plan (Table
4-A). This same district was the only one with arpran ‘specifying cur-
ricular techniques at the junior high/middle school level (Table 4- B) and
it also accounted for four of the six strategies used at the high school
‘ only level (Table 4-C). ‘
. Reports (Rossell et al., 1981) of the popularity of compensatory pro-

grams, are not'reflected in the desegregation plans examined by the Project.

This is not unusual; most compensatory education funds are awarded to

AY

districts after their desegregation plan is accepted (Van Camp, 1979):
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InfErviews with personnel in the Project sChoo] districts indicate that
each district ha§ had at least one compensatory program since desegrega-

tion, and the districts with Hispanic enrollment have a bilingual prngmn{ ’

‘f.  Magnet Schools .

L]

. The magnet‘school concept is used as alstudent reassiéunent“technique,
because such a school has a distinctive program of study that will attract
a valuntary cross section of students from all raciaj groups in the

‘district. D{stinctjve program themes‘haveAféafu;ed*bjfted and/or talented

student programs, vocationa] education, the qrts, scienqéfand math, basics,

foreign language, and humanities, with the latter appea:ing usually at the
secondary Tevel (McMillan, 1980; Levine and Havighurst, 1977; Theory into

Practice, February 1978 and April 1978). |

There is controversy ano;g desegregation consultants and researchers

about the use of magnet schools as a technique for ending racial isolation.

Fostgr (February 1973) has termed it a "spuf}bus technique" because 1t_

produces little desegregatjon-andilends to usurp funds and the petiervstaff

fram other schools. _Othérs as McMillan (1986) and Levine and Havighurst .

(1977) admit thé; it has limitations, such as not offering enough brogram.

options and produycing pressure from non-magnet schools which alsO»want pro¢

gram improvements, but cité advanfages such as'helping;to avoid Nhite b
VE flight. There is agreement that White sfudents are ld;s 1ikely to enroll
in-magnet schools in mipority neighborhoods, although the reverse is not
the case (Rossell et al., April 1978).
Rossell's (1979) ?1nd{ngs indicate that only in districts with less_

than 30 per cent'minority enrollment can magnet scheols by themselves br%ng

abput fiuch desegregation. . Used within a mandatory plan, magnet schools can

Al
-
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~pril 1981). . e l
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have desegregated enrollments in d1stricts with higher percentage minority

enroliments and can help: prevent Nhite flight (McMillan, 1980). Rossell

~(1979) finds that in thesehdistricts it is the mandatory naturc of the plan

which oroduces the desegreéation by narrowing the opportunitigs‘to escape

desegregation. She also has found that there is no evidence to support an

argument that the use of a magnet program as- part of a mandatory plan .

lesSens canmunity hostility to forced aspects of the plan (Rossell, 1979;

@

Courts have becone generally skeptical of magnet-only plans,.

especially in districts with sizeable minority student enrollment (Hawley

et al., Ap™1 1981). In the court order;\examined by the Project, judges
authorized the use of magnets in five instances (Tables 4-A, 4-8, 4+, and
’4-0). One district established a magnet elementary school with a number of -

instructional and curricular innovations to attract a range of students ‘

(Table 4-A; see also discussion of curricukar techniques, above). In

. Intetviews with Project staff teachers in that school reported that its

magnet program is still operating, successfulawith students, and popul ar
with parents. ‘

At the junior high/middle school level (Table‘4-8), one district es-.
tablished an academic and.performing arts program in one school; another
district established a program of individualized instructionﬂ(Tahle 3-8).
Both programs are reported in interviews to have brought some desegregation

to the schools. At the high school only level (Table 4-C), a computer

science center and medical technology program is increasing in enrollment

but not as rapidly as expected'by school officials.
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\Two districts'estahiished magnet programs of sortsAacross all levels
(Table 4-D). 'Inionendistrict a~career developmeﬁt centeriwas.piacediin one
buiidina\at\each fevel; but only at the high school level was the}e evi-
dence of much vocational education. At what was once the predom;nantiy
Biack high school, another district established prograns for "enriched
daiiy scheduie (1ncluding innovative recreation and physica] education
ciasses, parental invo]vement, accelerated math, science, and-writing
programs, and individual tutoring). In.interviews with ﬁroject staff,‘the
principal Qnd teachers at the school indicagid that mora]e of the
desegregated staff and student body is reported to be high, absenteeism is

low, and student achievement is improving.

9. ﬁxtracurricuiar Activities '> ' .

“Extracurricular activities“ are all school-sponsored activities other
than those directly related to‘Curricuiar and instructionai\programs.‘
._ExtraCurridhiar activities include, for exampie, student'body governnent
band and other music programs, spbrts other than physica] education
c1asses and math ciubs, as we]] as others, '

. Since Allport's (1954) findings, it is more and more commonly . accepted
that improved race re]ations can be most effectively accomp]ished through
personal contacts between different race students under certain conditions -
o which inclode equal'status and cooperation toward a'canmon goal. Findings
indicate that an effective extracurricuiar program will not only strengthen
race reiations but a]so nﬁil improve studeﬁt mora]e which in turn tends
to help‘improve academic achievement (Hawiey et al., see also Forehahd and ,

Ragosta, 1976 Crain et al., 1982) ; I




Only one of the court ‘orders examined by the Project'spoke to the de-

segregatlon of extracurricular act1v1tles. speclfylng that nowhere in the

#

district would there be any racial barrier -to any student part1c1pation .

(Table 4-n). No directive for affirmative action was 1ssued. One school

_plan indicated that Hspeodal efforts" would be made’ to desegregate staff in

“specialized areas" such as "head coaches, band and choral directors, etc.”

(Table 4-D). ~A4nother district’'s plan pranlsed:, all extracurrlcular
. 4 '
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IE 1s important for the effective deseqregatlon of extracurricular

act1v1t1es for several reasons. First, there is the general training for

cultural awareness and race. relatlons skills wh1ch are desirable for all

school staff., Specialized t?a1n1ng is also needed for staff with

~-responsibilities in extracurrlcular activities. Such IE should include

awareness of the 1mportance of extracurrlcular act1v1t1es in school

desegregatlon. and procedures to desegregate and, 1ntegrate their respect1ve

activity. These procedures would 1nvolve, for example, recruitment of
\ , ,
participants so-that all school racial/ethnic groups are represented in

each activity.
h. Counseling

Integration of its counseling program has 1mportant implications for

\

'desegregatlng a school. The large field of research on the subject

indicates that minority students in the school will probably benefit from
having counselors of their race. These benefits for minority students
include: (1) more of them will canplete hlgh school, (2) they will be.

L]

better informed about avallable college scholarships and admission
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' ‘~,cu1ture generally results from too 1ittle informatien aboat, cultures.

-

procedures, and (3) they wil1 tend to have successfui college experiencEs
(Braddock and McPartiang/“;Bl Hawiey et. ai . Aprii 1981) ~
Inservice ‘education is needed fdr m‘nority and majority counse1ors

Aii'counseiprs need to' be aware of financial atd and educationa]

‘opportunities at'traditionaiiy B1ack cbiieges and at.traditibnaiiy Anglo -

4

: ¥
,coiieges (Hawley et al., April 1981) This awareness 1§ only part of the
1€ necessary for effective cross- cuiturai counseling. Chefry A. Banks (in

J. Banks, 1981) has pointed out that the nature of counseling requires that

counselors relate to indiv