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ABSTRACT L&

The purpose of this paper is to suggest the utility
cf an alternate level of data collection for desegregation research.
There appears to exist an important disparity between the results
generated by a large number of empirical studies and their
application to segregation remedy at the classroom, school, and
district level. This paper's bias is that the "numerical indicators"
and correlates cf deseyregation which have been used in national
level studies have had minimal impact in moving schools from the
segregated tc desegregated to the integrated stages. The emphasis
then of this data collectior-model is focused on those school.and
district level factors which continue to iender schaols for all
practical purposes segregated. These school and district level
factors are classified as ficllows: Organizational Patterns (Fiscal
Consideraticne, Funding terns, Allocation of Educational '
Resources; PFclicy Consideraticns; Adjustsent Procedure Mentality,
Acquiescent ﬁgntality), Administrative Patterns (Staffing Patterns,
System-Individual Metaperspective, Information Access, and
Instructional Patterns (In-Schocl Segregation, Counseling, Special
Education, Cc-Curricular Activities). This paper indicates that these-
factors are critical to the desegregation process. Although a school
bas been designated legally desegregated, cccurrences .within it can
render it for all practical purposes virtually racially segregated.
Thus, a schccl which ic desegregated or desegregating, can through
manipulaticns of the above factors, become resegregated.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is fo‘Suggeé?.fhe utility of an
‘alternate level of data collection for desegregation research,

. There appeacs to exist an important disparity between the results
generated by a large number of empiridal studies and their ap-
plication to segregation remedy at the classroom, school, and dis-
trict level, Our bias is that the "numerical Indicators" -and

- correlates of desegregation which have been used in national
leve! studies have had minimal impact in moving schools from the .
segregated to desegregated to the integrated stages. :The empha- .
sis then of our data collection model is focused on those school
#and district level factors which continue to render schools for

all practical purposes segregated. These school and district
level factors are classified as organizational, administrative,

. .and instructional.

’

.
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Level and Remedy in School Desegregation Research

Intrgduction

It 18 the purpose of this paper to suggest the utility of an alternate
levei of data collection for desegregation research. There appears to exist
‘an important disparity Egtueen the results generated by a large number of
fmplrical attheq and their application to segregation remedy at the class-
room, school, and district level (Riffel, g&lglL, 1976). 1t is our bias that

the "numerical indicators' and correlates of desegregation which have been

used in national level studies have had minimal impacﬁ in moving schools from

the segregated to desegregated to the :;;;grsted stages. :

/
Added impetus for the desegregation of our public schools came in 1966

when James Coleman publLehea Equality of Educational Qpportung_y. In.tgat
report Coleman stated that desegregation should be expected to have a positive
effecé on- Black achievement'and he concluded that "the achievement of minority
pupils aepend§ more on the schools they attend than does the achievement of
major1t§ pupils" (p. 22).' Willie (1976, p. 318) reported that:
. . The Coleman Report (1966) encompassed other findings: (1) "it
appears that differences between schoolg éccoqnt fér only a small
action of differences in pupil achievement," (2) "minority pupils
| . have far less convictiop than whites that they can affect their
wn environments and futures,'" (3) "when (minority students have-d belief
hat they can affect their own environments and futures), . . . their
achlevement is higher than that of whites who lack that conviction,"
aﬁd (4) "those Blacks 1in s;hoolg with a higher proportion of whites

. )
have a greater sense .of control." v




Equality of Educational Opportunity, however, had an explosive impatt

on desegregation research. The enormity of the project can be\iti:: by g

looking at the question of*how segregation affects the level of ac evedent

of students. Reanalysis of-ColemAn‘s q§ta led Mayeske (1969) along with \\\\\5
Mosteller and Moynihan (1972) to concur‘zith Coleman that once school
’iocloj:conomic composition had been takeh into acgount such factors as

teacher qualifications, school facilities, ana expenditures contributed iittlé
in explaining differences ig school level achievement. ‘Jencks (1972) went
further and.concluded that the school environment made little difference in
achievement or social status. Other inveatig;tors, however, concludea that
se?eral factors play a role in the nature and level of academic achievement /
(Clement, Bisenhart, & Wood, 1976). In another variation, 9éadem1c norms,aﬁd
expectations which characterize the student body have also been used to
explain the variance in academic achievement (McDill, Rigsby, & Meyers, 1973).

t al., (1976) in their study of elementary school climate, com-~

Brookover
position, and socio-economic status 4n relation to academic achievement

s

concluded: ’
It is clear that school composition dog%inot necessarily determine
school climate and, thergfore, changes in climaie do not guarantee '
changes in school level achievement (p. 35).

In applying these éindtngs to the school desqptegatlon issue they state: :
It seems safe to conclude that neither racial nor socio-economic

desegregation of schools automatically produces higher school

achievement, If the unfavorable social—psychoibgical climate which

0 \




.typically chdra?terizes segregated black and lower SES schoolg continues
- to péevail for the poor or minority students in the desegregated sc¢hools,
desegregation is not likely to materially affect the achievement of
the‘stuQentg (p. 35). n ey ) ‘
‘Ueihg the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Bundren (1972;&1nves;£gateg
the achievement ﬁattern of glsck students pr}or to and after‘téo years of
desegregation in the Clark C;unty School District of Las Vegas, Nevada (undgf
their current aesegtegation plan). He stated that some accomplishments
were evidept in lﬁpro§1ng the achievement pattern; of Blacis; however, a
yide'gap still existed between the achievement of Black and white studeﬂts.
Since thb»Bfouh‘decision, however, the level of student achievement in
desegregated'dﬁhpolg ﬁag not been the only issue of concern (Egert;n. 1976):
growing‘ﬁegregation by fAce, socio-econofiic segregation, exclusion ok
students, gtudent behavior, in-school segregation, bussing, resistance.tq
desegregation, érrosion of support for desegregation,'lehAI complexities,
the limits of scﬁoolé. ' .
Farley (1976) stated that generally investiggtorg of school segreéation

during the last two decades seemed to concur regarding the following points:

}) For more than a decade after the 1954 Brown v.  Board of Education

of Topeka ruling, there was little acgual desegregation of schools.
2) Beginning in the 1960'3 new pressures affected those districts,
. particularly southérn districts, which had maintained segregated '
schools.
* 3) There hag been much more desegregation of schools after 1968 than

preylously.
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. 4) Frequently ;;sing.has been used:to achieve‘integration (detegre-
* gation).. ' .' - ;v o T S ' .
5) Federal court; tqntindt to intist upon the uithin-disttict desegregation o

" of stho;ls. . - ‘ .

g 6y 'rhe residential distribution bf Blacks and whites impedes school »
L (. . () B
/ deseg;egation g Ty .
’The va:/ﬂity of the studiqp cogdycted to 4nvestigate the effects of

. -

3® » desegregati n.on children,ﬁéve hinged on the ability of researchers to

0 /-

"accurately measurt vhetﬂer desegregsﬂign exists in the schools they are

atudying--thus kndetscoring thefaeed in the-‘context of the studies dutlined
“. . »~ .

for an approptiate measupe of- desegregation to be used as a criterion. We

.4

believe that no su ‘h adgquate stftrstical measure currently exists.:

i v

o .3 The dat; moﬁ;ig for these studies have been virtually identical so that
by no; we att quite usgd‘to looking ;t beta weights, R? changes and supptessor
relatiod%hips. The various arguments over what to partial, when, and so on,

+ however, probébly‘has taken‘it$ toll on those who are primarily interested in

i ' the more substantive i;sues invélved in those data.

. He.atgue in this paper that the mAny national pdiicy level studies which
have been conducted have minimalAimpact on'tiqasroém, school or district le;el
desegfegatlop efforts'atd shall.outling what we cbnsidér‘to be an effective
data collection model (Riffei,»éé él;.-1976). We believe this model will

provide information which will assist district and school level personnel to

gacilitate the désegregation process.

Background
Immediately after the Brown decision, upon compliance with court and ’

legislative mandates, a district was termed desegregated. Usually su;n
] . C .

- 8
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compliance involved the shuffling of students, teachers, and staff in order

to transform schools to the racial balance of the district or some pre-

determined level. The assumption underlying such tactics was that repre-’ 1

sentative racial balance ;ould be an important first step in the abolishmen
of social practices which restrict minority children's access to equal
€ducational opportuni"ties. ; We adly apout to seriously suggest, however,‘
that judlcia} intent was and is being circumvented by the institutionalization
of qrganizational, administrative, aqs instructional practices whichffor all
practical purposes-keep schools segregated. The emghasls{:hen of our data
collection model is focused 'on those school and district level factors I
which continue to regder schools for all practical purposes segregated. Thay

may be outlined as follows:

1) Organizational Patterns ‘ J Vs
'A) Fiscal Consider;tlons I
1. Funding Patterns @ i
2. Allocation oflﬂducational Resources
B) Polfgy Considerations ‘ o
1. Adjustment Procedure Hentelity
2. Acquiescent Mentality ) : |
2) Administrative Patterms
A) Staffing Patterns
B) System-Individual Metaperspective |
C) Information Access N
3) Instructional Patterns

A) In-School Segregation‘and Resegregation
\

B) Counseling




C) Special Education,
D) Co-Curricular Activities

<He believe that these factors are critical to the desegregation process.

‘Let us explain why. Althoygh a school has been designated legally desegre-~
gatéd, occurrences within it can render it for all practical purposes virtually
¢

rdcially segregated. So we have a school which is desegregated or desegre-

. gating and, thfough manipulation of the factors we mentioned, becomes . 3

.
.

A\

repejregated. Let us excerpt from a previous paper (Smith, Stoll, and

Dziuban; 1976) ‘in which. we have outlined these factors in more detatl:
L Resegregation: An Exposition

““Organizationgl’ Considerations

Funding Patterns. The inequitable distribution of funds to poor districts

‘1s well documented (Ciement, Eisenhart, & Wood, 1976). Districts with the
lowest achievement levels and the greatest proportion of culturally disadvantaged,
pupils have bee; found to receive rhe least local revenue. Present state aid
foer}ae and suppleméntary federal funds do not offset the differential.

Municipalities ovetburdengd with social needs (primarily poor, Black,
urban centers) are particularly victimized by lngquicable funding patterns.
A Nev York Chancellor of education noted that in additfon to the already high
cost of providing other serviées, educational requirements nécegaitate that
municipal overburden be recognized as a factor in school equalization formulae.
The richest districts in New York State have four times the property wealth
of the pborest, districts. Present equalization formulae in New York disregard:

a. municipal overburden )

b. greater educational needs in urban areas

c. reduced FTE allocations due to higher degree of §bsenteeism in

urban schools. 7

A test case i3 pending in the New York courts.

In spite of the preposterous research of those who purport to find no

relationship between money spent and educational achievement, we submit

Y 10
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that fiscal discrlmination often accelerates resegregation along class and
racial lines. 1In sddition, we propose :hat the 1abe111ng of a school which
receives federal funds as a '"target" or “special” cénter designaces that

school as inappropriate for ﬁrlvilegea oungsterar-addltionally facilitating

. .
4

resegregation.

Allocation of Educational Resourkes. The United States Commission -on,

Civil Rights reporte§ that 75% of '1 Black elementary schppl,pupils‘actend
schools which are 902 to 100% Blafk. OQe: two mfllfod of, these yoqustérs
attend schools in one of the t énty largest city school districts: The ~
Kerner Commi;sion found chat inner city schools are older than suburb;n schools,
more crowded, ggck librarx/éooks and science labs, contain inferior gymnaslums.
auditoriums, athletic f

1ds and cafeterigi.( ducation-Dailz 1977).

Frequently we haye observed not only-.all these deficiencies in pre-
domiﬂ?ntly élack schools, but in addifion a strikiug lack of app:oériate
mﬁlci ethnic mate€rials and visual displays. We suggest that this strategic
absence of fad/lf;}zsf equipment and instructional supplies insures that -
Balck youq’éters lek be excluQed from anf "academic' education and, therefore

will be relegated to a restricted, resegregated future.

-~

Policj,Discriminatiow

Adjustment Procedure Mentali;y.' %andated desegregation required re-

organization of existent dual systems. Generally, many reorganization policies

‘were designed to insure that movement without change would take place. Minority
fota g

schools were either phased out, converted into nén-inatructional facilities,

or subordinated within the system. One Florida county superintendent proudly
announced in 1966 that "we have closed all schools that were known to be

. = ’
Negro schools and placed the pupils in others." » ‘

5 .
‘We have termed subordination within the system "adjustment procedure

mentality." The.Pratt Decision, for example, mandated that the Department of

L ]
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‘ ) .

. : \‘
Health;, Education and Welfare enforcevTitle VI.of the Civil Rights Act of

1964 in all hiéh;r education institutions in ten southern and border states
(etg,, these institutions were directed to stop discriminating on the ba;is

of race). In the state of Florida, there was only one traditionally Black,
'publfc, higher education institution: Florida Agricultural and\Mechanical
ﬁhiversity (FAMU). Prior to 1973, FAMU made'relati;ely independent policy
decisions eoncerning curriculuﬁ, staffing, adhiésions, etc. The question
confronting majority administraco;s in 1973 was '"what shall we do about FANU?"

--phase the school oat;, combine the institution with Florida Stete University

-~
‘

(FSU,t a predominantly white institution). or redefine it as a specialized
. ¥ )

.cehiter? Presently, the Board of Regénts and the presfﬁhngaqof all Florida
. s T\
State un}yersities‘ﬁﬁkg policy decisions concerning Flordaggs\ﬁ M. FAMU
. “ B \
can now be 1dent1f1ed’as a minority institution within, raéﬁsr than separate

from, the majority institution.

L}

Acquiescent Mentality. We propose that a substantial majority of school

boards and séhool'admintstragors.harbor a segregationist mentality. Their
pre?ﬁ?shpe‘for segregation is most.obsetvable when they are confronted by

the ‘legal and moral forces for and against desegregation. For example,
administrators repeat;dly overcrowd or extend the school day at predominantly
white schools to accommodage white students whose paren:; refuse to let them
attend predom&nantly Black schgols. Frequenily, ne; school sites are selected
which insure uniracial student compositions and often school boundaries af;
drawn to placate white pressure groups. Finally, resegregation which occurs
as a result of population movement is generally a&ceptcd as a legltimate

- 3

_by-product of court order desegregation ("white flight") and ignored.

12
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The dan‘gcr‘ inherent in an acqulescu\:'itmcc. ve feel..ls a serious
threat to legal desegregatipn. Probably .thin is most clearly typified by
- President Ford'l‘ incllmtfon.to request a_judicial review of.the Boston
'ducgregltion ph_n. The intense cormunity pressure is climaxed by b\ouln
DPay Hicks' comment ghqt we are teetering on a massacre. Unless forced . .
bussing is stopped in-the city of Bosion. it"s going to be a longv summer."

Such a statement most certainly helped dlrect the White House's attention. ,
to this case. High level acquiescence to white ?ouwe groups increases
pblarization and ﬁmy, eventually, erode legal decisjons. Acquiescence on
the local level produces biased, non-ob'jective decisions and maintains
segregated s_.yatems.

Mntnistnttve Cuh{iferatlons

gtaffing Patterns. Desegregation displaced many Black staff members.

) %notshomnd Bluck teachers and fifty-seven administrators were dropped from
ch(‘i:lorlda Counc} employment rolls between 1968 and 1970, during which time
there was a statewide increase of 7,500 teacherg. The Black principai
vu'ukélx to be shifted to a job which required less experience, lower

tertification requirements and less responsibility than a principalship. \

He or she was likely to remain {n~this inferior position until retirement,
&e suggest that di,f:rl-lnatory itafftng patterns .are (rcqu:ntly ot;urvablc_
in today's 103511y desegregated schools. Generally, the admindistrative staff
and school board do not reflect the radnlﬂcomutm of the o;:l"wol population.
Similar trends are evident for support personnel and teachgn. Teaching staff

-assignments differ in nu;nptlﬁg u{ool districts! (a) la disproportionate

. number of f{rst year teachers are assigiied to predominantly poor, Black; . .

LA A I 1 :




(, _ ’ .10
) o , . A

urban schools, and (b) Black administrators are recruited for positions such
: . \ ., Y
as "assistant to the superintendent" and generally, strategically asgigned

to leadership positions which restrict their sphere of influence to the Black

student population. . : " , .

System-Individual Metapergpecr.lve.f Contlngency hiring is often forced

’

upon Black individuals in de.scategatm'g systems. Th€ process takes several
forms, two of \_vhichlare; the assignment of Black administrators from .tha
dual system to powerless positions in the deaqie'pted system (e.g., director .

v - J
of textbooks™assistant to the superintendent in charge of building and

-

grounds; .tc<:; and the'higiﬁg of Black professionals solely to "control"

Black stud_eu and placate the Black community. The Florida Education Associ-,

7

ation reported that although some Blacks have been promoted to "high vlsibiltt);

‘positions" all old, established roles of real and powerftlxl leadership are

-

. ® ] x

virtually closed to thed. X ¢

Frequently, Black professionals hired on a contingency basis have the

appropriate credentials for acceptance into the system. Often these‘’cre- o

dentials l.re ignored for the purposes of the "real" system and we suggest

that eventually, as a result of organizational .manipulation; many of these ,'
=~ " c

professionals become dysfunctional. ’

’

We assume here thap the system is oriented towatd maintenance bf the

.

status quo. The most vocal Black professional often learns to exhibit

.

Burvival behavior after neutralization by the rewards and punishments-of

the system. Other Blatks, perceiving themselves as inferior by lndactrm:lbn'.
L J i - . ‘ . ¢
display conflictual behavior. We note, however, that sonme Black individuals

or groups operationalize the anglo ethnic. It is further assumed t}int the

f : ’

\"r'.

-

—
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~
minority groups must be accurate in their metaperspective (i.e., their per-

- .

ceptions of how they are viewed in the system) if they ‘are to advance within

1{. 3
- ‘

Information Access. In' a resegregating school system, Blacks are
systematically denied strategic information.. Often Black administrators are
"not invited to attend "mportant“ meetings, do not receive certain memos,
‘and are deni:d relevant, vrlttgn'd.ocuments. These institutional practices
keep B'lnck ;;'luinlstrators ':1n§omtion poor" and powerless. The same prac'ticeo
deny Black parents, agencies, and org‘nniutiona access to information regarding
the system. A group of Black pa‘;ren:tA‘; and teachers, for ex'ample. recently
requested outside cechglcal assistance from th:e_ Florida School Desegregation )
Consulting Center (FSDCC). They were conéerned about th'e poor progress of
Black students in reading in this majorlty‘-white, small, wealthy ochool

distriet. They were particularly distressed about the lack of prognm

alternatives for their youngsters, believing that ITA (rimu Teaching
. + \

Alphabet--a sound/symbol approach to initial te:’:le;ng instruction) was the

l'ole*.regg,}ng program available. Only after intervention by an outside agency,
did coui;ty office staff personnel inform the Black parents and professionals

that 'ottiét reading programs had been available for some time by pcu'nul request.'»
- ‘ L. .,

Inltruct ional Patterns

n-Sch_oo| Ségreption and/or Resegregation. Misuse of standardized tests,

uuignnmt of studonu to lbtllty groups inappropriately, tnconsiuen:ly and

<.

racially di-proportlonate enforcement of Jhclplimry policies, and main- ’\
tenance of racially identifiable school areas are four extra-legal practices *

often employed to promote in-school rengregadon.

-

15




The use and abuse éf svtandardized achievement and intelligence ;estg/ /
has been widely debated. Many researchers suggest these tests, because of
the biased content and 1nap|;roi>riate or misrepresente'd‘ norms, ~syetemat1cailly e
discriminate against m?nbrity students. Other researchers contend that /
these tests measure skiils necessary for~3ucée.ss in the prevafling cu.ltu;:ev
and accﬁutely indicate the future performance of Black youngsters. /We . /
feel that the theoretical'-rat'tqnale adopted to explain.why minority studegts

.ot_tgn perform poorly o%'atandard.ized tests is not.as .1mportant,.as the ’/‘
undebatable'consequences‘l of this phenomenon.
| $ ‘B‘ased on standardized test results, a disproportionately large' n\nbe;'
9f;nino‘r1ty students are classified as uninu'z'lligent and a subnomal}y small

PN nu‘nbar are llabeled as gif:'ed. These same test results are generallf used

- to ,nign studerts to ability groups. Findley and Byron (1970) repprtéd ¢
that :e;or.r.y-seven‘ per cent of the schools_t;hey surveyed do some .aﬁillt'y'

;rouplné and th;t social f:lass and racial differences were exaggerated !;y
tracking. Moreover, they found in a comprehens{ve survey of the literature

* that ability grouping reduces u.lf-con"cept‘, acadenmic ac.hleveme/nt and‘intei-
lectual stlnulatior‘\ for the low achieving groups. Do stam‘iardized tests s
lccurpcely predict later performance or are they in.gpropjlate for minority
youngsters? We do not believe this quentlon can be ansvefed. as long as
Black youngsters are labeled as slow learners, ucully uolated within school

buildings, and denied access. to a stimulating and apptoptinte curriculum.’ @ N
. We view tracking as one tool that can be used by grdjudiced c‘ognulon

_and administrators to maintain segregated classrooms. ﬁoth!r tool which

B -;1 be used 1is auspensionb. "The dara compiled by the Children's Defense

1
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‘Fund suggested that discrimination, not misbehavior, accounts for the dis-

Y
proportionate sucpension rate of Biaék students. They report that Black
children were ;uspenaed at twice the rate of any other ethnic group. At
the secondiry school level they found that Blaék students were suspended
three times as often as whites. We believe that analysis of a school's
discipline practices 1is an easily quantifiable indication of a ;chool's .
status on'a desegregation/resegregation continuum. ) .

A softer sign of resegregation is the labeling of school areas for use
by discrete ethnic groups. Often studfnts vol@ntarily converge in a location

. for social exchange before or after school or'éuring lunch. We have observed,
however, schools in which administrators have éeslgnéted bus loading areas,
blunch room areas, class seat’s, etz. on the basi; of race. We propos i.:hat

¥
this deliberate separation of students decreases their opportuniti %i~

develop the appropriate skills and attitudes required for funotioning in 7.
desegregated settings. ¥ | .
Counseling. Gatekeeping, o:\tﬁe making of judgmental cvaluntgons that
affect social mobility, is one of-the functions of school counselors.. When
that group s)fsltemgtically directs Bl#ck youngsters 19:0. voq)uonal curricular
offerings or nubtl&‘reduces these students' academic and vocational aspirations,
these counselors‘then engage in one of the most pernicious forms of insti-
tuticnal racism. We suggest that this practice is widespread, often
involuntary and frequently invisible.

One study of the gatekeeping phenomenon reported that Black students
wvith average-to-high academic perfotu‘h‘e were consistently dialuaézd from
attending college, uhii; white students with high hocio-cconomi§ statfs and

mediocre to low academic performance were consistently encouraged to-attend

% .
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post-secondary institutions. A frustrated urban gpunselor reported that

« she feels "empathy not only for the young people %ho I have programmed
to failure, but fot the counselor pressured by the realization of what ;yéid .
- «

be done" if only urban counselors were provided with adequate time and’
< resources. We suggest that the gultiplicity of €actors which contribute to

discriminatory counseling practices in predominantly Black -schools--i.e.,
i o vy
level of student need, insufficient counselor/s;udent ratio, instability and

> ’ : ) . . w )
~inexperience of teacher populations--severely limit Black yodhgsters' educa-

tional and vocational opportﬁsitles Moreover, we predict that the blaa of

individual counselors toward Black students wfll be one of the most dlfficult

* . extra-legal practices to isolate and reqedia:e. -
% :

. ' s ’ ‘."
Special Education. The labeling of. étudept; (e.g.,, EMR) has emerged as ,+ t'

’

vupother instructional and/or assignmept partftn which can mainfagn qeé&egated -
or reségregated classrooms. Many rdsearchets have conclud;d-that a pupil’s
racial/ethnic background has a strong effect on his or her likelihood of
being plrced in a special education program. 3
a. Minority chilQren are involved in specid? educatfon at 'a much
higher rate than nonminority children (6.13% vs. 3.192).
b. As a district becomes poorer, smaller, less urban, and blacker, ma

its students tend to participate in-spécial education at hggher

N~ ratios. ! . 1
] ‘ ® ; . .
¢. Minority children are underrepresented in thc'opecial disabilities

categories (those based on medical diagnosis) and overrepresented

-

'in EMR and other speclal education programs. < .

d. For lecoqéary school students, mental retardation is reported

signi:kcantly more frequently for Blacks thanm for whites. . *y .
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5 We infer from these data th@t the pufported labelling of -children for
educational. reasons, which may bd a sound approach to [the delivery of special
. | Tw {

services to studénts with special needs, is frequently co-opted and used o

‘resegrégate students along racial lines.

" Co-Curricular Activities. Still another indicatdr of a resegregating

school system is the presence of on~campus groups com rised‘entlrely of 6ne
race. We have observed all Black or white student ac ivity groups most
fre;uently in schools exhlbiting‘man§ other characterfistics of extra-legally
segregated schools. Additionaldy, we have obser¥$§ chié polarization when
all activities are held after ahdool and no Eranaportation is ﬁtovided for
néudents. We believe that inter-racial comnunicatiop:atound a cooperative
task is one of the most ‘powerful vehicles for sucée;sfgl desegregation lnq .
* that uniracidl teams, bands, clubp, etc. can, Eherefo;e, be clnssified‘aa

ahother ex:ia-legal factor which promotes the resegregation process.

* ; o

|

We have proposed an alcernachva model for the collecfion of school

segregation data. Admittedly man& of the variables are softhand don't
' [
readily lend themselves to multi regression analysis although we' haven't

fully explored the possibilities in‘theie matters. We are comfortable with
-y 0
thnt fact, hovevcr oince it has teen our exparlence that the soft, subtle

variables are the ones which ultl#ately réhult thhe resegregation of a

&
school.
)

. . 1] ‘
We argue that the most effective data collection procg%ure‘should be

implemented at the building level| A princtpallﬂmo_unst deal with disruptive
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behavior ‘in hls‘school 1s‘hard1y likely to use a multiple regression equation
as his main source of information. Again wé sgress'that so many of the
pépulaylzed studies'have been conducted at a level which makes them unusable
to school personnel. To be'sure,.houever, tho;e\stuaies bhave had a ;ub—
stantial impact on the legislatjve and bureaucratic ‘entality. :
Ultimately natlonglly oriente@ policy research must be translated at
the.school building level.. There appears t; be a real emphasis_gap between
those who cogducc desegregation ;esearch and - those coqferned with remediation
of specific problems. At a recent'confe;encé on social science data in the
desegregation procegs, Judge‘Doyle indicated ihat those data are simply %ot
used by ;he courts for remediation decigions (Doyle, 1976). According to
him, there is usually involved the cri&erla of what 1s reasonable and right.
T?is digparity is further evidenced by a recent attempt of the.RAND
Corporation to tnducé the U.'S. Civil Rights Commission to underuritg another
Colemaq—like study. At the first day's conference a national panel of
desegregation experts voted an overwhelming '"no" Fo'the project. .The pre-
vailing féeling.was thqt:these kinds of data bases had created more harm

than good. ‘ #
. . »

We have Qropsoed‘a’model‘vhich dictates that researchers b; involved
r
with,éhe beoplL they ate’analyzing. By now it should be obvious thaf
desegregation will not Pe accomplished in a computer. Although all legal
mandates have been met, a school can be as segregated.as it was originaily.
We propose a method'whiéﬁ derives its validity from th@ clientele it purports.
to serve. We feel that researchers talk to Yesearchers nn{é&hat those who

Hork with remedy can't listen, thus creating a dcbilttating gap between

research and remedy. : Pve
X'
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	ABSTRACT 
	The purpose of this paper Is to-suggest _the utility of an 
	'alternate level of data collection for desegregation research. There appears to exist an Important disparity between the results generated by a large number of emplrldal studies and their ap­ plication to segregation remedy at the cjassrootn, school, and.dis­ trict level. Our bias is that the "numerical Indicators"'and1 
	• correlates of desegregation which have been used In national level studies have had minimal Impact In tnovlng schools from the segregated to desegregated to the Integrated stages. 'The empha­ sis then of our data collection model Is focused on thosa school fend district level factors which continue to render schools for all practical purposes segregated. These school and district level factors are cl.asslfled.^5 organizational, administrative, 
	.and Instructional. '. 
	t. .< * 
	/' Level and Remedy in School Desegregation Research • 
	Introduction * " • * / It it the purpose of this paper to suggest the utility pf an alternate ylevtl of data collection for desegregation research. There appears to exist an Important disparity between the results generated by a large number of 
	IV. 
	fmpirical studies and their application to segregation remedy at the class­ room, school, and district level (Riffel, e£ al^, 1976). It is our bias that the' "numerical indicators" and correlates of desegregation which have been used in national level studies have had minimal impact in moving schools from the segregated to desegregated to the integrated stages. j 
	s / 
	Added impetus for the desegregation of our public schools came in 1966 when James Coleman published Equality of Educational Opportunity. In .that report Coleman stated that desegregation should be expected to have a positive effect on-Black achievement and he concluded that "the achievement of minority pupils depends more on the schools they attend than does the achievement of majority pupils" (p. 22). Willie (1976, p. 318) reported that: 
	. f. . the Coleman Report (1966) encompassed other findings: (1) "it appears that di-ffarences between schools account for only a small fjraction of differences in pupil achievement," (2) "minority pupils . 
	. have far less conviction than whites that they can affect thel'r / iwn environments and futures," (3) "when (minority students have^tbellef that.they can affect their own environments and futures), . . . their achievement is higher than that of whites who lack that conviction," and (4) "thorfe Blacks in schools with a higher proportion of whites have a greater sense .of control." • 
	Equality of Educational Opportunity, however, had an explosive impact on desegregation research. The enormity of the project can be. shown by V» looking at the question of*how segregation.affects the level of achievement of students. Reanalysls of -Coleman's data led Mayeske (1969) along with Hosteller and Moynlhan (1972) to concur with Coleman that once school socio-economic composition had been taken into account such factors as teacher qualifications, school facilities, and expenditures contributed littl
	1 V 
	in explaining differences lo school level achievement. Jencks (1972) went 
	further and concluded that the school environment made little difference in achievement or social status. Other investigators, however, concluded that several factors play a role in the nature and level of academic achievement (Clement, JSisenhart, & Wood, 1976). In another variation, academic norms/and expectations whiah characterize the student body have al^so been used- to explain the variance In academic achievement (McDill, Rlgsby, & Meyers, 1973). trookover et al. . (1976) in their study of elementary
	It is clear that school composition doefvvnot necessacily determine 
	"** 
	• school climate and, therefore, changes In climate do not guarantee changes in school level achievement (p. 35). 
	In applying these findings to the school desegregation issue they state: > It seems safe to conclude that neither racial nor socio-economic desegregation of schools automatically produces higher school achievement. If the unfavorable social-psycholbgical climate which 
	typically characterizes segregated black and lower SES schools continues 
	, j • 
	• to prevail for the poor or minority students in the desegregated schools, desegregation is not likely to materially affect the achievement of the students (p. 35). ' ,.••• '• 
	• • , •- * 
	Using the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Bundren (1974) Investigated jthc achievement' pattern of Black student^ prior to and after two years of desegregation in the Clark County School District of Las Vegas-, Nevada (under 
	• ' • • - *• their current desegregation plan). He stated that some accomplishments were evident in improving the achievement patterns of Blacks; however, a wide gap still existed between the achievement of Black and white studerits. , . Since the-Brown'decislon, however, the level of student achievement in desegregated •schools has not been the only Issue of concern (Egerton, 1976): growing segregation by race, socio-economic segregation, exclusion of students, ^tudent behavior, in-school segregation, buss
	desegregation, erroslon of support for desegregation, 'legal complexities, the limits of schools. 
	r 
	Parley (1976) stated that generally investigators of school segregation during the last two decades seemed to concur regarding the following points: .1) For more than • decade after the 1954 Brown v.- Board of Education t 
	of Topeka ruling, there was little actual desegregation of schools. 
	2) Beginning in the 1960's new pressures affected rtiose 'districts, particularly southern districts, 'which had maintained segregated ' .. schools. 
	• 3) There has been much more desegregation of schools after 1968 than, previously. • 
	Frequently busing- has been' achieve integration (desegre-A gatlo'n) ;• ' .-.._•'
	- * ' * 
	5) Federal courts continue to Insist up.on the wlthin-djlstrict desegregation of Schools. ' •, 
	V " ' t
	 6J* "The residential, distribution "of Blacks and whites Impedes school . '. desegregation. . ^ . '\ 'The validity of the studleyj.-cbjrdycted to Investigate the effects of 
	desegregation .on children/Hive hinged on the ability of researchers to ''accurately measure vhetAer desegregation, exists in the schools they are ' studying thus Underscoring the^need in the .'context of the studies Outlined 
	for an appropriate measure of 'desegregation to be used as a criterion. We 
	'*•»-' believe that no such adequate stati'stflcal measure currently exists. • 
	- 4 The data •oo&els for these studies have been virtually Identical so that by now we are quite vised to leaking at beta weights, R2 changes and suppressor relatiotlshlps. The various arguments over what to partial, when, and so on, 
	• however, probably has taken 'its toll on those who are primarily interested in , the more substantive Issues Inv61ved in those data. . . ' We argue in this paper that the many national policy level studies which 
	have been conducted have minimal' Impact on classroom, school or district level 
	• desegregation efforts'and shall outline what we consider to be an effective data collection model (Riffel, et al.. 1976). We believe this model will provide information which will assist district-and school level personnel to facilitate the desegregation process. 
	Background Immediately after the Brown decision, upon compliance with court and ' ' legislative mandates, a district was termed desegregated. Usually such^ 
	8 
	compliance Involved the shuffling of students, teachers, and staff In order to transform schools to the racial balance of the district or some .pre­ determined level. The assumption underlying such tactics was that repre-' 
	t° sentatlve racial balance would be ah important first step in the abolishmen of social practices which restrict minority children's access to equal educational' opportunities. , We a4fc about to seriously suggest, however, that judicial intent was and is being circumvented by the institutionallzat on of organizational, administrative, and instructional practices which for al 
	> practical purposes keep schpols segregated. The emphasis/then of our data collection model Is focused'on those school and district level factors, which continue J-o -render schools for all practical purposes segregated. Th y may~-tte outlined as follows: . . 
	1) Organizational Patterns 
	A) Fiscal Considerations 
	• , • 
	B) Policy Considerations • i 
	t 
	2) Administrative Patterns 
	A) Staffing Patterns 
	B) System-Individual Metaperspectlve 
	C) Information Access ' < 
	3) Instructional Patterns , 
	A) In-School Segregatloniand'Resegregatlon
	Vjac
	T 
	B) Counseling 
	9 
	i. 
	C) Special Education. D) Co-Curricular Activities We believe that these factors are critical to the desegregation process. Let us explain why. Although a school has been designated'legally desegre­ gated, occurrences within It can render it for all practical purposes virtually rdctally segregated. So we have a school which Is desegregated or desegre- . gating and, through manipulation of the factors we mentioned, becomes . 1 rese^regated. Let us excerpt from a previous paper (Smith, Stoll, and Dziuban; 1976
	•^Organizational' Considerations • i 
	Funding Patterns. The inequitable distribution of funds to poor districts la well documented (dement, Elsenhart, & Wood, 1976). Districts with the lowest achievement levels and the greatest proportion of culturally disadvantage;!, pupils have been found to receive fhe least local revenue. Present state aid formulae and supplementary federal funds do not offset the differential. 
	Municipalities overburdened with social needs (primarily poor, Black, urban centers) are particularly victimized by inequitable funding patterns. A New York Chancellor of education noted .that in addition to the already high cost of providing other services, educational requirements necessitate that municipal overburden be recognized as a factor in school equalization formulae. The richest districts In New York State have four times the property wealth of the poorest, districts. Present equalization formula
	a. municipal overburden b. greater educational needa in urban areas c. reduced FTE allocations due to higher degree of absenteeism in urban schools.  test case is pending In the New York courts. In spite of the preposterous research of those who purport to find norelationship between money spent and* educational achievement, we submit 
	 
	V '10 / ' ' 
	that.fiscal discrimination often accelerates resegregation'along class and ' 
	f ' . • • ' • ' 
	racial lines. In addition, we propose that the labelling of a school which 
	receives federal funds as a "target" or "special" center designates that 
	school as inappropriate for privileged foungstersj—additionally facilitating 
	resegregation. ' / . , ' 
	/ ' . r-
	Allocatlon of Educational Resources. The United States 'Commission -on • 
	Civil Rights reported that 752 of ail Black elementary schppl.pupils attend . 
	' /'•'«.- schools which are 90Z to 100Z Blaiek. Ovec two million off these youngsters ••' • •• /• ' 
	attend schools in one of the twenty largest city school districts. The ~ . , Kerner Commission found that /Inner city schools are older than suburban schools;, more crowded, lack library/books and science labs, contain inferior gymnasiums, 
	/ ' -Hi" '• ' " 
	auditoriums, athletic fields and cafeterlar (Education- Daily. 1977). . . 
	Frequently we hav« observed not only-all these deficiencies .in pre­ dominantly Black schools, but In addition a striking lack of appropriate multi-ethnic materials and visual displays. We suggest that this strategic absence of fac'ilitle'S^ equipment and instructional supplies insures that • ' Balck youngsters wUJ. he excluded from an ."academic" education and, therefore will be relegated to a restricted, resegregated future. 
	Policy Discrimination' 
	Adjustment Procedure Mentality. Mandated desegregation required re­ organization of existent dual systems. Generally, many reorganization policies were designed to insure that movement without change would take place. Minority 
	schools were either phased out, converted into non-instructional facilities, 
	or subordinated within the system. One Florida county superintendent proudly . 
	announced in 1966 that "we have closed all schools that were known to b'e 
	Negro schools and placed the pupils in others." • '' .We have termed subordination within the system "adjustment procedure "mentality." The.Pratt Decision, for example, mandated that the Department of 
	P
	Health-, Education and Welfare e'nforce'Title VI -of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in all higher education Institutions'in ten southern and border states j (e'.g., these institutions were directed to stop discriminating on the basis of race). In the state of Florida, there was only one traditionally Black, ^ public, higher education institution: Florida Agricultural and Mechanical • » University (FAMU). Prior to 19-73, FAMU made'relatively independent policy decisions concerning curriculum, staffing, admissi
	The danger^ inherent in an acquiescent stance, .we feel, Is a serious threat to legal desegregation. Probably this is. lost clearly typified by 
	t . . < • 
	«» * 
	President Ford's inclination to request Judicial review of-the Boston 
	> 
	desegregation plan. The intenss consnmlcy pressure is climaxed by Louise . pay Hicks' comment that ."we are teetering on a Massacre. Unless forced . ' . . bussing is stopped .In > the city of Boston, Ifs going to be'a long summer." 
	9 
	Such a statement most certainly helped direct the'white House's attention. to this case. High level scquiescence to white pftssftu/e groups Increases 
	t * polarisation and may, eventually, erode legal decisions. Acquiescence on the local level produces biased, non-objective decisions and Maintains segregated systems. 
	Administrative Co-nsideratlons 
	* • • 
	• t Staffing Patterns. Desegregation displaced many Black stsf f members. . ' / ' "  
	houaand' Black teachers and fifty-seven administrators were dropped fro* 
	••-</• 
	thej^lorida County employment rolls between 1968 and 1970, during which time 
	• 
	there was a statewide increase ot 7,500 teacher*. The Black principal was likely to be Shifted to job which required less experience, lower certification requirements snd less responsibility than a prlnclpalship. 
	• _ • 
	Re or she wss likely to remain in. this inferior position until retirement. 
	m 
	V* suggest that discriminatory staffing patterns srs frequently observable ^B* .- '  m in today's legally desegregated schools. Generally, the administrative staff and school board do not reflect the racial composition of the school population. Similar trends are evident for support personnel, and teachers. Teaching stsff assignments differ in resegregatlng scAool districts! (a) p disproportionate nwmber of f^rst year teachers are assigned to predominantly poor. Black; . 
	13 
	• I . 
	urban schools, and (b) Black administrators sre recruited for positions such > « . ' as "assistant to ths superintendent" and generally, strategically assigned . 
	to leadership positions which restrict their sphere of influence to Aie Black 
	> 
	student population. System-Indi.vid.oal Metaperspecttve. Contingency hiring Is often forced 
	• * * . • / • . * 
	upon Blsck individuals in desegregating system*. The* process takes several, .forms, two of which are; the assignment of Blsck administrators from the 
	. • •> 
	dual system to powerless positions in the desegregated system (e.g., director . of textbooks^-asslstsnt to the superintendent in charge of building and grounds; etc*); and the'hiring of Black professionals solely to "control" 
	( '" * 
	Black students and placate the Black community. The Florids Education Assocl-* atloa reported that although some Blacks have been promoted to "high visibility 
	*
	 positions" all old, established roles of real and powerful leadership eve 
	• * ' t je J' 
	virtually closed to therf. » . 
	Frequently, Blsck professionals hired on s contingency bssls have the appropriate credentials for acceptance into the system. Often Chess'cre­ dentials ire Ignored for the purposes of the "real" system and we suggest that eventually, as a result of organisational .manipulation; many of these / 
	professionals become dysfunctional. We* assume here that the system is oriented towstd maintenance »f the status quo. The-most vocal Black professional often, learns to exhibit 
	' * . tmrvlval behavior, after neutralization by the rewards and punishments-of th* system. Other Blstks, perceiving themselves as inferior by indoctrination, display conflictusl behavior. We note, however, that son* Black individuals or groups operatlonallss the anglo ethnic. It is furtl*r assumed ttiat the 
	. ' I 
	t f ' 
	minority groups must b« Accurate in their aetaperapectlve. (i.e., their per
	™ ~ » ceptlons of how they are viewed In the system) if they 'are to advance within 
	•"'.'• 
	Information Access. In* a resegregatlng school' system. Blacks are systematically denied strstegic information. . Often Black administrators are , not invited to^attend "important" meetings, do not receive certain memos, 
	'and are denied relevant, written documents. These institutional prsctices keep Black administrate  "information poor" and powerless. The same practices deny Black parents, agencies, and organizations access to information regarding 
	. T 
	the system. A group of, Black paresta and'teachers, for example, recently requested outside technical assistance from the Florida School Desegregation 
	f * 
	Consulting Center (FSDCC). They were concerned about the poor progress of ' Black students in .reading In this majorltywhlte, small, wealthy school 
	*« ' district. They were particularly distressed about the .lack of program 1 v ,* alternatives for their youngsters, believing that ITA (Itai^al Teaching 
	Alphabet— a sound/symbol approach to Initial read, Ing instruction) wss the 
	i js< * * t1 ioletrtading program available. Only after intervention <by an outside agency, 
	did county office staff personnel inform the Black parents and professionals 
	' ' " * * 
	f that other reading programs had been available for- some time by parental request.
	Instructional Patterns 
	In-3chooi Segregation and/or Resegregation. Misuse of standardizsd tests, ssslgnment'of students to ability groups inappropriately, inconsistently and 
	f . ' • racially disproportionate enforcement of disciplinary policies, and main- I ~\ 
	tenance of racially identifiable school areas arc four extra-legal^ practices H J often employed to promote In-school resegregation. 
	** * 
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	. 
	The use and abuse of standardized achievement and intelligence testa has been widely debated. Many researchers suggest these tests, because o the bias'ed .content and inappropriate or misrepresented norms,-systematically discriminate against minority students. Other researchers contend that these tests measure skills necessary for Success in the prevailing culture and accurately Indicate the future -performance of Black youngsters, /we , 
	• 
	feel that the theoretical-rationale adopted to explain why minority . often perform poorly OIL standardized tests' is not as .important, as the undebitablV consequences of this phenomenon. 
	* "* * ' 
	• Based on standardized test results,' a disproportionately large number 
	* "*''' * of minority students' are classified as unintelligent and • subnormally small 
	'4? ' . ' number are labeled as gifted. These same test results 'are generally used/. 
	to assign stiidedts to ability groups. Findley and Byron (1970) reported • 
	V ' ' • . 
	that sswsty-seven per cent of the schools tjhey surveyed do some ability* 
	t " • ' .. 
	grouping and that social class and racial differences were exaggerated by. 
	tracking. Moreover, they'found in a comprehensive survey of the literature ' ' ^ 
	• that ability grouping reduces self-concept, academic achievement and intel
	i factual stimulation for the low achieving groups. Do stanlardized testa, 
	accurately predict .later performance or are they inappropi late for minority 
	youngsters? We do not believe this question can be answei ed, as long as 
	Black youngsters are labeled as slow learners, racially ii olated within school | ' . buildings, and denied access, to a stimulating and appropriate ]' curriculum.' 
	1 We view tracking as one tool that.can be used by prejudiced counselors .and administrators to maintain segregated classrooms. Another tool which may be used 'Is suspension. 'The dara compiled by the Children's Defense 
	•Jund suggested that discrimination..not misbehavior, accounts tor the dis­ 
	proportionate suepenalon rate of Black students. They report that Black * » , 
	children were suspended at twice the rate of any other ethnic group." At . . the secondary school level they found that Black students were suspended three times as often as whites. We believe that analysis of a school's discipline practices is an easily quantifiable indication of a school's , status 'on' a dasegregation/resegregation continuum. 
	A softer sign of resegregatiion is the labeling of school areas for use by discrete ethnic groups. Often students voluntarily converge in a location . for social exchange before or after'-school or. during lunch. We have observed,. however, schools In'which administrators have designated bus loading'areas, f ' $ ' - \^ 
	lunch room areas, class seat's, etc. on the basis of race. We' pro^oa/i. that.this deliberate separation of students decreases their opportunltlev^to; develop the appropriate skills and attitudes required for functioning In */"•.. desegregated settings. ', 
	Counseling. Datekeeping, or the making of judgmental evaluations that affect social mobility, is one of-the functions of school counselors.. When 
	* " * < 
	that group systematically directs Black youngsters into voqttional curricular offerings or subtly*reducea these students' academic and vocational aspirations, 
	( ' thess counselors then engage in "one of the most pernicious forms of insti
	» 
	tutidnal racism. We suggest' that this practice 1 is widespread, often involuntary and frequently Invisible. One study of the gatekeeplng phenomenon reported that Black students > • 
	with average-to-hIgh academic performttfe were consistently dissuaded from attending college, while white students with high 'socio-economic status and 
	•' • 
	* * . 
	mediocre to low academic performance were consistently encouraged to-*ttend 
	* / 
	post-secondary Institutions. A frustrated urban counselor reported that 
	r she feej.8 "empathy not-only for the young people who I have'programmed to failure, but for the counselor pressured'by the realization of what be done" if only urban counselors were provided with adequate time anj resources. We suggest that the multiplicity of <actdrs wh4.cn contribute to discriminatory counseling practices in predominantly'Black-schools—i.e., level «f student need, Insufficient counselor/student ratio, instability and 
	•Inexperience Of teacher populations->~s'everely' limit Black youhgaters* educa* • " 
	tlonal and vocational opporti3n"ltie.s. Moreover, we predict that the bias of 
	* • * . * 
	individual counselors toward -Bl*ack students wfll be one of the most'dlfficult 
	extra-legal practices to isolate and remediate. . " • *•:• / ' •» *' '' '4, 
	Special Education. The labeling ol Students (e.g.,, CMR) has emerged as 4 -* f ' 'I • ' ...•>• another instructional and/or assignment pattern which cao maintain segregated •• 
	or resegregated classrooms. Many researchers have concluded that a pupil's 
	racial/ethnic background has a strong effect on his or her likelihood of ' • - I 
	being placed in a special education program.. • ^ ' 
	a. Minority children are involved in special education at 'a much 
	. higher rate than nonminority children (6.132 vs. 3.19Z). 
	b. As a district becomes poorer, smaller, less urban, and blacker, ">^», 
	its students tend to participate in-special education at higher * * * i • * 
	ratios. • • I 
	i. « • 
	c. Minority children are underrepresented in the special disabilities 
	categories (those based on medical diagnosis^, and overrepresented 'in'EKR and other special education1 prpgrams. '; . 
	d. For secondary school students, mental retardation la reported significantly more frequently for Blacks than for whites. 
	*' '. 18- . 
	We infer- from these data thi t the purported labeling of-children for educational.reasons, which nay be a sound approach to the delivery of special aervlcea to students wfth special needs, is frequent] co-opted and used o 
	•resegregate students along racial lines. 
	•' Co-Curricular Activities. I till another indlcat r of a reaegregatlng 
	•chqol system is tha presence of on-catnpus groups com rlsad entirely of one race. We have observed all Black or white student ac ivity groups most frequently in schools exhibiting nany other character Letlea of extra-legally segregated achools. Additionally we have obac is polarisation when all activities are held after sctnol and no transportation is provided for 
	/ 
	t 
	students. We believe that inter-racial .communication, around a cooperative task is ona of the most 'powerful vehicles for successful desegregation and 
	• that uniraclal teams, bands, clubi, etc. can, therefore, be classified aa another extra-legal factor which >romotes the resegregation process. 
	We have proposed an alternat LVe model for the collection of school segregation data. Admittedly nan of tha variables are sofft and don't readily .lend themselves tp aultip ^regression analysis although we-haven't fully explored tha possibilities n "the»e> «atters. We are comfortable.with that fact,' however, since it has teen our experience that tha aoft, subtle variables are ultiilately re'sult la the rese a 
	tha ones' which resegregation of school. We argue that tha most effec ive data collection procedure should be 
	• implemented at the building level A principal yho. must deal with disruptlva 
	behavior^in his school is hardly likely to use a multiple regression equation as his main source of information. Again we stress 'that so many of the popularized studies have been conducted at a level which makes them unusable * . > » • to school personnel. To be sure,*however, those studies feave had a sub­ stantial impact, on the legislative a'nd bureaudratic mentality. f Ultimately nationally orlente'd policy research must be translated at the school building level. There appears to be a real emphasis, g
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