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. Desegregatic has bacome ‘one of the most widely discussed amnd emotion-
laden social.polfe . . £ =xme past two decades. The Supreme Cou—t's decision in

Btownvvs.'"Boa‘rd. of Educatzon 9_€ Topeka in 195é reversed a half Tentury of legal

precedent based on e n&tion of “separate bui equal® édﬁcatim. I.n the twenty
years gi_.‘tjrce Brown —anere kxwe been numerous investigations of ruc aff.ects of
desegregation for a2 =aTlrren .invalved, the.r scimols, and " redlr communities
(c.f., Coben, 1975 Epps. ..975; Sz. Joha, 1975; Weinberg, 13 Y. Today, des—
pite the la:ge numrer af Itudies. :‘hete ig no conclusgive evi’'mcee regarding the
success or failure — de=egregat:ou as & methol tv remsay t* > tlls of the.segre-~
gated cducational sve “h. Perhans more disc ‘wraging taan thi iack of consig~
tency, i.s the lirerat.= - Zailure .o offer < viamation o Z ight ioto the dy-
fMmics of desegr<*g .- In. x4~3Le, what {antsrs in a acho<t and community
_-z‘affected.by At @sEgar Jn; what ariables seem to conthews= to observed .
¢ .-geéf or the z se~.¢ ~f zhange. . _ <e so namy evailatrwe studies the coucern
e - been with pre t¢ . .9t - @es, = simp.. does the interw-etzon work?

Yoday I'd Like .ake a sligt—ly uscowmentiomal pai and introduce an
g)tédmative perswmcor:v® ‘~T research on desegregaticn and a psetern of _da(:a an-
alMinsy suggeéted by 1jsat f-amework. Severrgi f{llustrations will be presented
from a three year 1-:stigation of i midwesternm city‘s court-ordered desegrega~
tion t:ha; we have r &ceml. compieted. Essential to understamding this perspec-—
tive is an examinatroz = Cthe underlﬁng goals of desegregation and-the nature
of the change I thimx i® intended by this imwervention: a change in the existing
racial inequality. '

Reviewing the Suprebue Court's opinion =n the Brown decision, the let_ter of
the law and the spirit ©of the law seem to be pointing to somewhat different out-
comes OF goals for des=gz 2gation, . Legnllww. the Brown decisfon simply required

that bléck children mot: bee prohibited (umder the law) from attending school with
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white children. 1In the st - kest mense, the decision-required rhat the apartheid
be ‘breken 'in public -education. Editigatiom =n the twenty years since Brown has
fesulted inszoclal policy wiere racial b.almace is symonymous with desegregarion.

Althmagh the letter »f the aw reqrimes only tiat black and white children
attend schesth togethew, the 3rown decisicm =ests on the notion of equality guar-’
anteed by t> . Comstitmtlon. ‘l‘hé Court's desision precraibiting segregation was
ohe Step tmmward eliminating the inequalitimes that existed im public education.
The g_r_o_w_ndnciziun and the warious methods —f desegremmtion were iuntended by
some’ to br3-z about Traclis. eGuslity in the wchools, ami in effect over time, ra-
cial equality in —he couatry..

"In this sctudy <we uave accepted racial equaliry as the ultimate goal of
* desegregation. So dur da.s ocollection and anxiysis wverse defimed in' the comtext
of this goal, amd we wem#' speciffically interested in imwestfmating the utilizmy.cF

descgremation s= ¢ wridod for achieving racisii equalitw

Woat do we mean by racial equality? S.me further=pecification seems
necessary, yet unfortmnately, the iefinitiomg available swe mot totally satlie—
factory. They tmed To specify what is noz -equality, mofe go than what is.

The working definitirm of racisl eq«niity Sar many researcherz is "equal educe-
tionai opporturdity". Simce “he Coleman Bemmort (1966) researchers have défim.-.n‘
- "equal educatiomal opportuntcy" im terms xf similaxity of edmeational outputs,

or achievement. Commmtisons af blsck and skite students achievement scores are
" the analysés employed tc eddresd the question of equality. Given the cultume-
boundness of the measuras csmmownly used in these comparisoms, this approach de-
fines equal:lty' from a siingle perspectiwe-~that of the white student. With this
evaluation strategy, equaliy t& evidenced when black students -perfﬁm as white
students do. The standard = somparisom and defimition of what is valued re~

" mafns that of the white primarily widdle class students.” So ia essence this

.
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brand of equality implies that black and white children are equal, but the
ski11ls and behaviors valued are those of the white group. If black children
‘can béﬂliké white children then they will be treated as equals., In one very
criticéi'wéy'tﬁéy will never be like white children,.in terms of skinm -color.

- This dgfiﬂitiod_of equality is both inadequate and flawed, for so long as the
_griteria are defined by one grohp, that group is more equal than the other.
Any definition of racial equality must encompass multiple perspectives in de-~
fining standards of competence. '

If inequality exists, then equality necessarily implies a change in the
basic relationship existing between black and white individuals. The curremt
unequal relationship is charac;erized by a one-up/one-down relatioaship of the
whit§ group ower tha black group. Equality seems to require a change in this

one-up/one-down status, and a change in the relationship in terms of variables

liiu power and status, -Triandis (1976) has discussed minority-majority rela—
ﬁions‘in terms of the social exchange of goods or‘rewards like status, respect
and adﬁiration. He suggests that these rewards or benefits are rarely awarded
to minority group members. This imbalance'in social exchange seems critical in
defining inequality. So long as status continues to be defined and awarded by
the group with status, the basic one-up relationship between the étoups may
never‘change, and hence equality may never be achieved.

_;Desegregétion here is being defined as a mechanism to bring about social
change, specifically a change from inequality to equality in public education.
‘Viewing desegregation in the context of social change, Watzlawick, Weakland‘&
Fisch's (1974) theoretical work on change provides a useful schema for discus-
sing the change from inequality to equality through desegregation. These au~

thors distinguish two typeslbt levels of change, first order change and second

order change.
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L ‘.In their 1974 book they employ mathematical notiouns from the Theory wl

Groups and the Theory of Logical Types to explain the adage, "the more th m#*

L

cﬁzt}ge, the more they remain the $ame”, a phenomenon I guess most of us Edve
noted.- This kind of change is hypothesized to be first order change, w=t'@®

the appéarance of dm;ge is evident, but the basic problem or imsue 15 e MERged.
True change, or secomd order change im Watzlawick, et. al.'s tems occux' Ouly
vhen there has been a change in the bamic relationshiips of the groups vt 7ol

in the problem. They suggest further that an accompamying change= in the - waises
of tﬁe operating system is required. In essence the change in operating Tecises
would redefine the relationships of the groups or individuals iovolved.
potion of equality adopted for thig study has been defined in terms of a cinange
in relationships and fits in Watzlawick, et. al.'s category of second .odar
change. When desegregation plans are impleménted there are clearly oirsepvatole
.chang'es, speciftcally in the racial compogition of classrooms aﬁd schonls.
However, from our perspective the more important question is the second. ~ er
change question: do these changes bring about lasting ;:hange in the x» ~ ship
between biack and white children, is the inequality dealt with or perk N
camaflouged for a short time? '

Wa!:z].awi;:k, et. al,'s theoretical framework regarding change has be a *
guiding theme in our investigatiom of the impact of desegregation; Sme ically,
we chose racial equality as the overarching goal of desegregat:ioﬁ, deé ..
equality in t.:erm:s of a felationship change, and ;:ompleted a set of am ve=:s
intended to investigate the extent to which dgsegregation precipitate & wond
order ‘change. ' |

Three 1f1ustrations of types of data andlysis suited far these gmesions
follow. Results from our inveétigation have been chosen to illuastrate ‘.

methodological issues. Although only selected analyses wilf be highlighamt:
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here,igpupum_‘re not atppaest of tile' general findings.-

'i't.xeAnb:l‘:tc or urttr sfzanalysis for ttze dependent variables is the first
aniz perhape most hesic: issee of .concern. 7Zypically in the literature, change
in wandemic perfommste-s for example, is examined in temms wf chmnge in raw
sConEws or gmlie egmvs-iexts. Often the questi_on is whethex <he perfFoamance |
gapYur-black-amt whitre students is decreassd, or whether ‘tlack Stwtents who'
are-amssegregamed impragee significantly more than those who rmsain nq:egated.

It jwwwesible ! meswe -, znd perhaps likely <hat transfexrrmi blmsl . chﬂdren would
shov significane p -aittie change in academi= and behavimral menw, . o=, wh_:l.le |

their —elative jo0s_rismr in the classrocm decreased. For ssemgds, . a black

_child un the wmper thixd of his clsss in & segregated schooi wss pexforming at

the 22u gralee lave. in_aritbmetic (slide 1). A year after s tra:-fer to a
deaegzgated w2001, e is performing at the 3.0 grade levél, a significant
incr-mme. (oempaced o his former classmates remain:lng in tee seg:egated echool
J. is cmtperforming rhem by a half grade level. Compared to h:u:‘ current
classsmtes, Me is now in the lower half of his class. I= terms of absolute
change= this dlesegregation looks beneficial for J., howevar his relativ;a standing
in fxie claswwsom has decreased. If thgse grade equivalemts répresented group
then maithough there is absolute gain, the relativee Dosition of the }two_‘
graw . or their reiationship, has remained the same. (miy the unit of

comps - 300 imms changed. Now, instead of black Qchools perforning less ﬁell tmﬁ

 white= :shoois, we have black students in desegregated clamsrooms performing less

well theser their white classmates.
As geert of the current study change in academic.perfanmsnce was examined
in temws of both raw score change and relative position chq. The next slide

showLan amerview of the design of this study, and the measares: employed. Because'

of the limited time I won't go into the detaﬂs of the des&n For t:he achievement

measures each child's score was standardized within their c}assroom unit. and

b
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_the Z score was used as a neagmre. 0f relative staaming. The table meesented in
the next slide shows reading raw score means for the four groups of -uis study,

and in the lower portion, Z seores for the groups over time, The trmesfwrring

black students Jwere gained slimarly more than =heir former classmates 5 Time
5 (grm..ps IT sad' III), while thedr relative stendimg in their class in lower.
In this case nemiener of these c—hamges reach comwentfonal levels of smeistical
significunce, mwwmever the directisor of the memm chamges and the corrssmandence
of raw scovres =nd relative szandizws is importamt to note. The Z scoww 1is simply
one measar »f relative standing s other measures should be ipclmhed for
convergim ev ‘dence. Grades arc orze such measure. A doctoral dissertazion
reportes vy & .nberg (1975) examitzed change in grades amd standardized achisvememt
finding chat sdthough standardiz :d achievement scores increased, grades decreased
for blmck chiddren transferred om all black to all white schools. A distinction
between #esobute change and re .:rive change seems important in our understanding
not onrwof dessegregation as change, but other types of intervention also.
Fariwing Watzlawick, et. =:.’'s notions, first orde-r change is an "dpparent:
change’ , a change that does not affect a true change in the basic relationships
among the groups. Implicit in this definition is the transitory natuce of first
order changes, that is the appearance of change fools us into aécepting a solution,
onl} to realize shortly after that the situatiom has not truly bel_en resolved.
The design of the current study allowed us to examine the degree to which any
change in relative standing, or relationship was temporary, or only the annearance
of change. The non-transferred groups were assessed at five time points and

comparison of all five time points for these groups gives a short, but nevatt:helesa

longitudinal picture. Analysis of variauce was employed ‘to examine differentrial
The next slide shows the meang for both groups

There

change between these two groups.

1mediste1y pre and post: desegtegation for peer rated aggressive behavior.

§



‘ the gchools of the-d'istrict did not change.

appears to have m’ééi'x a drastic éhatxge. Given that theme are Z scores, the means

at-timé 3“;ré indicative of random nominations and suggest perhaps a change in
the relatiohsﬁﬁ§fbétweeu the groups. Eiamining the meams for the.same groups
at time 2 ;nh.timg 5, immediately prior to desegregatimm and two'years past,
a very di}ferent pictufe_emerges, suggesting that very Hztle change he=_been
affected. -Inclu&iug_ail'five time points, a still differ=nt pattern emesges
(slide 5). Bere it seeums that desegregation precipitame’ some changes that
were relatively umstable and dissipated within a two ye.r time span. This
pattern of change is consistent with Watzlawick, et. al.'s notions of “apparent
change". or first order change.

Civen that desegregation is jntended as a sociali palicy change to pramota

equal educatiomel opportunity for all children, then to eusure this chemge fog

subsequent gromps of children, whatever changes occux in the educatiomal process

gshould be reflected at the larger system level, i.e., in varisbles or character~

istics of the school system not specific to individmals. Variables like special

education placement policies, or mean achievement levels. The question of

importance then, is does this “"shuffling of numbers" produce a real change in

the educational process, i.e., a second order change.

As part of the current study several measures sgsociated with the achoolé
of the district were gathered, specifically, average daily attendance, the
percentage of minority students attending the school, the percentage of children

eceiving free lunch, and mean Qchievement-levels on standardized achievement

tests. A varlety of statistical techniques fncluding time geriea analyses

and nonparametric tests did not show any district changes stemming from the

desegregation. = Spearman rank order correlatigns between pre and post time

points showed that ¢he patterns of minority student . enrollmeat throughout
The "whitest" schools before the

S



8

desegregation remsin :the.-"whil:es't" schools after the transfers, This finding
is partigularly fAntweeesting given the correspondence between school facilities
and resources, aod tee percentage of white students. .The relative éccess to
these resources asmme smucational facilities appears to be maintained with this
pattern of bussimg, amd once again the relative positions or relationship

between black armd whiite groups is malntained.

An additiorml imdicant of second order change at the system level is a

. change 1in the d#mtribution of black students throughout the classes of the

district. For exmmple, the same or an increasing number of black students in
special or reme¥ial classes is an obvious indicator of first order change

(given the statéis of special education, c.f., Milofsky, 1974). Although the
racial composition of special classes was not ava:llabile‘ for  the years before

the desegregation, a Chi square analysis of this data for the first two years.
follcwing desegregation suggests that after the desegregation black childrén were
being placed in BMH classes at a rate different from cha't: prior to the desegrega-~
tion (slide 7). Further, more individualized analyses of these referrals ought
to be done, however it may be that placement in special education provides a way
of "handl:lng"’ the black students in the formerly white schoocls. If so, this

procedure further serves to maintain the lower status of black students ju the

school systen.

These three types of analyses represent a part of our larger investigation
of desegregation. Together the data of this study are consistent with the notion
of firat order change. Throughout, the aata do not .indicate changes in the
relationship between the black and white students. 1In fact, relative standing
is most enhanced in achievement. For the personality-bghavioral meaau;ea_the
status of the black children tends to decrease folloqing‘;hefchdhge in racial .
composition. When change in the behavioral me#sures is apparent, 1tziawqho;tlﬁved‘

like that probentod for peer rated aggression. Multivariate analyses designed

10



to idencify patterns of differential change consistently indicate that the system
variables are most discriminative among the groups identified by race and
movement patterns, and are related to the direction of changes evidenced on
1ndtv1dual achievement and behavior measures.

The data collected within our study points to the presence of only first order
change. If we further examiune Watzlawick et. al.'s theory of change and apply
- it to desegregation, it becomes ajparent that change in racial composition is
not sufficient to bring about the second order changes inplied by the goals of
equal educational opportunity and racial eQuality; The'prinpiples of theif“
Theory of‘Groupsostate that any combination of the members of & zrouo' is itgelf
a member of the group. Consequently changes that involve manipulations vifhih
‘or emoug the'members of a group do not change the essantial 1dent1ty of the
group. As with numbers, you may add, multiply or whatever, but the end tesult
is o number, a member of the group. The transferring process of most deaegregation
plans is essentially a manipulation of the individual membere of each group
without changing the "rule" defining group membership or the relationship oetueen'
the groups. It is similar to shuffling a deck of cards and playing the same
game over again. Despite the change in the cards ordering, eventually the cards
and their respective suits (or group membership) ;eturn to the pooitions deéined
by the rules of the geme. For the cards to end in a different order the rules
‘of the game need to be changed. The data of our study suggest thot despite -~ -

the bussing program, we are playing the same gawe and all we have really done

was to shuffle the deck.

i

I have only skimmed over these ideas, however I hope that I have raised some’
igsues that are important for our conceptualizations of deeeg;egation‘and other
interventions intended to change the status of one group in reference to another.

Equally important is that evaluations of these interventions need to de designed
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in the context of a:theory or méta—perspective like tha;l: provided by Watzlawick,
Weakland, & Fisch. G'iven that desegregation is the law of the J_.éud, the simple
question of whether it works or not is somewhat less important than the more
spectfic questions identifying the kinds of change occurring and the variablzs

important in determining the desired outcomes.
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Hypothetical Achisvement Soo:r:e Grade muivalents
Before and After a Dasegregation

Pre Post .
Desegregation Desegregation .
J. 2.0 : 3.0 -
Segregated black -
cla.sama.tea 1.8 2.5
White clasemates 2.5 3.8
13




Overview of the General Design

Assessment Times '

. 1t 2 3 b 5 .
S : - Fall Spring Fall Spring S{Jring
Group Grade Sex Y & MR 74 75 76
I. Black transfers 1 male * * ®
Black transfers 1 female * *
Black transfers 2 nale * * *
Black transfers 2 female - # * *

II Black non-transfers 1 male
Black non-transfers 1 female
Black non-transfers 2 male
Black non~transfers 2 female

* &k ¥ &

*x % ¥ %
*#*_*
& % % %k
£x e

- III, White non-transfers 1 nale
White non-transfers 1 female
White non-transfers 2 male

o K %k ¥k

¥ % %k %
_OHN000 NOTIVOINDASAT
S

L- 3 2 3R ]

x % %%

White non-transfers 2 female .
IV.W.lte receivers i male *
. White receivers 1 female *

" White receivers 2 male - T
White receivers 2 female *
g ﬂ L gg WRAT Arithmetic PBIF-pro-soclal

WRAT Reading PEIF-anxious
TBIF-aggressive-acting out PBIF-loner
TBIF~pro-social SBIF-positive
TBIF-anxioug-withdrawn SBIF-negative.
PBIF-aggressive _

' SYSIEM MEASURESs ~  Average dally attendance

Mean achievement levels

Percent minority by school

Percent receiving free lunch by school
Percent minority by claasrcom

Notes * indicates time point at which data was collected for the group -




Mesn Reading Scares for Cﬂde 1 Subjects

Time 1~ Time Time 5

Hack transfers’ 6.60 18.13 49,01 (N=25)
Hlack' non-transfers 547 19,75 4.5 (N=11)
White non-tranafers 10.25 2405  47.67 (Ne23)
Vhite receivers - - 52,43 (W=152)

Mean Standardized Reading Scores for Grade 1 Sublects

m.ack transfors - .08 108 » -.23.
Rlack non~transfers =59 -3 - =-,08
White non~transfers Ol =e03 Ok
White recelvsrs .- - - Ol




Figure 1

Grdup by Time Inteructioﬁ, 2x%x2x5 ANOVA
for PBDF Aggression, Grade 1
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Figure 2

Grbp by Time Inberaction, 2 x 2x 5 ANOVA
.. . ‘for PBDF Aggression, Grade 1
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Figurs 3

Grouj: by Time Interoction,.z x2x5 ANOVA =
for PBDF Aggression, Grade 1
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(hi Square Analyses for Speclal Education Placements

Educable Mentally Handicapped Classes:

1974 197§ School yeaxr
# of white students 145 | 11 (259)
# of black students 104 117 - (218)
(2u6) (231)

XZ o b7 (p£.05) -
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