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At no other time 1n history have educationai institutions been invoived
, ' ifin as’ many iegalﬁchalienges as they hsxe during the past twQ decades. Higher 3,

percentages of tax doiiars gpr education have been set aaide for cases in-".
. .

| volving student and empioyee rights. special eﬂucation. desegregation and )

ple

cases around’ other related issues. .
o None Qf the issues have created ‘such fervor as that created by “the Brown
. .Aeeision ‘which struck down "separate but equai" provisions inveducation In:,
: reﬁent years. intprpretation of the~1aw has becpme synonymous with busing
This response generally places pubiic school organizatiohs squareiy in the
' middie of arguments by the “freedom of choice" citizen groups and those op- u

'

, posed to mandatory assignment techniques which are meant to enhance the po-:

v tentia] for integration R . AR : ”f.

tr-_' ‘ﬁ” The St Louis Public Schooi System has been in coupt some eight ygears.

'i:t,;f, In December, ]97Q. during my first'year as Superintendent of Schoois, an

if agreement was. reacheg aiiowihg the establishment of Magnet Schoois as one | V2
‘ soiution for the reduction of ‘racial. isoiation Judge James H Meredith

- *of the uU. S District Court.fEastern District fashioned 14 paragraphs of

" o ounkConsent Decree In addition to the deveiopment of eight system-wide
| lMagnet Schoo]s,sin the order were specifics relating to prohibition from
N N
discrimination on the basis of race or color; -reduction of rac1a1 segrega-

»° N

- tion in the assignment of staff; practice of non- discrimination in empioy--
- ‘ . nent procedures, eradication of effects of present and past segregation .through
expansion and use of:facilities; tge;study of realignments: of feeder schools-
'- to redUCe-segregation at the high. school ievei, and to make a-study of the

fea51bi11ty of curricuium improvements and other changes which would be bene-
- '

p]
v

ficiai to . thisystem as a whole. >
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v Six e\ementary and’ two secnndary Magnet Sghools became.operneional 1n ‘
Septenbar of 1976 n addi tion” to pilot pr aus wtthdn several schools, .
Staff balence renuirements were spedied out and 'Tso bacama operational. ) :
according to orders specified for the first yea . '

In January. 1973. we responded to paragra

l hine'of the Decree, which .
‘spoke to realignment of feeder patterns.f Tt was - our best thinking af(the _
t1me that the establishment of ninth grade centers witb’some changes in
feeder patterns addressed the Order*as it stdbd Subsedhent hearihgs ensued.
regarding merits and shortcomings of the Board s plan;‘ Other plans and modi-

ficatidﬁs were submitted by’ thé Justice Departmen R original%ﬁﬁadntiff% NAAGP
grven}ug plaintiffs. In‘

i arious groups allowed to enter e;,uit eg

=wihmf Ma ch 1979, Judge Meredith 1ssued an Qrder stating theﬁ\the sﬂhodﬂ systEm

i' ;ij 1n~fect, segregated but found the-peard not guiityhﬁg acts orfmractices ‘
?;7 t _ped segtegatjonf- Noﬁtemed was ordered Instead the Judge

w"“: "ed that the .1mp1ementatior%%f elements w1th1n the Consenb Decree be*iv‘t h»&
NEEE A'Intensif'ledL.‘. S R
;Q"' ,v‘y&““ In March‘ 1 80.’ihe Eighth C1rcu1t Court of AppeaJs reganded'the case E

LB

. to’ the 1ower court’and ordered the schoo1 sg{%;m to draw up a blan for sub- 4
b

mission~to the Court jm ‘60 days which. would 1mp1emented in September, 1980

“i° The Court s language was foigeful regardifg%descriptionssof possib]e gemedies,h&
N\
. . as we11 as 1ts 1mp11cations for wRongdoing on the part of suburban districts
- A plan wgs submitted to the Court as OYdeted It calls for reconfigura-
_ tlon.of grade structures, trahspdrtation of some*!Q,OGO‘youngsters? school - 4%
.‘ : ? ya

closings 1ncrease in the number ‘of Magnet Schogls; staff ba1anc1ng, enrich-

'fment programs for students rgmaining 1n all black settinggy and cooperat1ve
voluntary programs betweengcity and sﬁéurban districts ii . 5' ‘. e *‘
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St Louis' school population consists af some 63 QOO younq:tera. an

, envollnmnt whlch crasted in 1967~ 68 with approximately 116,000 srudants.
iét - St. Hou!s. 11ke many urban centery, 1s-a victim of 12?5 of middle class
| (blauk aqd whitu) and population with srhoo1/aga ghlldren Of the total
student enrollment 1n 1979-80, 75 percept were minority studenta., The
d1str1ct consisted of 140‘regulgr alementary 3ch0013. 10 ragular high schools,
{ f‘ '8 Magnet elementary and 3 Magnet h1gh schools.‘

In the following pages, some concerns regarding planning and implementa-
tion processes -- from the standpoint of policy and conflict in practice --
are presented for rev1ew. Discussions of federal and state po]icy in the

) _area of desegregation 2) areas of conflict 1n policy, 3) need for technical
g assistance in planning, 4) reaction to pJanning process, 5) problems in
- | 1mp1ementation. and 6) author s philosophy of a desegregated school are

- reflective, primarily. of the St. Louls experience, a1though frequent com-.'

patisons are made with other Eit1es. .
| . l -
1 ' .
, v R
o ) ‘
q |
].

1980-81 Emergency Schéol Aid Act, Title VI App11cat1on for Out-of-Cycle Funds,
June, 1980, P 125.
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‘State Legislation and Policy

¢+ In Missour! we have a dafintia lack nr itrong divection on daaegregatlun
ln the areas of pollcy and luulalatlun at the state lavel. Gnnavally the
posture 1s taken that whatavar s ordered hy the Faderal government or by
the courts will be dphbld unless 1t conflicts with the Missourl Constitution.
If it conff1ﬂts with the Missourt Constitution and 18 nat 6rdarad by the
court,' the state does not 1nltiate any action to éomply with desegregation
“needs or mandates. In recent years twe State Department of tducation has.

\ seemed more 1nterested. at least in keeping informed about what 1s happening.
I believe the‘Comm{ss!oner is perhaps more attuned t& the needs thap others
at the state level, but 1t 1s not easy to get that interest translated into

,legislativeior state board 5ct1on, $0 th(} in practice the state department
role is near]y always a responding Jne. If the Office of Civil Rights 1nc1udes
tﬁe State 1s some requirement. then they respond If the Officé of C1v11\
Rights 1is speakjng only to a local educational agency, the state will assist
the local school system but it does not take the initiative in attempting a
reso]ut1on ‘

In 1980, twenty~six years'after Brown, it 1is surely significant that there
are no state directives or compliance procedures and no fiscal sgpport for
desegregation in our state.“ih?states where you do find fiscal support, as
in Wisconsin and Massachusetts, that is_notable because it is the exception.

I worked in I11inois in the late 60's and there the state did attempt to

provide some direction and monitoring if local initiatives were not forth-
.coming. 1 came to Missouri from California, where the state had taken initiative
to set guidelines defining a desegregated school and time tables foy achieving

)' desegregation. Unfortunately, that staté degislation was overturned by refér-

endum.
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Two major occurrences in Missouri uﬁuvtae promise of movenent by authoet-
ties at the State lavael. Fivst, Miasnuri\uow has an Associate Conmissioner
for lrban Education, which is a plus. However, what is coming aut of state
urban education Hapnrtnwngp.lu Missourt amd other states, ara studias on khlngs
1ike vandalism and dropout rates tn fnner clties. %0 we get a few dollars far
minor special programs thgt. in My opinian, are bandaids wht&g focus on
iy vistble outcomes but not on the root vruhluMg. And we get a big emphasis on
\\what has been the stereofjype of urban centers. The medla takes that negative
quorn@tlbn and uses 1t eagerly, rglnforclnq the anxfety and fear leYel of the
publtc. When mutropolltaﬁ school systenm plaﬂs come along, as they are eventually
qulnq to do fn St. Louls and St. Louls County\ what people focus on. is all the
neqntivea If we are going to improve the situation 1t {s not going to come
.about bylstudying vandalism. It 1s going to come about by studying the de-
velopmentql.aSpects of yoUng people and pultiné together programs -that address
that. Sugéessful students are not the ones who create the vandalism.
Secondly,‘last year we did get a statement of policy from the State
Board of Educatfon supporting a fiscal incentive bill for efforts towarq
desegregation. That came as a result of our initiating such a bill and
suggest1ng that such a statemeht was one thing the state could do to help
The response on that haa been 1nterest1ng\\_,th some 1eg1slators 1nd1cat1ng
that sych a bi11 amounts to double-d1pp1ng. providing additional state support
\for the sameﬁktudent. That 1s'exactly'what is done in special education and
in vocatjonal education because it s state policy and it i;?recogn1zed’as a
" more coétly'progfammatic e . TWO not see thét desegregation deviates from

»
that type of policy. In any se. the bill died in committee. It w%%ljcome'up :

‘again next yeaf and may eventually get passed. If it does, it will be more as a
1 A
direct result of continuing effoffgﬂ;n the courts to get a broader base in de-

¥ .
- ' . . </
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sagragation, 'Statas w11i e tpvalved not hecause they think 1§ 14 vight
bt because they will not have any choice, |

& would seen that desegregation could have been effec Lively addressed
a3 a part of tha massive school rcurganlzaﬂtun procesa that has gone on in
this country, but that d{? nat happen, to suggesf dotng that was to he
laheied a wild-ayad 1iberal . The same thing has happened in setting up
vuuactdnal aducation ;avvica areaas . hLor 1ns£anca. tR; City of St. Louts
was destgnated a vocational aducation service area in 196/; St. Louls éuuncy
had been so designated .two years earller. Ihe cIL} was and ia‘pradominuhtly
black; the county predominantly white. Did anybbdy r;\af the question whethef
it would have made more sense tQTmnke the an§1ra matrapalitan ‘area a service
area for vacatl&pnl education, so that programs would nd't bé duplicated as
they-arg nnw.'aﬁdtso th&t the vocational schools would be racially repre- -
sentative of tﬁehantlre°metropolitan area? Sometimes that kind of thing
happens becadse'people simply do not‘thlnk beyond the fmmediate, but [ think

tt 1s generally indicative of a lack of support for national policy on de-

segregation. At the very least, it {s indicative of inconsistency.

i
co



Fadgral Legtalation apd Palicy Uivactions
, 3 £y

Nattonally. we are sEIVE pot veally clear about the divectiamn of e

§

sagregation. The law i3 clear and 1t has bheen wainfdﬁtddihy dvary ia jur
deciston of the Supreme Court, but yetting the taw tranalated from tha Judtcial
to the executive and legislative branches is another story. Uiﬁbctiun]is d
:s;mllad'c)uh typtcally, by the ‘suppurl given. We make it evident that nauqnn‘l
defensa is a priority, both by lagislative action amd by the dallars thag aup-
port 1t. Inay view, the amunt of money suppuarting desegragation tells us
something about what kt;d of a priortty tt 13, and tt 1y no® vary hTgh.

Once the legislation gets into the bureaucracy, into the refulation

.1tage. the whole thing becomes even fuzzier. [t gets written into volumes

» f
that arevdlffiﬂult to translatae fnto the kind of precision that a local edu-

cational agency can act on. Those volumes continue to expand as legislation

énd requlations change and that has caused more confusion in the last seven

or eight years, which is the only time we have had desegregation monies.

Again, the message is quite clear that the major decision by the Supreme Court

was made in 1954 but the first Federal dollars came in 1973, .
Améivalence at the national level about whether'desegregationhis a priority

is clearly evident in the issue of transportation. The need for transportation

for other éducat1onal purposes has beén recognized both by state and federal

governmenfi}ier years t was recognized forty years ago as the large number

of school tems beg 0.be gradually and systematigally reorganized into a

smaller number so that better programs could be offered. It has been recognized

in vocatjonal education where regional schools are the only way to have the re-

sources to offer highly sophisticated technica1lprograms. It 1s recognized

" in special education, and in that instance most states had policy long before

the federal policies were formed. In those instances, transportatfhn»has not

1L
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besn a prublem.  [heis may have Licen Some senlingnt gunnaht;u with loalng
;‘imall schual tRat fhad been o hid Gf Fucus T a comeund by, bint Hut LRy
the childven an the hu; way nob In 1izalf a ptu&)ca‘ Given all that, 1t iy
ot acoldentdl that you «gnnnt use fedaral d‘l’ar: fur tvau;purtatlun fuv )
" desagrégation purpazea. b ratl to aeg the Jdiffeveice hetwesan polliy un
trangpartation for spectal aducatlon and the kind of suppart necesyary lu
Jo that on the is3ue of dasayragation. That kind of amliivdleme Aak@: the
local schaol's job much harder  We @u:{'gu to tha state level for help
with, tranaportatiod, and we are left with the thankless task of Lrylag wu
explain the ambtvaléht federal poltoy to our Concerned Cltizens,  lu. fien
they mi%lruzl us and think that we &unt be wrong, no matter hin we fry tu

exiflatn 1t There Iy no quastion that a double standavd foy carrylng out

national policy axists and is hard to explain.

Areas of Conflict !w,!-.wec;n,.-‘i.t..Axx;,te:,q,nx! Federal Policy

Theve are conflicts batween ﬁnhngkL;uHI(iqﬂ that complicate the do
segregation Issue further.  The Flementary and Secondary tdugdtiun Act and
the tmergency School Afd Act sonmtin&a Soom 4y tgu@qh SOMEONY de%igned‘th@m
to.conflict. Containment has been a major .issue with practically every de-
Segregation\case across the country, and.yet legislative actionat the
national as well 4s the state level has either absolutely enc@uraqe& or
réwarded containment. That is one of the complaints [ have®had with Title |
for all the years I've beén a superintendent. It simply does not mq&e any

. &
sense to say that you fdentify a child as Title | eligible, when another
child witR\Tuch greater educational needs may sit next to that child but is

not eligible. : ",
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when T was- in California we were- constantly gett1ng audit exce tions,

" because if- w%”had a school designated?Title I, we put the money th and

told the principal and teachers to serve all the educational needs He had..

the kind of hard data tZat showed stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant ach1evement

gains in that school every. year, as cdmpared to schools where we only served

atpercentage of the’students and we)had;all the pullout programs and restricted

the services of certain resource people to the eligible students. But they

said, "You can't do 1t‘that way." We kept ask1ng if what they wanted was
educational results good for all the children -- black, wh1te Chicano, Ori-

ental -- or reports that provided assurance that we served only part of the

ch1ldren 1 recognize that there is a need for mon1tor1ng S0 that nmney is
not diverted to places where it really is not needed. That seems easy enough

to monitor -- if they can monftor things as they are they can certainly monitor
S i

«
-3

that -- and if someone is divertfhg money where it is Aot needed, you ‘can cite A

them for that. I would rather be cited for that than for try1ng to serve stu-

dents who " need help. \

EaaN

Apparently some change is beginning to occur in the direction of Title I

_schools having more part1c1pation in the decision-making about the school pro-

£

gram. There are some guidelines for more act1ve involvement- of the principal,
teachers, students, and parents at those schools. I would hope that;eventually

the Jocal educational_agency will be able to make'determinatidhs abouf whether

the money follows the child who is moved to another school because of desegre-

f'gat1on. As it is, some parents who believe in desegregation are put in the

position of saying that they do not want their child moved out of a Title 1
school because he may not get the help he needs if he is moved.

} Title I criteria are confusing to staf?. One principal will say, "Well;
I know I've got more ch1ldren who are Title I eligible than my nelghbbring

13
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* \\princ1pal has, and yet his sohBGT is Title I and miﬁe is not. ‘Why?" The
answer is that part of Title I e11g1b111ty is determ1ned by the demographics
A
" around the schoo] wh1ch can include parochial and pr1vate schoo]s that have_/ﬂ

A - . . 8

noth1ng to do w1th the students we have to serve.

i
A0

Housing polioy in th1s country also reflects efforts toward conta1nment _
‘that are in direct conf]1ct with efforts to desegregate. Obviously some ’
containment is simp]y based on the ‘interest of people, but that is not true
where some people do not have a choice about where they will Tive. If you go
over HUD policies and FHA policies over the years, they have trans]ated into
part of the problem and not. part of the so]ut1on The 1nfamous Pru1tt -Igoe
' h1gh rise housing experiment in St. Louis was a federally supported segre-
‘gative program that 1ntens1f1ed the school segregative cond1t1ons
Generally s&§§k1ng, I th1nk that the Timited. desegregation poliey is
clear -~ it is the interpretation-that' creates prob]ems For. euamp]e the "
Emergency Schoo] Aid Act is supposed to be the same policy throughout the \f*\e
country. Yet when I came from Ca]1forn1a, some things that we had Qone 1n
Ca]ifornia we could not do in Missouri. Even within our own state, one set
of gu1de]1nes operates our magnet school¥ and a different set operates in
‘Kansas City. We set ours up hoping for a 50/50 rac1a] mix, but we recognized ¢
e that our school popu]ation was 70% b]ack and 30% wh1te so a magnet school
would be fundable as long as 1t was no more than 70/30.° Kansas City has, I
think, a slightly lower black student population f1gure yet the1r magnet
~ schools operate w1th1n funding® range with a ‘mix of 85% black and 15% white.

i

We could not spend ESAA money 1if our magnet schools had a 85/15 mix of stu- °

’

dents; another case of double standards or at 1eastiinconsdstent bureau-

cratic implementation. ‘4

. A .A
There are many difficulties in interpretation of po]1c1es within the

R

o  Office of Civil R1ghts and HEW. Having so many d1fferent program officers




8,

f .

to deal wjéh creates proulems. We could use assistance with the fu{isprocess,
from submission of a proposal to ESAA officials, througu negotiation of'/r\“\u
funding and the fina] approval. we frequently find that activities approved
-the preceding’yéar are not fundable the fol]owing year. About 25% of the
activities. are no% fundab]e at the time of. a second submission For egaMb]é,
we were ab]e to fund library sehvices 1n our Invest1gat1ve Learning Center .
.(magnet schoo]) the first year, but were told that such serv1ces coulq not .
" be funded a second year. Another example was that of counse]ing'services.
These kinds of shifts crsate}serious problems with commuuicatihg w1€i the

~ community, parents and studeﬁts, and decrease the district'SICredibiiify. |

. The increasing costs to the distfict,ﬁave been enormous,

Every OCR citatidn, whether related to desegregation,or not, reqUires
do]]qrs to correct it: The costs are not seen only in the cuses of im-
plementing new programs, but fhere are addi tional costs involved witu
diyeuting‘administfative staff to respond to a compliance need. For examp]e,
in respunse to special educafioh legislation, it was necessary to bu11 a
1arge number of staff from normal duties for a full two-week period. , There
are a number of examples of that kind and time gets translatea into do]]ars'

-~ With many policy issues there is a hidden cost, etther of time for legal
st;ff or of your own staff timé.- You cannoEfalways cut back the uroportion
. of administrators in relationship to thé number of students because there is
not always a direct relationship between the two. Just to keep on tup of thé
volumes of the federal‘regulatiohs and guidelines and to stay on top of'the
{implementation procedures requires an enormous amount of administrative time.
So you}can have increased administratiue demands'éven with declining enroylment;

[ 3

while taxbayefs are clamoring for reduced costs of runhing school systems.




2p§rn programs and what makes -the greatest sense 1n aT] that what is he]pfu]

v o
>

Need for Technica] Assistance 1an1ann1ng

.‘/-\ o

. Most of the research on desegregatiﬁn has very 11tt1e value~ 1n terms of .

ﬁ'planning and 1mp1ementation Much of what has been studied has- to do with

pre- and post-desegregat1on achievement scores of §tudents That is no help

- at all 1f what you have 1s sixty days to come up w1th a p]an, as we had. I

- N

“‘@ccgmulated reams of papers and after awh11e I stopped read1ng them, eﬁause'

vthey Just were- not he1pfu1 1n-terms of how you c]uster schoo]s and how you

s1tt1ng down with educators who are 1nvo]ved w1th students w1th schoo]s, ‘f

‘~."

-

with commun1t1es That does not reso]ve all your'problems -- 1t creates some --'f

but you can sort through all the diffe/ent 1deas and approaches and come up

-with something that makes sense. I'think the classic words are "input and

sensitivity" and as we put our pFan together we sometimes felt we had enough
+input and sens1t1v1ty to 1ast a 1}fet1me.7 Yet there are always a lot of }
people who say that they had no- input, that they were not 11stened to. If

you do .everything everybody wants you to do, you wind up doing\nothing It

is the old story of peop]e not minding your closing schoo]s so long as it is

not their school, of not m1nd1ng someone coming to the1r school so long as

they do not have to go somewhere else -- anything is fine S0 long as it is some-
one else's schoo] or someone else's child.

It seems to me @@at 1t would be really he]pfu] if dﬁstr1cts who have gone
-through the process of putting together a desegregation plan wou]d record what
they did so that we would not all be reinventing the wheel each time we start
In St. Louis we worked with a. fourteen member committee and we went throu/h our
share of stumbling and whee] spinning, but you sp1n your wheels a little faster
if you have on]y sixty days in which to do it. You don't have time to s1t

around and contemp]ate everything like most ofhgg educators are inclined to do.

~.
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- 4mply that what they know might not be heipfui but it takes,so iong to

,r_k"f" v - : . “ ,‘v o, g ]0. .

/
. _ ’ . - E
\Ne certainly could use good technical .assistance in formuiating de-

} segregation plans - and we certainiy had all kinds of offers from both /‘
) w! Ve -1('
federa1 and state .level -~ but if you are under‘the severe, time constraints o
that we were under you do not have time to spend edu;y%}ng them about your e

school system SO. that they can be heipfui to y%f That is not neant to.

\ expiain the nature of the prob1ems£ the community, 4nd the schoois that it
{~
s’ simpiy a iuxury we could not afford There has to be a way for a tech-

nical assistance team to be abie to assist a schoo] system effective1y\

_—y

without bogging that system down. but I do not know what it 1s. we were T -;

fortunate in that our court-appointed "expert" was ‘a pieasure to wori with and ’x"‘j
) ,

1)

waS~very committed and knowledgeab]e,é&ut therefwere still some things abaut. ’
pianning that no outsider couid\do as weli as some of “our own peopie'couid
' My belief is that our' committee of fourteen cou]d now be of great
assistance to another city going through desegregation pianning That is
the kind of technicai assistance that couid make a difference because they . )

r ' ,
. couid jo into @ city and say, "Here s what you are iikeiy to go through." -

-

| We spent the first coupie of weeks fioundering around while peopie tried to l
figure out what it was they were-supposed to be doing., As it was, we did send
ha]f:dozen'of,our staff to visit some'otﬁor cities as we began.to‘pian --"they
went to Milwaukee, Columbus, and Louisville, and that was helpful, but it
probably wou]d have been more helpful ‘if teams from those citiesjcouid have
come to St. Louis to go,through;the process with éur entire ‘team.” ,It would
have increased the comfort- level of our people who had-never,done this before. -

4

Now our people who have been through it are the experts\'and they can tell

1M
I S

you the steps you need to go through. . | \1

-
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ta]k;ng w1th or what they Ere do1n ;

in working these th1ngs out ‘>

e N 1

. . .
SRR, :
L A}

» N

Reactions to Deseggegation P]anning Process .

We were fortunate in that our Board of Education was very supportive

.

to both our staff and to the comm1ttee The board w1)1 nevdr- get any

cred1t because they - are in a no-win s1tuat1on No matter who they -are
.

s far ‘as the total communltn goes,

they canndt please everyone Even the erson who f1ﬁas someth1ng good
abbut the p]an w111 f1nd some other th1ngs bad.. But our board stood to- _
gether pub11c1y, even when they might ha e7d1sagreed in execut1ve Sess1ons Te -
If the board yields to the power of pres:lre groups, which many boards have - _
done, 1t is easy for them to get to the ;b1nt where they say, “Your honoéf

-we can' t get a p]an ready ' Then it gets taken out of the1r hands and the;\end |
up w1th a worse p]an than if they had stayed w1th the dJob. Often what comes

out of a commun1ty is on]yﬁnggat1ve react1on to. what has been‘iroposed rather g .

Il

than pds1tive recommendatioﬁs that m1ght be&usefu1 - b?-

pe

'Q;' Some of the best: suggest1ons about desegregat1on 1mp1ementat1on have

l . come from our students, who genera]]y approach the prob]em w1th mﬁre matur1ty ¥

than anybody else in the COmmun1ty The prob]em is that %he court order hgg

.
prevented .us from act1ng on‘some of those suggestions, and that is hard forf '

them to understand ~~The court sa1d we have to have a 30-50% black student

popu]at1on in each "deseoiegated" sohoo] by the beglnn1ng of the 1980 schogﬁ

y-ar,nand we cannot)phase it 1n-by prov1d1ng on]y a 5-10% 1ncrease the f1rst
- There is a limit to how much use can be made of a democrat1c process'

. 1
.

Community reaction to the'desegregation planning process has brought -

e

changes_in percept1ons about a particular/school. I have a folder of comp]aints o

about certa1n schoo bu11d1ngs and fac111t es, about how inadequate the pro-
grams are, and so on. Yet when you ‘consider c]os1ng some of those schools for

desegregation purposes, suddenly they become the best schools™in town and you

" A ’ ’ " ' ‘.n . ‘/f)
e o 18 . c
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vi’rob]ems in Imﬂjementaijon of Policy o o )

1f }y> is\proposal t1me you get your proposal 1n by -a, specific. day or you w111

P o o o L2,

1)

;7are told that they do not need'impnovemehts,.they_just need to be left alone.

' ‘ . o b
“Certainly it he]ps if you have a broad base of support in the community.

One of our big frustrations was thatywe simply could not meet with the 300

: o a . . C e - . . <
groups who wanted to make 1nout in Sixty days, especially when most of them

.

'wantedfto meet_with the ‘superintendent and:resented someone else being sent

to talk with,them. It is much.more'effectiVe to meet with each sma]]fgroup.
than to schedule ma§s meetings" You can answer questions a lot more effective]y

in a sma]]igroup and you can ta]k about specific’ schoo]s and s1tuat1ons in a

persona1nway that you cannot do 1n mass meetings. You avoid some of the dy- :

5
namycs of mass psychology that can be very chaot1c and destruct1ye
. ¢ ) - . 0. ) . Aan ,4‘ _b‘,

.

' ) . ~ \ w A Bl
\‘ ) ) ,_' ) - i ] :l;-\ Lt I
. //j7 R . B . s . ] o

-

A\magon«problem in. mon1tor1ng comp11ance w1th po11cy is that there seems

) » L ( AP :11-:,2 -
- to be one set Qf standards for 1oca1 schoo] systems and another for federa] '

v Y }\" . .
and somet1mes state systems. For instance,’ we have to meet t1ght time11nes 2 e,

"not be considered. Two years in a row we met the federal. dead11ne but because ' ‘>'

not enough states met 1t they changed the dead11ne However, they have no =

abso]ute deadlines. for when they must respond to’ the local d1str1cts . We are

w?
told that we wi]] be not1find by Apr11 15 ~-- typ1ca11y that comes and gﬂﬁs

E

and May 15 comes and goes and June 15 comes and goes, and so it goes weg

] | had to do the first major ESAA proposa] ‘that we wrote in three ‘weeks’, but it

¢

. took them six months to give us an answer: That does not make sense=todme. o

- ¢ ' L . 1
Our first ESAA proposa] to'imp]ement the Magnet Schools was approved on
August 15, 1976 and schoo]bwas to start the day after Labor Day -- we had to t

do transportation routes, assign staff, not1fy students, get a11 mgter1a1s

3 ; w10
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*(" i order’and a host of other tasks, a]l in three -weeks [ It makes oné wonder,

K @ ‘ J
»;)\ about such de]ay tactics, 1f a school’system fa11s to de11ver given such )

unrea11st1c obstac]es, then peop]e can b]ame 1t on desegregat1on

Ty ' .

The same th1ng apb11es 1f you have/an OCR c1tation You get a 1etter
A= saying they have found that you are not zn compf1ance Usually they find
three or four things that have to be corrected—a/?rom the date on which the

N

.\r

1etter is sent, not the date you rece1ve it, you have fourteen days to get
soal your data together and respohd It usua]]y takes about four days for the

1etter to reach you, SO then you have ten days left to get your mateh1a1 )

!
R :',,organ1zed and respond Pf you want a show cause hear1ng and 1f you do not
AreSpond w1th1n the fourteen«days, I guess you are deemed gu11ty Yet when n
:"£7' ‘we wr1te t? them,lrt may- take a month to ‘get a response to our 1etter, let
K_i, a]one recogn1t1on that someth1ng ough@ to be done. _ ) I e ;
. \ ; d~ ' Another 1mp1ementat1on problem 1nvo]ves how you def1neAthe gu1de11nes )

£E§;. on’ What 1s rac1a1§dso]at10n The Office of C1v11 R1ghts def1nes 1t Gn

]
Z‘. ways that 1ead to r1d1culous consequences For example a coup]e of years-

|

ago we had a white student from a predom1nant1y b]ack area who by some means,

probab]y by - q1v1ng a false address, managed to enrd]] in one of our magnet

, N
: high schoals. The hdgh school wh1ch ‘he should have\gone to is, by anybody's
o definition, a rgcially isolated school, 95% black, and h]s\going to the magnet

school, which was 7b% black,: increased the percentage'of b]ack students- at
his original home high school by one tenth of one percent Eventua]ﬁy‘the
student must have slipped up,and g1ven his accurate address and OCR caught it
and‘sa1d "Th1s k1d shou]d not be going to the magne school because his going

' there contr1butes t0'greater racial 1so]at1on Now it. might have been different

1f this student’ had been. 1ook1ng for some wh1te have , ‘but the fact was that he

was choos1ng to go to'a schoo] that was 70% black. Neverthe]ess, OCR insisted

N
<)
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that ‘e could notfdo/1t It is that k1nd of nonsense that resylts in® students
qu1tt1ng schoo1 or going tor pr1vate or. paroch1a1 schoofs or 1ying about the1r.
addresses We probab]y could keep many of them in our magnet schools 1f OCR
wou]d recognize the rea11tdes of the s1tuat1on~ The1¥ type of measurement
simply does not achieve greaterfdesegregat1on. - . _ Fa

One thing we have 1earned from this sort of thing is that you can avoid
a 1ot of headache§ by having=the court define racia1 isolation. The Office
of C1v11 Rights abides by the court, S0 we def1ned entrance or exit criteria
that was to be used and it was' approyed in the court order

{ .
Another unfortunate consequence of federa] desegregat1on pol1cy is that ‘

]

b
’

it results in eompetition between detr1cts for. funds The 1980 appropriat1on

« -

o for ‘the. ESAA basickgrants is someth1ng 11ke $T18 000 000 nationw1de " Some¥
b1g c1t1es cou1da1most usethat by themse1ves The first year St Lou1s got
, funded we w1ped out the-basic grant in Missouri. Kansas City was not ready
:‘as qu1ck1 as were and so we got the money A 1ot of the suburban districts-
needed help, too, but how could they compete with St Lou1s w1th its 60,000
black youngsters, many of théhapoor as well as minority. The fo]]owing year
Kansas C1ty got most of the basic grant allocation and we got most of the
spec1a1,proaectua11o jon. That sort of thing creates rea] an1mos1ty in the ’
~ suburban schools and there certainly is no equity in it. Just because some
 system has on1yr7,000'students does not mean thdt their needsrrelative1y are
any less than ours. Ihere‘shou1d be a mechanism for putting in sufficient
dollars so that sthose-kinds of orob1ems are not created by federal funding,
and sometimes by state funding’as well. The other thing is that all theysources
of funding shou]d\be combined so that a %choo] district couldlwrite one proposal
and déa] with one set of bureaucrats, one set of programhofficers who really

understghd what we are doing. REEE
, o ~ A
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Some cities have had horrendous problems in implementing staff desegre-
gation. There is Tittle in the reguLations that addresses it, other than
that ESAA did have a provision that said you would be ineligible if you had

1racia11y isolated staff. 1 believe this is another instance where it is wise

d,fn—\to get that spe]]ed out 1n your court order, because then at 1east you can

-

. address your 1oca1 employee organizations and involve them 1n it. MWe have

been fortunate in‘St. Louis on that score because our Tocal teachér union has

L ’,} & —
been cooperat1ve R : : L ¥ L

</

A Desegregated School,

-~ Y
1
I think that the measure of a desegregated school is not the percentage

of rac1a1 m1x but the degree of stability of that racial mix, along with the

genera] react1on of the students, the,paren;é, and the faculty of that school.

If their behavibr reflects a real understanding and respect for differences
and similarities, and a positive attitude toward the school experience, then
I think that is a truly desegregated school , . - In the

language of the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals, an integrated school was

.

-defined as "a schpol with a black enrollment of between»30% and 50%." It is

ob?ious.that, given our population composition (77%‘b1ack/23% white), there
are going to be some schod]s that will be all black, and according to the
court:athat is allowable. .Those'schod1s wi]]lbe in comp]tance, but in my
estimation it is not accurate to say that they are desegregated. It is also

not accurate to say that all students in such a schooljautomatically need

compensatory remedial education, which is the way courts
We have propo§Ed a number of options in terms of what we’ca11 enrichment and-

deve1opmenta1 programs, but we certainly do not believe that just because a

Cory
) Moo . <

¥

end to address them.
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school is not desegregated the -students are 5i1 in need of specia1 education. -

[47

To summarize, the changes that I woﬁﬁd’ije to see have to do with

.1ncreased f1nanc1a1 1ncent1ves, reform in some OCR guide]ines, and f1na11y,

attention to the 1ong term effects of legislation. We must stop tossing
peanuts out there and causing animosity - among the schoo] districts who are
put in the pos1t1on of fighting for them We mds€‘have more'consistent guide-

And we must 1ook very carefu]]y at'”

. propos1fTbns such as metropo11tan remed1es, to be sure that whatever 1eg#§ﬂa—

t1ve or. judicial, action 1s taken does not create greater racial isolation
ten years from now. Several of the unique directions from our Court order
are: |
The State defendants, the United States, and the St. Louis
Board of Education are ordered and directed as follows: \
a) To make every feasible effort to work out with the appropriate
| school districts in the St. Louis County and develop, for
1980-81 implementation, a voluntary, cooperative plan of
pupil exchanges which will assist in alleviating the schoo1
segregation in the City of St. Louis, aq! wh{ch also 1nsurest
that inter-district pupil transfers will not 1mpa1r the de-
| segregation of the St. Louis sch001 district ordered herein,
\‘and submit such plan to the Court for‘approva1 by July 1, 1980.
b)  To develop and submit to the Court by November 1, 1980, a p]an-
-/ ' for the conselidation or merger and full desegregation of the
separate vocational educational prograhs operated by the
Special District of St. Louis County and the‘school district of
5 the City of St. Louis, for 1mp1ementation in the 1981-82 school
year. v |

- - ]
\ .

fng) To develop and submit to the Court by Nqvember 1, 1980, a
) \

\ <3 {l | \
o .
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Lo

sﬁgge?ted plan of 1nter~di§trf2?‘s€hool desegregation
y ’ ' ?inece;sary to eradicate the remaining yéstiges of government-
| imposed school segregation in the City of-St. Louis §qd St.
= A Louis County. A
» . d) - To develop and submit to fhe Court by Novéhber 1, 1980, in
) cqnjuhcéion with the'Community'Dévelopmént.Agency of the
f ;. ‘ “A‘City of St. Louis, a suggésteq,plén for insuring that the
operation of federally-assisted housing programs in tﬁe s
) St. Louis metropolitan area will facilitate the school de-
seéregatibn ordered herein. |
N e) To develgp and submit a plan to the Court by July 1, 1980,
| which exgands programs and schools so that all th; schools
in the City of St. Louis may be eligible for Title I funding
for the year 1980-81 under Title I of the U.S. Elementary
. and Secondary Eduégtion Act:of 1965. ‘
The bottom line for change really can be stated in one sentence, ‘-i
"Desegregation should become a real priority at the national, state and
local levels with appropriate fiscal policy, technical and moral support to

do the job right!"
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