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INTEGRATION,” INSERVICE EDUCATION, ™ T .
"AND THE IMPACT ©F DESEGREGATION .

Measuring the impact of desegregatien, of course, goes beyond, a

! > - . . .
simple assessment of how smoothly, &r roughly, goes the opening day at a
newly désegregated school. The process of both desegregation and integra-

. . 4
tion begins before opening day, and most of the work of integration takes

place after desegregation.

- ¥

It is important to note how tge terms "desegregation" and’"integration"
S

are used in the Ways to Imprové Education in Desegregated Schools (WIEDS)
study. . One of the findings of the study is that there is not universal

A%

agreement.on definit%ons of terms reldting to desegregation and integration.
Following are definitions of .how they are uagd in this paper:
Desegregafion’- is the process of ending se@regatioé, the bringing

together of previously segregated groups. (Many people gyidently
consider it an event.) ’ .

Inteﬁratfbn - the process wherein people of different groups tend to
i interact. cooperatively on a basis of. equal status and trust as
they know, understand, and respect each other's culture and
. ,contributions. ' ’?a . .o

*

- 1 ; Lo
Second Generation Problems ‘ : .

Ag\impcrtant éart of achig&ing integration is solving what some have
ca]ﬁed “sécaad generation” desegregation problems. "Second ‘generation”
-gydbieﬁs:aré thpsé which occur after the physical desegregation of stuéénts
and‘staff: .Theée are "problems thch prevent schools from becoming...inte-
grated and from providing effective eduq@tion fo} all studgqts...‘ and they
can be characterized asi“écts of dmjssion or commission thét continue dis-

5

crimination against minority grduﬁs, or that perpetuate tﬁe effects ofgpast .

discrimination” (Minter, 1979).
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not so overt as, say, a

< SO
. . - ’ 3
Although the impact of se;oﬁd generation attjtudes and behavior is ~
destructive, theré is perhaps less dttention paid to them'Because they are .
policy that ma;ntains a segregated school district.
Fg??owing are—some of the second gene;ation.probTems to;which some éttsn-
tion has been called: (1) reduction of support for desegregateg pub?ic
schools, as,shswn especially by resegregation or white flight; {2) segré-
gation of students within "desegregated" schools; .(3) segregated, or mono-
cu!tura],curr1cu]a, (4) d1sproport1onate numbers of minority students placed
in special education classes or lowest academic "tracxs“, (5, disproportion-
ate]x high numbers and percentages of minority students suspended, eiﬁé]?ed,
or otherwise punished (Minter, 1979; Children's Defense Fund, 1975):
Debates proceed as to how to measure the impact of desegregation on
some of these problems as well asiﬁow to measure the impact of thsse problems
on school children For example, does school deségregation promste ;hite
fliaght, or Ts it more attributable to demographic mob111ty’trends net related
to schools or race? S1nce resegregation seems to De related to aecr1n1n§
public/financial support for public schools, the answer(s) may be important
(Coleman, 1975; Pettigrew a;d Green, 1976; Rossel1,1975). And how do we
assess the significance of h.th1n schopl segregation? ‘Is it attributable to
Or does it reflect

7
racial problems which sometimes erupt into violent incidents (Minter,

benign "freedom of choice” by ‘students--and staff?

1979)7?
In the case of the disproportionate punishment, such as corporal pun-

ishment, expulsion, and suspegsion, it would be difficult to document any

benign forces at work. The Directory of Elementary and Secondary School

Districts, and Szapols in_Selected School Districts: School Year 1976-77

(U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare/Office for Civil Rights),
“ B )

|
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(Arkangas, Louisiana, ﬁisgissippi, Mew Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas;,
minorities comprisgd 38.8% of the region's enrgllment, but they constituted

56. 25“ of the pupils expeiled or suspended for ope day or longer. (See ’
Fxgure 1.) In Aust1n,dTex&s where SEDL is located, the school §1str1ct

Y has been denied s?me fgderal funds Qecause it pun1shes a larger proportion

of minority studepts than majority students.

AATIO GQMEEITY ERSCLINENT YO MINORITY SUSPEnsiGes Aﬁmsxm .
1N SIX STATES A%3 THE RIGICHS SCHOQL STSTDS, .
1976 - 1977 SCHOGL YEAR . £

~
’
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"ur“nu

Lowis iana Rissuelﬁt Aegion
] Mteority 1 of TotalgFacolimemt (A11 6 Staces)

E=S mirority ©'of Totsl Suspemsions and Expujsioms

. ' - .  Figure ! r
r- e
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During school year 1976-1977 the most recent for which such data are

avaxTab%e in each o?buhe 5ix SEDL states the ratio of suspens1on= and

expu1s1ons of minority students is higher than their proportion of enroll-

-
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ment in éfzggls; In Arkansas the suépgg§ion and exﬁuTsiqn proportion, of ‘
minérity papils is more than twice their proportion of enroliment. In =y
Oklahoma the ratio is nearly double. The percentage ratios of m%nori{y.
suspensioﬁ/expu}sion to enrolTment for Louisiana and Texas are dl sé to
the regional average. Louisfana expel]éd/suspended 40,746 minority stuéeﬁt§,
174 more than Texas, although Téxas enrolled more than three times as ﬁahy
minority ;tudgnts as did Louisiana. !
Nationally, the picture: does not appear qgite so dismal, but still ié'
is thKg;ood: In the same 1976-1977 period, minority pupils were 20
(10,484,560) of the Pationa] enroliment (43,713,809), but they were 36%
(588,203) of those expelled or suspended. The entire pictJ;e is perhaps
"even worse than these data show; they are self-reported, énq school systems
whnich did not report these data by race are not included.

But examples of inequitable 4reatment of Hispanic students (e.g., Yribe,

1980), Indian children (e.q., Oupris, "1979), andfélack children (e.q., Epps,

low spocig-economic status

1

(Yol
(o]

) are plentiful, especially if they

are ale
, T 8>
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| lchildren (Brophy, 1975); (see also Minter, 1979). So it is also clear that

more can, and thus should be, done to remedy desegregation's negative

impact, an impact weighing most heavily on minority children.

-

There is evidence that the impact of desegregation on children's

-

— s L -
Tearning is conditional. In her review of desegregation/integration re- -

search, St. John (1975) concluded that "the most plausible hypothesis" was
¢ Ythat the relation between desegregation and échievémeﬁt is a conditional

- — D “
one:

' ) ) a .
. ...the academic performance of minority grouéy;hildren .
will be higher in integrated than in.equivaleént segregated .
schools, provided they are supported by staff and accepted
by peers. ot ’ g ’

‘b -




Therein, 1ies the differencé between an integrated schocl and a school .that

is merely deségregated.
. Ratz (1964, 1968) concluded from his review of desegregation/intégration =

studies that the several factors that influenced Blac® students' academic
performance included social conditions in the school-and clasgroom, the

‘ degrees of acceptance by s%gnifjpant others (particularly white teachers.

and peerjs), and the Black pupil's self concept in regard to the probability

of social and academic success or failure. It is important to note, as did
- ‘ .

Kirk a oon (1975), that tthe conditions--identified in studies reviewed
) ¢ : :
by themselves, St. John, and in others--are not unique to success for

minority s;udenfs in a désegregated setting, but that "they are vitally

important to academic success for anyonecin any educational setting."”
It seems clear that racial desegregation has had considerable positive.

impact on American chi]&ren.‘ From recent studies on effects of desegrega-

Fs

.tion on children, it may. reasonably be concluded that in an integrated

setting: (1) academic achievement rises for the minerity chi?dfen while
relatjvely édvgptaged majority children continue {; learn at the same or
highé; rate, (2) minority children may gain a more positive.self concept T
apd a more realistic conception of fheir vocational and educational future

than under segregation, and {3) positive racial attitudes by minority and
majority students develop as they attend schooI‘terthér (e.g., Weinberg,

*

, *977a, 1977b; Edmonds, 1979; Epps, 1979). i"

Problem Statement

After summarizing 120 studies of school desegregation which she

+ analyzed for outcomes to children, St. John (1970) concluded that further

%




investigation of the general question--"Does desegregation benefit chil-
dren?"--would seem a waste of resources. "The pressing need now is to

discover the school conditions under which the benefits of mixed scgooling
are maximized gnd its hardships minimized%"
the purposes of Project HIEdS have beeﬁffo (1) 9nvestigate these conditions

’conducive_to equitable, quality education; (2) determine effective strate-

From its beginning in 1978,

gies to help bring about these conditions; (3) assess and prioritize re-
maining desegregation-related needs, i.e., second generation probiems; and
(4) develop 2 program to help implement the most effective strategies and

-

meet the most important needs/problems.

Overview of Methods and Procedures

. Project WIEDS' approach has been to collect information regard1ng
successfu] desegregat1on pract1ces in order to conceptua11ze, develop, test,
and refine an inservice model and training guidelines for use 1% desegrega-
ted/desegtgggting schools. This information has been gathered by: (1)
reviewing the desegregation literature; (2) .analyzing the U. S. Commission
on Civil Rights Desegregat1on Case?gtud1es (August, 1976) and the National
Institute of Education's unpub11shed School Desegregation Ethnograph1es,
1977-1978; (3) surveying 149 central office admiﬁ?;trators and Desegregation
Assistance Center pe}sonnel; {4) interviewing 593 administrators, teachers,

stuaents, and parent/community représentatives; and (5) ana]yzing'the [E

programs of fifteenEEeYFcted desegregated school districts.
\

. i

Review of Pertinent Desegregation Literature ”

+The desegregation literature indicaxesafhat positive attitudes and ?

béhavior by school persohne1 are probably critical to providing educational.

- ’ ¥

(

‘ 9 6




-

f1974).

]

*

eduity for all students and mafzmizing the benefits of desegregation.
S1nce 1960 there has been ; growing pool of findings from empirical research
on the correlation between the behavior and attitudes of teachers and Epe
attitudes and academic performénpe of pupils. (egg., Krantz, 1970; Good and
Brophy, 1973; Gay, 1975). Indications are th;t "naturalist{c" input is
powerful in determining teaéhe%s' attituaig toward their studgnts. These
naturalistic factors include: (1) information about students, such as
reputation for behavior, from other teachers, administrators, and parents, (2)
cumulative records, (3) standardized test scores, (4) physical characteris-

tics, such as. sex, physical attractiveness, socio-economic status, and

”%%%nicity (Mendels and Flanders, 1973; Gay, 1975). Frequently, more than

one of these factors are presént to influence teachers' attitudes and be-

havior toward the more visible minérity children, which include Black

v
fimericans, Hisbanl&s, and American Indians.

The research findings strongly suggest: (1) that student ethnicity

is one of the major determinants of teachers' attitudes-and behavior toward

~

their students; (2) that teachers, including minority teachers, expect less

of minority students and give them fewer opportunities and less praise and

encouragement and positive feedback than they do majority students; and
* -

+,
%

¢3) that these conditions are detrimental to the quality of education, thus

denying equal opportunity for quality education to many nﬁnority children

- {
_(Barnes, 1973; U. ?. Civil Rights Commissioh, 1974; Gay, 1974; Mangold,

o

‘Survey of Central Office Administrators

From the desegregation literature, pr1nc1pa11y from the 27 U. S.

Commission on Civil Rights Case Studies and the five NIE ethndﬁraph1c stud1es,
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. items weré deve1obed to survey school administrators about desegregation .ot
practices and remaining needs. Data were callectad for the following
categories: ‘ : .

{S T Demographic . T

a. District characteristics .
b. Respondent characteristicg P

2. District Desegregation History
3. Sources o% Pressure to Desegregate
- " 4, Perceived Problems/Areas of Need
5. éffectiveness‘pf Desegregagjpa Str%tegies by eight §0a1 Ar?as

Student and staff assignment plans
Community involvement
Crisis prevention/resolution

. ‘Multicultural perspective |
Compensatory education
Race relations B
Administrative procedures

nservice education

e
oQ ~h M QA M O

’ ’ 'l - -
Survey responses were returned by central office administrators, one .

r

»
ocal education agencies (LEAs) and of 16 General Assistance
Center (GAC) pe?sonneT in the SEDL i}x-state region. The pd}poses of the
;urvey wgre to: (f),identify and rate the effectiveness of sﬁf;tegies
used 1in fhe desegregation procesk, and! (2) identify remaining problems
f ané needs.‘/(f;r other detaj1s of this stuqy,‘fee wi]liams, 1980.) -
: To indicate the desegregation-rélated‘ﬁeeds and/or Qrob]em%vremaining .
in. their digtricts regarding desegregation, no response format was provided
the respondents other than space in which to write the informgtjon. The
administrators reportedithe following remainiﬁg\desegregatfon‘nee 'Xgrobléms,

ranked by frequency (Williams, T980)$
4
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. “Discipline and racial disruptions (17)*

Lack of minority administrators and faculty (12)
Estab1ishiﬁg 1ines of communication with community (1})
Busing,(Q) /

Segregated classrooms (8) ‘.

Non-compliance and racial imﬁz}dﬁsﬁ\(gg - *
Inappropriate - curriculum for multiethnic student population (7)

Inadequate teacher attitudes and cooperation (6)

-
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Differential tredtment of minority students: (5)

—
o

™~
- Interviews of Administrators, Teachers, ‘Students, and Parents

After examination of HIEDS,survey%data‘apd Titerature review, WIEDS

staff and consultants developed intervie;w;chedu1es for five categories .
qf respondents (central office adminis;;ratorsz principals, teacheﬁs,
'secbndary students, anq paregts/community representatives). \

% Six Jocgﬁ education agency (LEA) sites, one from each of the ‘six
staées&in the SEDLbregion,‘wére selected fo include different racial combi-
nations.  Three ;ites are brimari}§ Black-Anglo desegregated districts; one

is HiéggnicsAng1o; and two are tri-racial (one Anglo-Black-Hispanic, and

one Ang1o-Bf§ckLNative American). The six school districtd which cooperated

: 1nLEEe WIEDS study are: ' - B o L
=7  Little Rock, Arkansas Santa Fe, New Mexico .
Lafayette, Louisiana . Muskogee, Oklahoma
Meridian, Mississippi n Lubbock, Texas

>
+

\ v ) Lo v

*Indicates number of respondents who‘cited(this as a proqiem/area of need.
I = . . — -~

g I2
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Ftve of the six desegregated their schools under federal court order. In -

ez e etoas e e, N
ther district, ihitiative was taken Dy the superintendent, and a
. *

+ - Y ~

significant measure of desegregétibn was accom5%§shed.

A

.In only one district was there general agreement that a crisis existed
“when desegregation was initiated, i.e., violence to the extent that some

schools were temporaﬁf]y closed. In another district; there were mixed

4

opinions about whether there was a crisis; some thought schools should

have been closed. .In two LEAé, there was consensus that the general atmo-
L& -

sphere wascalm. . In three districts opinions varied, from calm to antici-
o . 3+ . ¢ .

pated crisis, reflecting perhaps the Qariéty of conditions. in schools wifh
which the respondents were most familiar, rather than inf the whole district.
Each of the districts used busing for desegregatioﬁ. (For ther deta%ls of -
"the interview phase of the WIEDS §tudys see Willians, 1980; gnd King and
Galindo, 19860.) * ‘ L S

-~

The interviews were designed to gather data in the same eight goal |

areas and demography as the WIEDS survey, but_more gualitative in nature
7

_and with more breadth in some areas and more depth in race relations, %gpe-

community-school relations, IE, and remaining needs and problems. The

—

interview population differed significantly from the survey population.
Whereas survey respondents were all central office administrators (CO),
interviewees were L0, principals, teachers, students . and parent/commuhity

representatives. Thé interview respondents were also more nearly balanced

in terms of race and sex, as shown in the following table. )
’ - Y

‘ o
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TABLE 1 .
COMPARISON OF SURVEY AND INTERVIEW . -
RESPONDENTS BY RACE AND SEX :
Race Sex oo
rd
Survey . | 28 (21.2%) Minority 10 ( 7.6%) Female
N = 132 CO 108 (78.8%) Anglo | 122 (92.4%) Male
¢, Interview - 103 (53.4%) Minority 96 (49.7%) Female
N = 193 90 (46.6%) Anglo 97 (50.3%)\Kaje

3

L]
Aif Although in race and sex the respondents were generally representative
of their respective districts, no district used any random sampling method

-

in their selection process. A few of the teachers and parents expressed

surprise that an administrator had selected them to be interviewed. These
* -~ AN .

respondents professed to be outspoken and sometimes critica] of their

administration's desegregation policies and/or methods, and this was fre-

quently indicated in the interviews. PN

¥Almost without excep seems, the students selected were (1)

among the most "involved" in schoof.actﬁvities, {(2) "eaders" in school

sports, ggvernmenf, and/or social life, and (3) "articulate.” Only a few

were, in any way, critical of administrative policies or pyactices. None

could be characterized as disaffected or as béing in, any socié-econemic

strata 10w§fithan middle cTéss and fhus appea;ed to be ﬁp&ardTy mobile

Within the systeﬁ. ) <; " ~
Thus, the respondents és a group were not diversified according to

sac1o-econom1c status but were heterogeneous ip race, sex, and age. A few -

minority and majority students and adults nevertheless expressed feelings

that minority students were somgtimes discriminated against in refeiving

11 - '

p ' } 14 ' i




. % ;
more pun%shmght and 1es§ encouragement in dcademic and extracurri;u?aq:é/

., activities. . . x 1

’ No claims are made for the study's being statistically representaéive °
of the nation's or even the region's schools. But the districts studied

are probab]y not atypical eiEhbr. The cohdit%ons, problems, and §tﬁatégie§
of tDp WIEDS study schoo]s seem consistent with those described %n desegre-
gation literature. ’ : ! )

%he general ca;egdrica1 Jﬁstributi of interview respondents in each

district was: (1) two CO personnel, (2) three principals, (3) nine teaghers,
(4) nine students, and (5) nine parenté/community representatives. All-

categories were essentially balanced for sex and race, not propaxtidhal,

1. The WIEDS interviewees in the six LEAs were.distfibuted by dis-

o

but equ
- - Y —
trict and category as indicated in Tabl€ 2 below:
. . TABLE 2 .
INTERVIEWEES BY LEA AND CATEGORY
0 Pr  Tech Stu P/C_ TOTAL
1 ] 3 9 g9 9 38
o 2 2 3 10 9 10 34
3 2 3 g 3 8 ki)
. 4 2 3 9 9 g- 32
5 4 2 9 g 10 34
' 6. 2 3 8 7 7 27__
TOTALS 17 17 &4 %2 53 193
i @ = Central Oftice — Sty = Student =
Br = Principal P/C = Parent/Cormamity
Tch = Teachar -

b 1

Categories were essentially balanced by grade level (elementary, junior

highf%idETe school, and high school), except that all students were second-
ary levels. The administrative categories proved difficult to balance for
race and s%;; there were re13tive1§ fewer mifority and women CO adminis%:i-

tors and principals from which to select. Desegregation ﬁas made less im-

pact “om administration staffing than on mixing students or even teachers.

£
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In all six districts, there were at the two top levels of administration

‘(superintende;t, and associatp or assisténé,3uperiptendent) only one
Native Amg’riclan (a male) and &t\rgo"women' (both Black). Both CQ won}en were
interviewed, but the Native American was not scheduled. Althcugh WIEDS
staff suggested that toF {ts purposes, "centrai office" would include
curriculum specialists, proéram directors, ané others who had responsibi]i-\\a;
t1es in more than one schoo] only ft&} of the seventeen CO interviewed .

were yomen _Thirteen of the sévefiteen were Ang]o Of the seventeen princi-

pals, seven were female and seven were minority.
{ .

&t

Presentation and Aﬁa]y%is of Data

As shown in Table 3; minority réspondents interviewed and surveyed
were, except for teachers, mor e,1nvolved in the desegregatiop’ of their
schools and had more desegregat1on-re1ated training than their Anglo counter-
parts. Thesefdata may suppgrt a hypqthés1s that ‘this situation may be

I 13
another dimension in which desegregation has‘more impact on minorities than

non-minorities. qutn%g;o {;terviewees, slightly more than half (7 of 13)
of the Anglos had indepth involvement, 75% (3 of '4) of the minorities did.
The percentages for COs surveyed are similar for ind;pth involvement, 75%
minority to SQ% Anglo. Ntrminbrity adminigtrators interviewed had limited
invo]vgment, while four Anglos did. As shown in the table of principals
inteﬁgiewed, in this pcsitign also, more minorities were proportionally
more involved in the desegrégation o?‘tﬁeir schools. Proportionally,

principals were the category most involved in the desegregation process,

but:6n1y s1igﬁt1y more 50 than CO administrators.
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o e TABLE 3 ‘
! TRAIKING AHD PERSORAL INVOLVEMENT Ilf DESEGREGATION- ~—
/ T, , £0 Administrators Intsrviewed
Tngn{ng Rﬂa?d Persog:l Involv?mnt = '
- to Oas tion in D2ssqregation
_ RACE " % Job -
- -, -1 Work= Semi- Exper- . Limt- Gen~ - In-
shops nar {encs Hons ted sral  depsh
Anglg - 4 1 2 6(46.28) | 4(30.8%) 2 7( 53.8%)
Black 1 1 1 1 2( 65.7%)
Hispanic 1 ~ i 1{100.0%)
TOTALS ~ 16 2 3 & - | & 3 10
M &
\ 2
¢ hd
Principals Interviewsd
{ -
. - ~ Traming Rajated Personal invoivement
RACE {0 Deseqregation - in Desegregstion
. WOTk= Semi= COH@ LiEl- Gen- in=
shopt ™ nar  Rel.'\™ Hene tad sral depth
tral _ depth
Anglo . 1 4 4(44.4%) 2(22.2%) 1 6{ 66.7%)
8lack 2t 3(50.0%) 1+ 5( 83.3%)
Hispanic 1 1{100.0%)
@ Y TOTALS. T4 1 & 8 2 2 2
. . ~ - —_—
. Teachars Intsrviewd ) )
. i irsaning Rejateg Parsocnzi involvezent
RACE to Daseqregation in Dasegreaation
Vork- Sex- Colfey TTe-  Gen-  In- %
shops na  Rel. " Hone ted sral depth
Anglo 4 1 11(68.81) 2(12.5%) [3 8({ 50.0%)
Black 7 1 T 9(50.0%) 2(10.5%) 8 9( 47.4%)
Hispanic 2 2(50.0%) 2(40.0%) 1{ 20.0%)
‘dative Aserican 1. © | 1(s0.0%) 1
roraLs 11 31 2z 7 17 18
v . - n-ﬁ =
) Training Related ~Fersonal ero}?faent
- to fesegreqation in Deseqregation
R~ - ) '-‘s_&, [ Tisd-_ Gen- In-
- ted eral depth _
Eaglo Data 3(17.6%) 4 10(58.8%)
Black | not 1( 5.6%) 5 12(66.7%)
Hispanic Available . 3 2(40.0%)
Matfye Amarican - 1(20.02} 1 3(60.0%)
- — ; i
TOTALS \ ! 5 13 25
- C0_Ad=inistrators Survayed :
: =T Training Related Farsonal Involvement
RACE | to Dasegreaation
Anglo Data not 23(24.7%) 158 55(59.1%
Kinority Available 2(10.08) 3 15(75.0%
TOTALS . 25 18 70
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The pattern of proport1ona11y heavier personal 1nvo]vement of m1nor1t1es
'Y changes slightly with teachers. Black and Ang]o teachers were 1nv01ved at-
about the same ratio, but Hispanic apd Native Americans less 1nvo]vgp. In
- regard to desegregation-related training of tBachers, as in other cazgioriééﬁ
“minorities received more training. Most of this training was in workshobs,
and the data do nof\Bhow whether attendance was voluntary. As groupé, the
minority teaéhers are younger than the Anglo. -This perhaps indicates that
as the LEAs desegregated and hired more minority teachers, they hired ‘
_younger ones, and that probably fewer new Anglo teachers had been hired”
recently. The hiring of additional m1nor1ty staff was perceived by many,
. especially minority respondents, as one of the most effective desegregation
-‘§trategies. . 7
ﬁmong the parents interviewed, more than haé% reported indepth involve-
ment in degégregation of their schools. Again, the Black, Hispanic, and
Native Amerigan were more in fved tﬁan Angilos, although white parents were,
more involyed than white eddgztbrs‘ Almost equal numbers of mothers and
fathers were interviewed, with only one more mother than father. This was
about the ratio for each racial group jnvolved, except for Native Aﬁericang,
whose father interviewees outnumbered the mother iiterally four to one, as

»

there were 9n1y five Native Amefi;an parents interviewed. Vv
By considering race and category variabiés, analysis of the intergiew
data allowed identification of some possib]e.relation;pips of those factors
with reported perceptions. Certainly any efforts to measure the impact,
shbrt or long term, must consider race, i.e., "impact upon whém“ as well as

-"in what ways." As part of its efforts to assess desegregation's impact

and related needs, Project WIEDS examined student, parent, and school staff
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' . : .
perceptions of the following areas of concern:
i
- How well is desegredhtion working?

- In tri-racial desegregation, are relations better between any two
groups? Which? Why? Which two «4groups have the worse relations?
s Why? ' T
Does any group of students seem to have more difficulty with*desegre—
gation? Why? '

How has desegregation affected discipline policy and procedures? -
Are minority students punished more than non-minority students? If
" 50, why?

What problems relating to desegregation have not yet been solved?

-

What problems relating to desegrega%ion have been solved?

(of parents) What has desegregation/done to these things in your
child's school:

- School facilities and equipment?
Extracurricular activities?
* Academic achievement?
Education inigfnera??

o

i

-

Parents and students were asked: ‘"How well is dgsegrégatien working

- . . 2 . :
ingrour 3chool?" Their responses are indicated.by race in the folTowing

table.

»




. TABLE 4
J STUDENT AND PARENT PERCEPTIONS OF ‘ .
HOW WELL DESEGREGATION IS WORKING .

. BACE: A = Anglo

N . ’ 8 = Black
N o , H = Hispanic
NA = Native American
.- . . T = Total »
¥ STUOENT . P7C ] TOTALS AU
4 - - A, 8 H WA T |A 8 H MA T [A B _H NAITOTALS
13 VT 177 Y3 &7 o/ Bl|J47 57 3 1 &
: £5% 93 100 67 easl's? 33 60 25 E5| 84 62 78 43 72B
SeE=nat 7 | ¥ 5 W 07 35 LY ALY
wail 33 2] 118 33 75 371 8 17 57 15
ot wall | 27 ] T LA d v L7
10 5 7 20 5 5 3 1 5
Tnearzain |, T& % . 7 17
11 1
— Wo change - -7 i/
13 ; - 15 2
Fixed : 17 ' T/ 17 1/
i 7 2 3 -k
Very slow ' 7 17 T/ 7
_ 7 - 7 2 1 1
— Rew experience rg Ig — 1/ 17/
_ _ 3 1
Stucent reiations i/ i/ 1/ N 1/ -
coyld be bettse § 2 3 - 1
_TOTALS & : ‘aly w9 1| ®

In each set of two numbers, the upper represents the number of responses by
the sopulation indicated, and the lower represents that numbder's pergentage
of responses for that racial group within that category. il

Students reported more positive perciptaons than 4did parents 88% (36)
students and onTy 56% (23) parents thought desegregation was workwng well.
. Anglos tended to be most pos1t1Vé about it; 84% “of white students and
parents said desegrega}1on'was going we11§g Aﬁgng minority respondeqts,
78% of the Hispanics thought it was working wgll; 62% of the Blacks; and
only 43% of Native Americans. Ne¥gi;BeTess, iyong Native American parents
and students, none thoyght desegreg;tion was w&rking less than "somewhat '
well." Most Native Americans {57%) thought it wag go{né'somewhat well.
None reported it as worse than that. i

The reported perceptions of Anglo parents and students were somewhat

similar. Of those interviewed, 85% (17) of white students and 82% (14) of -




I
=3 .

5? white parents said that desegregation waswﬁrking well. But there were
major differences between the perceptions by minyrity students and parents.
Only one Black student, who said s/he had not-been iqyo]veq long enough to
assess it, reported that desegregation was Qorkina anything lesé than well.
A1l othgﬁ Black students (13/93%) said it wa§ going well. Overall, the
Black parents were fhe least positive inany droup iﬁterviewed%,only one-
;{%ird QS} reported that th;y thought desegregation was going well; another
one-third said "semewhat well”; one (7%) said "not well"; and their other
answers included: '"no change" (2), "mixed," and "very slow."

From responses to the broad question of how well desegregation was (
working, it may be concluded that the white respondents generg]ly felt it
‘was going better than did the minority respondents. But most respondentsl
of all races, except for Black parents, evidently felt it was-going pretty
well. ~ » '

The WIEDS interviews also sought to determine the problems of student .
raciaTigreups who might be having more difficulty {ﬁan-ather groups in
tri-racial schools. This effort was made through a series\of questioﬁgzto
the 66 respondents WIEDS staff intgrvieweé in tri-racial schools. In re-
sponse to the question of whether raé% relations were better between any
two groups, most interviggees within all racial groups said "yes" ESB%, 36
*of 63 #esponding), as shown in Table 5. Seven of the nine admini§trat6r5ga
(4 principals and 5 COs) thought so. One other (aé Hispanic CO0) said it
depends on socio-economic factors, not race. Responses from itgqents were
most evenly divided, but still a majority (7 of 12) said that there were. o

better relations between some two groups. These. studehts' yes and no re-

sponses were distributed over the racial groups involved.
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Other than *the-seven administrators, respondents were reluctant to
identify the two groups of students they had said had better relations in
the tri-racial schodls. (see Table 5, previous page). Of the 56 who said

there were such groups, only 34, including only seven students, would name
4

the groups (Table 5). A1l but three of these 34 named thefr own group as
one of the two having better relations. We do not know Whether the other
22 who had said there were two such groups did not cons;der theirs as one
of them, or whether thws ‘might be the reasoi/tbey %med none. By frequency

of pairs named as having better relat1ons, the responses ranged in de-

scending_o#ﬁer ag follows:

Blacks and Hispanics [ (47%)

Angtos and Blacks (1&?%

Anglos and Hispanics 7%y

Anglos and Native Americans *_ ( 9%)

Hispantcs and Native Americans ( 6%) . TR
Blacks- and Native Americans ( 32) :

Hiépanic students were t?e most frequently named (70% of responses), just
ahead of Blacks (67%). Angics were named in 43% of responses. Native
Americans were named least frequently. ft shQBJd be pointed out that Black
stude;ts and white students were involved in both-tri-racial districts, while

the Native American and HiSpanics were in only one each.

Respondents apparent]y were even more reluctant to identify the two
racial groups of students having the worst race relations (Tab?e ‘51. There
were on]y'four respondents to do this, no students, three teachers and a ,
parent,. all minority. Two of the fou>\named their own racial group as one
of the two groups of students having the worst relations. Each of the four,

- respondents named a different pair:
’ -

-~ Anglos/Blacks - 1 (an Hispanic parent)
Anglos/Hispanics - 0 .
Anglos/Native Americans - 1 (an Hispanic teacher) -
Blacks/Hispanics - 1 (a Black teacher)

Blacks/Native :Americans - 1 (a Native American teacher)
. Hispanics/Native Americans - %; )

7& B - - 7 20 23 '1‘! ’ .
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In regard to the Hispanic/Native'ﬁmerican rglations, it should be
, pointed out that iQ only one of the WIEDS sites were sfudents of those

two groups together, a district with 67% Hispanic and only 1.5% Indian.

<

It was, nevertheless, an H1§panic teacher whoireported that in her school, -
the werst relations were between ¥inglgs dand Indians (Table 5).

* Only three respondents would venture to identify the causes of "these

- N

poor relations” (Table 5). Two of them were Hispanic students who had not
“
named anx:;yomsuch groups but said that cultural, socio-economic factors

and racist. attitudes caused poor“race relations. A Black geacher also
¥

ascribed the poor race relations between Black and Hispanic students to

cultural d1fferences

—

~

Fifty- s1x (84. 8%) of the s1xty -5ix respondents in the two tt;-rac1a1
. schools 1nd}tated that there was.one, racial group of students in their
schoo]s which had more difficulty (TLb]e 5). Th1rty-seven‘;dent1f1ed grbups.
By frequency of their mention as the racial group having most d1ff1cu1ty

with desegregation in the tri-racial schools, the student groups are!rank-

. - a8 7
ordered below:
Black " 16 (42%)
Native American 9 (25%) ~ o
Anglo 9 %25%%
N Hispanic _ 3 (8% ¢
E 37(100%) w—’f

‘ Again, the caveat is offered that only the B]ask and white student
groups were présent in significant numbers in both“tri-racial districts,
' and Hispanic aﬁg Native American in~dhly one (see also Tab]e 5). This per-
haps makes itfmcre significant that an equa{ number of respondents 1dentif1eda
Indi;:; and Anglos as the group with most desegregation problems (q each).

The whites were in two, districts, Indians only one. Of interest also
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{s the phenomenon that mast o? the racial groups receivea a majority of

their votes as the group with the most desegregétion problems fromimembers

of other racial groups, i.e., most respspdents did not pick the1r own‘@roup '
as the one with most probXems. The rank order of the "most d*‘f1cu1ty" R
groups is repeated below, but this time with the indication of how many of

&

each respective group named their own grdﬁp (see also Table 5).

Black - 6 (46% of Blacks responding) ..

Native American - 0 (none of Native Americans respond1ng) .

Anglo - 4 (27% of. Anglos responding) . R
' Hispanic - 1 (13% of Hispanics responding)

L

Relative to other groups, B]achreSpondents saw their own group as
haéiﬁg more difficulty than otherg It appears, however, that of fﬁose
responding, most more than two -thirds, perce1ved some other rac1a1 group
as having more prob]ems than the1r group. These findings, 1g#gé§?a seem,
have a bearing on the data in rggard to the question of "Why does this group

_ have more difficulty" (Table 5), insofar as most respondents apparently
described why some group other than their own was having difficulty with )
desegregation. More than one-third (11 of 32) cited cultural/socio-economic
factors, and another four ascribed the difficulties to value conflicts.
Another iwo responses (one Black and one Hispanic) said language caused the i
difficulty. Five (including whites, Hispanics, and“a Black) of the 32'said

‘bu51ﬂg caused some one minority group to have the most d1ff1cu1ty with de-

segregat1on

EY
B

When respondents were asked what desegregation-related problems re-
mained tg be reso?veé, however, only two (parents, an Anglo and an Indian)
mentioned busing and that was in relation to extracurricular acfivities. On

' the other hand, 11 gaid that busing’?ar desegregatioﬁ h§d been a problem put

that it had been réso?ved.

P
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Discipline was cited by m'rLe respondents as % continuing desegregation-
related problem. In an effort to determine the impact of desegregation on
disgipline in the schools, WIEDS 1‘n‘tergiewers askedré' series of questions |

about discipline policy and practice$. Administrators and parents were
] - ‘
. asked what, if an_y,'impxa%:

/

13

txthatxdesegrébatibn hekl on discipline policy. The

Id
results are shown on Table*6 below. )
. T . . N -
- TABLE 6 -
IMPACT OF DESEGREGATION ON DISTRICT/SCHOOL DISCIPLINE POLICY
’ RACE: A = Anglo
- 8 = Black
> - H = Hispanic
HA = Native Arverican
v T = Total
: = ol PRINCIPAL B/C TOTALS GRAND
RESPONSE . A8 H NA T| A B H NA T A B H HA 'T] A H_NA_| TOTAL
—~ T
Began behavior modification : K VR VARV
pragram ] 9 3 4
Tnstituted ney policy guide- 2/ 7RV TERY) 57 11 17 15/ 3/ 1/
lines 25 200 33 33 100 4 3 8 _ - 20 15 14
Becama more lenient . ‘ . B &/ 27 1/ 7718 2 1/
’ = 36 15 20 21 16 10 17
Became more strict 1/ i /1 3/ W 41 3 By
I ) 13 10 23 20 12~ 4 18 12
StITT changing/working’on 1 1 2/ 1/ wiv vV vy
discipline problem 17 17 ~ 15 25 1 4 5 14 i
Ho change . 57 1 713 3/ &/ |5/ 1/ &/ &/ 18/ 13/ 1/ 3/ ¥ 29
63 100 100 70 50 50 " 460 46 54 50 40 4§ 52 S5 43 33
Don't know R VIRV /) i1
— 25 20 6 & 17
- - - — -
TOTALS - Y8 1 1 @-10- |6 —"5/1 0 13 1 13 4 5 33 p5 20 6 S

5 . - = : B ) -
In each set of two numbers, the upper represents the number of ;%sponses by the population indicated, and the
lower represents that number's percentage of responses for that racial group within that category.

%+

" ®

As shown in Table 6, more than half of the respondents‘?(zg of 56) said .

that‘tHere had been no change in discipline policy because of desegregation.

¢

Seven of the 10 CO responding said there had been no change; six of 13

principal$ also said "no change," as did 16 of the 33 parents. The next

-

largest number of .responses Were 'for new ‘policy guidelines to clarify and/,

s -
“or u(dra;e existing policies without making them more strict or lenient.

Seven parents {four Anglo, !two Black, and one Indian) said policies became

-
. - -
.
£, B v
. .

o (7 : ... . 2326 , .-
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more lenient; while four parenté dthree 'B‘1ack and. one Indian) and one Anglo
€0 said discipline policies were stricter after desegregation.

: 'Specifig questions were asked of respondents about the effects of
desegregation on forms of punishment, including suspensions, expulsions,
and corporal punishment, as well as canferences with parents because of
disruptive actions by'their children. Data regarding responses to these

. e 3

questipns are indicated in Table 7, -below.

.

TABLE 7 F

IMPACT OF DISCIPLINE POLICY/ACTIONS ON"STUDENTS--RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION:
"SINCE DESEGREGATION, HAS THERE BEEN MORE, FEWER, OR THE

- SAME NUWBER OF * IN YOUR SCHQOLS?"
. RACE: A = Anglo
B = Black
s, H = Hispanic
1’% - NA = Native American
. . . i T = Total
v & %] PRINCIPAL . P/C TOTALS
X0 H HE V7] A B.H WA TI/A B HNA TIA B H WA
T =N T ) R S
*Suspensions * %{e 2/ 1. 33y W 1y 9 Wi 13y vy
25 100 -301 75 50 100 64 14 60 31 27 59 20 .
Fe'de\ 3/ 1/ 4/ i I/ 17 27 (3 1/ 1/ 1/
7 T 37 100 40 7 25 6 12 5 20 25
- - thame NI/ o {1/ ¢/ 37 147 ¢/ 37 1/ 10/ 16/ &4 3/ W/
"13 100 25 33 271 29 13100 25 28 23 18 60 25
Don"t {2/ - 2/ 1/ 17187 3/ 2/ 13/ 710/ 4/ e/
know 25 ' 201 17 o 57 20 S5 36 39 18 fSO
- } - - s,
£ - |totalls 1 1 0.10 [4 6 1 0 11 4 15 3 +# 36 P 22 5 4
7 *Expulsions - Bore |2/ . 2/ 3y 3/ 8/ 8/ 12,1y
s 20 ’ 17 S0 27 53 23 _—
. ' Fewer | 3/ S/ &7 11/ 1/ - 2/ z/ 17 3/ 147 3 17 W i ]
30 100 33.25 17 18 13 25 9 15 14 20 25]
. Same 1 1/ 1/ - 2/ 12/ W 1/ 37 (57 2/ 17 1/ 9718/ 4 2/ 1/
. 10 100 171 50 17 100 3d 39 1333 2 2d 30 18 40 25
! Don't ] 4/ . YA LT RS 27 |87 37 2/ 2/ \8/ 13/ 4/ </ 2/
kmow | 20 33 25 17165 18 62 .20 67 50 43 48 18 40 S0
% 7 ~ - = - -
Totalflo 11 .0 12 4.6 1 0 11 R3 15 3 4 35 722 5 4

in é&cﬁr sat of twd numbers, the upper represents the number of respdnses by the' population indicated, and the
. lowerr represenits that number's percentage of respenses for that racial group vsdthi.n that category.

- =
- -
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TABLE 7 (cont'd) -

- . T LT [ TOTALS GRARD
™A 8 H NA TIA B H N TIA B H WA T1 A 18, H NA] TOTAL
*Conference with parents |More %/ /] 7R UV AR VAR VIR TR VAN VIR Y | s
§e abour disruotion by 67 100 70, 80 20 100 551 23 43 25 201 48 37 50 25
child . A 7 7 Z/ 5 |/ 3 71 ¢
- n 10 ' - 21 50 15| 4 1§ 50 ‘
- 1535% 1 WY 3 a/ 184/ <7 3/ s/ 16/ 5 3/ 14
" 10 20 60 3l 31 18100 . 271 22 26 50
Bon e |17 17 7 7167 37 T Y07 |77 % VAR
know | 11 10 20 gl 4 21 25 300 26 21 25
Total |9 0 1 010 |5 5 1 0 11 }3 14 3 4738 27 19 6 4 | 56
*Corporal punishment ¥ore |1/ 1/ {2/ 2/ . 3/ 3
3 10l 40 18] 12 |
{Faer*éf’ 17 57177 2717 1 7 177 e I V5
| 50 100 50 20 40 100 3 25 75 53 75 54 32 61 60 75
Sl R M R U O/
- 49" 17 20 -
Tt ] —/ 17 Y7137 3 1/ 17 Y0/ & 17 W/ | 12
enow | 13 _ 19 20 q 42 25 33 25 34 26 22 20 25
totat 18 1 1 05 5 1 o h2 123 & 3nbs s s & | sz

.

Some patterns emerge from the responses of tHese interviewees about

-

the impact of desegregatlon on d1sc1p11ne in the1r schco]s. Not counting
those who sa1d they did not know, a majority of the respondents reported & ¢
that desegregat1on had brought more instances of .sulpensions (21 of 41) and

parent éonferences (24‘of 44), and about one~third (13 of 37) said-there

were more expulsions. The s%x (an Anélo €0, and three B{ack and'twogIndian
paréﬁ;%) who said there were fewer p@reptwconfgrences, were all from ;he

same school district. | ’ ' K :

A surpr1s1ng number of the Ang1o CO adm1nwstrators sa1d that they did

not know.whether there had been mnre, fewer, or the same number of ch11dren

leaving school because of ‘suspersions (2/20% DK) and expu1s1ons (4/33 33 Pz
DK) after desegregation. Half of the Black prwnc1pa1i§thought more, students
had been expelled or suspended, and 75% (3) of 'the Ang]o prﬁnc1pa1s respond-

ing agreed in regard to suspens1ons, . oo N




A There was a widely-held percepfion that there were fewer instances
of corporal punishment after desegregation. Discounting the_12 who said
that they did not know, 25 of 40 (62.5%) said fé;:? students received
corpcrafﬁpunishment after schools were desegregatéd. Black respondents
'reported this most frequegz}y (11, including nine parents, of the 25).
Seventy-five per cent (9 of 12) of the Black parents reported this condi-
tion. The same number (9 éf 15) said there were more suspensions, and eight x
(of 15) reported more expulsions. x\:jfx/ ]

There were also significant, though generally less pronounced, differ-

ences in miné?ity and Anglo perceptions of which students received the most

punishment after desegregation. Table 8, below reflects these perceptions.

. TABLE 8
PROPORTION OF MINORITY STUDENTS PUNISAED, COMPARED TO ANGLO STUDENTS

RACE: A = Anglo

. . 8 = Black =
-~ - ; gﬂ = Hispanic B
- . . . A = Native Amgrican . © B
. T = Total :
€0 - PRINCTPAL P/C — [ TOTALS GRARD
A B R Rk T 1 A 8 H WA T T X ¥ A RA~ T I & B H NA ! TOTAL
Larger 1/ 1/ {5/ - 5 |4 12/ 2/ 2 20 |9 13 2/ 26
. 100~ 101 33 _ 421 80 100 100 100 47 82 80 100
smller |2/ : oy {, 2 o v 1|y . 3
25 - = 20 w=qg 171 20 116
. ~ N : 2 > ' -
Safta 6/ 6 (v 3/ U 5/ . 73 1 1
75 ‘601 17 60 100 42 - 37 19 25 _
Bon't - Voo ) d . 1/ 1
Knaw 100 10 i ”7 25
— - .
Totals 4 1 1 ¢ 10 |8 5 1 o0 112 |5 12 2 2 21 N9 W& 4 2 41

. e .-
In each set of tWd numbers, the upper represents the number of responsas by the population indicated, and the
lower represents that nusber's percentage of responses for that racial group within that category.
N *

4 L ) , L e
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A1l but one of the parent respondents (one Anglo) agreed that a larger
proportion of minority than white students were‘punished'in'the desggregated

schools. The only_major dfsagreement‘c§me froni Anglo C0s, of whom/none said
ﬁg:e minority students were pugiéged. Six (75%) said the proportion of
mminority and Anglo students punished was the same, and two (25%) said a
§ma11er prqportion of minority s@gdeﬁts was punished. It may be significant,
also, that fewer Anglogharents éhose,to answer this question about who was
punished more (none said "Don't know'), only five (sge Table 8), compared to
12, 13, or 14 responses to the other questions on discipline (see Table 7.
The 26 respondents who had indicated tﬁat they thought minorities were

punished proporticnally more than majority students were queried as to what

factorg'fHEy attributed this phenomenon. As shown on Table 9, below, the
most ;}evdﬁent responses (16 of 45) identifi€d a conflict of values or
culture differences between the minority students and school personnel.

" .Half of these résponses were from Black parents; none were from Black or

other minority administrators. Responses from Black principals included two

that 'ndicatedathat&socio-economic factors were involved, two that said more

minority studenfs ;ere punished because of general tension over desegregation,

and two tﬁat it was caused by teachers' fear of minority students. Two Black

parents also said that teachers' fear of minority‘students caused teachers

to punish those students moré. An Anglo parent, however, feported her per-
'xcaption that thi§ feér of migarity students was the reason for their being

disciplined less than majority students.

£ -
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. TABLE 9
- ) WHY DID MINORITY STUDENTS RECEIVE MORE DISCIPLINARY ACT 1087
RACE: A = Anglo
8 = Black
* * H = Hispanic
- NA = Native Amarican
) T-= Total
) - [{1] . — "PRINCIPAL P/C T TOTALS GRAND
RESPONSE T80 W ®A Y1 A B H HA T A B8 HRL T| A B H M TOTAL
Valuas/culture conflict 4/ . - RY 8 2/ 1/ Wis/ 8 2/ 1/ 18
#lues/cu §7 17 . 53 67 50 31 33 67 50 -~
H ckground i/ 111/ T3 1/ = 415/ 1/
ore Backs ‘117 17 75 7 31 4- ,
Socio-economic factors R 2/ ¢ i1/ ] TPy e 3
/ = 2 }/6 I/B 1/ 3
Student misbshavior 1/ 1/ z 17
udent 17 33 - 50, 5 4 505
Increase in number of 1/ 1 I RTEEE 1
mingrity students 1 17 § ; , .
Teacners afraid of minority [ 2/ Z 2/ 2 &7 4
students 33 13 17
Tension over desegreqation \ 2,; s Z 2/8 2
Schoo01S would rather expel = o
students than deal effec- ‘ , 1/7 1 '6/4 ) 1
tively with them _ ; ; .
. t I 70N 213/ 3 3/ i/ 413/ 5/ 1/ 3
o Jone know 67 _| 50 - 20 33 . 19 21 33
TOTALS . 6§ 3 0 O gl 6 o0 o 124 15 3 2 2416 24 3 2 45
— S -  — -

In each set of two nu=bers, the upper represents the numher of rssponses by the population indicated, and the
lower represents that nusber's percentage of responses for that racial group within that category.

-
-
S

Intervidwed sfédents were also asked their perceptions abou; the

equity of discipline/punishment in their schools, whether any-racial group
had been treatéd easier or harder than otherg; and if so, who. These data
are displayed below in Table 10. }t seems clear that the Studentgq?ﬁé;}viewgd
did not feel so strongly as the parents interviewed that minority studepts
were punished more gggn majority students (cf. responses on Tables 8'and 10).
Of the 50 students responding, only 12% (6) reported that there was dis-
crimination in discipline procedures jn their school, and only 16% (8) daid
that this was the case in their classes. Of these eight who identified a

group as being treated easier, six (75%; 4 Anglos, a Black, and an Hispanic)
f ‘ ‘ N\
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rgsu»: 10
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS:

10-A: 1IN REGARD TO DISCIPLINE, HAVE MEMBERS OF ANY GROUP BEEN TREATED
ANY EASIER OR HARDER THAN OTHERS? o .

A B H NA Total
In school? Yes 3 2 //' Y 6/
13 12 17 12
No 207 1o/ ~~23/° 3%
87 g8 .83 100 88
Total 23 7 3 k] 1)
B [4
.In classes? _ Yes &/ 2/ 8/
25 13 16
No 18/ 18/ 57 KA )
- ' 75 87 100 100 84
N Total 24 [ 3 k] 3
» ¥
10-8: WHO WAS TREATED EASIER? HARDER? '
) i A 8 H MA_~ Total
Easier? . Anglo &/ VY ,,lﬁgffj §/
67 100 _~ 75
) BTack 2/ ' 7
3 25
Hisp.. )
LY
-Yotal =6 1 T — ] )
Harder: ) " Anglo 172 3
50 100 : 60
; Black 1/ ) i/
25 . 20
Afsp. 1/ i/
28 20
L |
; a3 1 * 3

SURTTes Treited harder Tn foothall

In each set of tws nu=bers, the upper reprasents the niumder of responses -
by the population indicated, and the lower represents that nuzber's
percentags of responses for that racial group within that category.

f= " -

~ =
=

said Anglos were; th% oth;e%;%%-feath Anglo--said Blacks were treated

L3

easier. Of the f'i*:% who named a greup as receiving hagrder treatment, three

(two Anglos and 2 Black) z‘g}d whites were treated harder. This Black said

whites were treated hardef }ﬁ feetbéﬂ practice. T J

Thus, of the relatively few stu&gnts who reported di scrimfnatrfry school

or class discipline procedures, the respondents and responses were so mixed
N Vd . .

-
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that no pattern is appareng. Perhaps’agreement between students and paren?s
is no more to be expected than between any other t;o categories. Certaiﬁ?y R
each category--and each respondent--has a different perspective. Although -
it would not ngcesséri?y have produced any more aéreement if it weré\gbe
case, tﬁere were no interviews of parent-child sets from the same family.
Although there was not always agreement among racial groups between
categories about what the pr&bTems were, there is considerable such agree-
ment that many significant problems remained to be resolved. Without 1isting
all 23 problems identified gs unsolved by the respondents in all-six dis-
tricts (see King and Galindo, April 1980; Hi]?iamg, 1980), Table 11-A shows
the totals of these problems by race and all five categories. Tabie 13-8
shows similar totals but only for teachérs, students, and parents, arranged

13

to facilitate comparison by racial group-within categories. Table 11-A shows

TABLE 11-A
DESEGREGATIOH PROBLEMS REMAINING/SOLYED
TOTALS BY RACE AND CATEGORY

*RACE: A = Anglo KA = Mative Azericin
B = Black T = Total
. H = Hispanic
; €0 r fenr Stu B/C TOTALS
*A 8 HHA TIA B HMNA TI/A 8 HKA TIA B HNA TIi A B HMNA TI A B HRA T

Desegregation Problems Remaining

ToTaLs s s 2 slag . 12hsas 6 3s0k3or o 255b3e 5 ssaba e 2a 1 e

i

*

*  Desegregation Probless Solved

TOTALS N A 010'3 4 1 0 8]1? 13_4 23Eh§ 12 3 1321!8 4 2 2%[61 4§12 5122

. -
¢

that according to the 122 reported perceptions of the intejéjewees,-there
have been 23 desegregaticﬁ-réiated‘prbb1ems solved in theif schooTseagd 186

reports of about 42 other problems still needing ajtention.
=
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Table 11-B, especially, shows that there is alsc some degree of agree-

ment within racial- groups betﬁgggrcateggries of teachers, students, and

TABLE 11-8
DESEGREGATIOR PROBLEMS REMAINING/SOLVED

Totals of Desegregation Probiems Solved

. A B .H NA T
’ -
Teacher 17 13 & 2 36 ,

Student 612 3 1 32

Parent/Community 18 14 2 2 36

Totals of Desegregation Problems Remaining .
A B H HA .T

Te;cher ) 15 26 6 3 50
Student 2321 9 2 55

Parent/Cormunity 23 18 6 &6 5S4

2

L3
3

parents. For example, for “desegreéatian problems solved," Anglo teachers,
students, and parents‘respecti;e1y named i7; Ig, and 18; Black respondents
in those cgtegories‘named 13, 12, and 14 problems solved, etc. The same is
true foé “deseg%egatioa problems remaining."” But it should be noted that

. Anglos identified fewer problems remaining than solvéd, and the reverse was

true with each minority group. This is reflected in Table 11-C which shows

TABLE T1-C . -
INTERYIEWEES' PERCEPTION OF DESEGREGATION
PROBLEMS REMAINING, BY ETHMICITY

Anglo °  Minority Total

Interviewses ) ‘
N+ 3 ] . 90 (46.6%) | 103 (53.43) 193
——— Sources of Desegregation ~
frobless Remaining: -
N+4% J72 (38.7%) | 114 (61.3%) 186
i
L




n *

& ~ —rarmm— v

that minorities, making up 53.4% (103) of the interview population, had

61.3% (114) of the (186) responses identifying unresolved problems. This

would seem tq indicate that minorities are aware of more problems related
to desegregation and is thus significant to efforts to measure the effects
of desegregation. )

One other way that the WIEDS project\atthptgd to ﬁeasure the impact
of degggregation, was by asking parents.what effect desegregation had had
in four areas of their children's education. The resulting data are shown

on Table ,12. It seems clear that the perceived-impact of desegregation was
—— L .
TABLE 12 T

PARENTS' RESPCHSES TO QUESTION: “WHAT HAS DESEGREGATION DONE TQ,
THESE THIKGS IN YOUR CHILD'S SCHOOL™ {BY RACE)

+ RACE: A = Angis HA = Hative American

8 = BYack —-T= T
H = Hispanic

. e

School Faciiities/ | Education In-- ~| - Academic i Extracurricular
RESPONSE fouipment i General : Achisvement Activities
- 8 H - HA T A 13 H XA 7] A ] H HA 1 A B H NAR 1
I=proved o/ vy Y o 2r\wu o oy oy 25 1y Yy vy oS8 wo oy ¥ou
S0 81 60 50 39 82 15 60 28 81 75 25 36 &5 " 50 7%
Ko change a7z 2] 2] &2 & W o, T (& 1 1 I 1j& & V1T W
44 12 40 40 12 - 12 25 40 28 6 25 7% 43 12 25 2%
worse - 8/ 8177 1 81 3 [1
' 44 39 6 14 18 25
Don’t know ¥/ \ /Rl z 1l i o IRV
§ 6 § 6 65 __ 6 7__ 6§
TOTALS 18 16 5 4 4318 17 4 5 418 w6 4 4 4a2y14 17 4 & 3

In each set of two nu@e’rs, the upper reprasents the. number of responses by
the population indicated, and the lower represents that number's pércentage
of responses for that racial group within that category.

*

quite positive in these areas, especially for minorities, and particularly

for blacks. While only 50% (9 of 18) of the Anglo parents said that school

facilities/equipment had improved (8 others said "no change” and one "don't

know"), 50% (2) of the Indian-parents agreed, so did 60% (3) of the Hispanics,

and 81% (13) ofdzﬁé Black parents.

Anglo ;:}aren‘ts’l perceptions of some of desegregation's other effects on

their children's schools were not so positive, however. Only 39% (7 of 18)

.
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white parents said that education in genera] had improved, while 44% (8 of
18) said it had decliﬁed sin;%\desegregatiog. For academic achievement,
their report was similar, only-28% (5) said it had improved, and 39% said
5t was worse. ﬁinority parents' _responses indicate that desegregation haa
improved their children's education in general, academic achievement, and.
aven extracurricu]arKactivities.' With the exception of one Black parent
(6% of Blacks responding) wﬁo fe?t that academic achievement had declinéd,
the only one of ihese four areas in which ﬁino;ities (three Biack'pareﬁts
and one'Hispénic) reported that desegregation had had a negative impact for
‘theirgéhildren, wWas in extracufricular activities. p ‘

£

The lack of minority student involvement in school activities such as

fjﬂﬂ§E5Tﬁﬁﬁmethtiubs, school plays, honor societies, student government,
and the like, as well as sports,-was the most frequently mentioned desegre-
qatioh-related problem remaining (25 of 174). Although mentiop of this
problem was generally Qis;ributed among racgsvgﬁd categories, it,ﬁasﬂmost
frequently mentioné§ by Blacks (14 times),' especially giack students’??
4,times,'Ti;;éemsiyﬁﬁghdnotjgg that in their responses to the WIEDS survey,
| many (105 of 131) CO administrators reported that minority participation

in extracurricular activities had been one of their most successful desegre-

gation strategies (4.34 mean effectiveness.rating on a scale of 1-5)..

.Sunmary and Conclusion

=

The lack of minority involvement in school activities represents a
degree of segregation, whether de jure or de facto, within a desegregated
school, one of the second generation problems listed and discussed briefly

at the beginning of this paper. Through its survey and interviews, Project
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" WIEDS identified other instances of second generation’ problems. These are
problems which are caused by acts of commission or omission that discrimi-

nate against minority groups and/or perpetuate the effects of past dis- y

3

crimination, andgéhich‘prevent the integration necessary for maximizing the
~ benefits of desegregation. "

Although minority staff members tended tb be_more invo]ved,fexperignced,
and trained iﬁ desegrébation, they were generally under-represenied in

teaching, administration, and other. positidns which help provide visible \

role models for minority students. ™~ Minority students, especially Black
students, were most offen ideqtified, by themselves and others, as the group
:&av?ng the most difficu]ty with Jesegregation. Minority students were also
identified as being punished more than majority studen§§. Although it may
be that one effect of desegregation was to diminish the incidence of corporal
ggpishment in school, another 'apparent %mpact was that it increased suspen-
sions and expulsions which put more minorityﬁgtudents out‘qf schogl.

/HIEné data also indicate that most minority parent respondents believe
that desegregation had brought them educational benefits--improvements in
thefr-children's school facilities and eqdipment, extracurricular activiiies,
academic achievement, and education in general. But while mi&ority respon-
dents said that significant desegregation:related broglems had been solved, ’
.they tended to bg]ieve that fewer had been solved than white respondents
said were solved. And minority respondents evidently were éware of more
problems yet té be solved than were thtes. While minority respondents were
generally positive in their assessment of how well desegregat%on was working,
they--especially Black parents--tgndedfto/pe less positive thén whites.

i

These data tend to point up ‘the need to assess the impact of desegregation

~
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by various approachés and from the viewpoints of those affected.
; These data also {hdicate the neeq to continue the search for more
!f“effectiie ways to increase the benefits and reéuce‘the burdens of desegre- :
gation. The WIEDS study has produced a few more data indicating, to repeat
St. John, that it is a waste of resources to continue to investigate the
general questioh of whether desegregation benefits children; it does. !The
"pressing need now" is te discover and bring about the school g;nditions
"under which the benefits of mixed schooling are maximized and its hacdships
minimized" (St. John, 1975). ’ '
Besides the hardships of inequitable discipline practices,.segregation .
within schbols, and other prob1éms already discussed, WIEDS respondents
identified other "second yeneration" needs. The most frequently mentioned -
desegregation-related. problems remaining included: (1) the neeékio change
prejudiced attitudes of teachers, staff, students, and Earents; (2) the i
need for more parent iﬁvc?vement in the schools and .for more” home-school

~

cdoperation; (3) the need for more communication among and between teachers,

i

[ 3
~» staff, students, and parents; (4) the need to increase cultural awareness

among teachers and staff; and (5) the general need to improve race relations
“withinthe $chool andjpetéeen home and school. It is to help address these
needs that the NIéE;AProéegiﬁggs‘been conggntrating on conceptualizing and
developing a model and guideT;:zé for more effective inservice education.
It &ppeé;s from the desegreg:tion/intégration and inservice education litera-
“ture, as well as from WIEDS' éwg studies, that more effective IE is essen- .
tial to minimizing negative effects of desegregation*hnd maximizing its many
positive effétts. WIEDS staff have deve1op§d a process;mode1 and se&s of
guidelines for (E} des;grégéEian/%ntéération, (2) multicultural education,
[ ) . ’ i\
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and (3) inservice trainind. Presently the model and guidelines are being
refined and adaptéd Speéifically forause in ‘improving race relations and
home-school cooperation (King and Galindo, 1980/ 1981), -  ° Co
From the WIEDS studies of desegregation-related problems and of solu-
F\tions available through inservice education, it.seém§ clear that effective

-

inSesyice training is critical ‘for efforts_to: (1) improve teachers and <

»

.staffs' knowledge of mindrity cultures, (2)’preven£‘negativg 6lés§rqgm/
$chool experiences which reinforce steregtypeskand prejudices, (3) teach
children to be ethnically Titerate, (4) involve parents coope?ati;ely in
their ch11dren s educat1on, and (5) provide classroom atmOSpheres wh1ch

promote 1earn1ng as welT as interracial understand1ng, fr1endsh1p, and .

“cooperation. - -
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