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This paper b:zetlv reviews the current racial ba!ance b)
ir Philadelphia, 9enh,v‘v=ﬁﬂa public schools and discusses the ‘
developument of an aluation sys*em to assess progress toward
desegrega*ior. Pr *'tv p*oducts and services of the Desegregation
Byaluation Onit, fegmed in 1979, are listed. A number c¢f prcblenms
+ha+ must be addressed in order for the school district to

par*icipate successfully in a voluntary deség*eqation plan are

discussed. -hdiv dual objectives, relating to racial balance,

community invelvenen*, staff develcpment, and acadenic achievement,

are outlired and ways of .evaluating each objective are reviewed.

Finally, serious barriers to voluntgrfy desegregation.are discussed,
particularly the tendency toward "one way" desegregatici: tkat is,
minority students azttend y,cuuwaucyuay white schools, but few white '

studerts voluntarily at*end schools ir mino rlty neighbcshoods.
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.. APPROACHES TO EVALUATING A : .
‘ : SYSTEMWIDE DESEGREGATION EFFORT \

-

1. A HISTORY OF DESEGREGATION EFFORTS IN PHILADELPHIA

]

The .School Bistrict of Philadelphia officially initidted a
-- 'Voluntary Desegregation Plan in February,'¥979. The Emeégency Schoé!
‘Aid Act (ESAA) provided federal funds to assist the School District in
implementing a desegregation pracess which had its beginnings in N
Penésylvania Commonwealth Court some eleven years earl}er.
In February, 1968, the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission

(PHRC) ordered the School District to develoo a-plan to desearegate its

*

schools. The PARC is empowered by the state legislature to.order
Q . - ; = 1
schoo!l districts to desegregate. Pennsylvania law gces bescond

statutes with respect, to desegregation.

The PHRC need npt prove willful intent against a district in order
to take action. The presence of segregated schools is encugh. If a
school district's desegregation plan is not acceptable to the PHPC,

the next step is.Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court. Such was the case in
"Philadelphia. - -
- . .
On July 1, 1577, a Commonweaith Court judge ordered the Boar

Education to '... proceed with the detailed development and imple- \\

s
mentation'! of 3 voluntary desegregation plan. In s&6 doing, the judge. \

*

denied a plea from.the Human Relations Commission tha{ the School District
provide a mandatory back-up plan should the vo!untaf; effort not be

successful. ’ .. -7 —

)
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éy) Without any mandatory back-up, the judge agreed to give the
School District a limited amount of time before reviewing its
= . o .

*+

desegregation progress = until February, !980 fhe 1977“1578 year
/) was set assde.For plann:ng, w:th full- nnplementatton beginning
September, 1978. Any time after the February, L98? date, theé PHRC
could petition the court to take some mandatory actieq if-it felt the
School District was not making adequate voluntary progress.

& R . . .
Several PHRC recommendations for adding involuntary components

2 e

N ) = L3 > l °
to the plan were presented to the Board of Education during the
Spring, 1930. Thay invelved ghe mandatory pairings of some schools

and the chgnging of some school feedér patterns. The Board elected not

* -

LY .
to change its Yoluntary Plan., As a3 régaltd the PHRE voted in June,

1980, to petition Commonwealth Court to force the School District to-

-
-~

modify its strictly Voiuntary Plan to include some ”andatory conponentg
3 7 -
Hearings were held in Janusry, lgél At this writing, no decision has

been arrounced. : *E?G { .

The Yoluntary Plan did not begin in September, 1978.as originally

- . - .
planned. The 0ffice of Civil Rights found the School District to be dut

« of compliance with respect.td the racial balance of jxs faculties. JAs

-

a result, ghe Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) grants, which-were to

3 . i ( I
- supply the majority of funding for the vcluntary plan, were withheld.
S -

Without 'ESAA funding, it would be difficult to begin new deSegregation

-3

=

projects. |t tgQok untiiAFebruary, 1379 to compiete the transfer of

nearly 3,000 teachers so that the programs could begin.”

. T
ﬁ;( . 3 .
) . ”
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o M The Schooi District i¢ operating a Commonweq?th Court approved
- 5

Voldntary Desegreggtion ‘Plan. Gnly school djstricts with court <
f;’ ~ .
approved plans are e!zgxb?e to appiv for Fod ESAA funds to assist

in'the desegregatlon Procese. In effect, there are two masters to

LS

please. The state approves the plan; $he federa! government assists , .

in its financing. s
\ - . é

For the Voluntary Desegregation Plan to be[§uccqssful, parents

and students must volunteer to attend schools so .that racia] isolation

-

=

can be reduced, . .

¢

/P
Participating students receive free transporeation to their new }

i (

schools. The official Board policy pernits voluntary transfers only

. 1
if desegregation ig promoted. Schools that ara oredominantly mirority

can only accept non-minofit students. The reverse is trye
p Y

nantly non-minority schools, The School Di{s¥rict's definition of a

desegregated school Is one in which the non=minority (white) pooulat ipn
£
AY
is between 25% and 75%. Hispanic stydents are considered minority, ;ﬁ

ESAA staff in Washington are willing to accent +hig definition, The - !

PHRC is not.”

“ 1
The Human Relations ?meission‘s definidjon of a desegregated

W

school is sta;ed in terms of black and non- b!ack. Hispanic students are
cbnsidered non-black (unlgss they comprise over 20% of the school's -

population). rcrgine PHRC, a school ig desegregated if it ig not less

. Y
; and B

-

ot less than ho% black. In addition. if

school has over 20% H}spanic enrollment, it will be considered decagre-

gated If it has no less thanh 25% white errollment and no %essttﬁanngé

B -
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black enfollment. The School District and the ?HRC‘h;\e been unable

t e B
8

o]

ree on the definition of a desegregated school. - Each definition

yields a different number of desegregated schoofs by which the School
v ) ) ) 1
-District!s progress myst be measured. .
\‘ ) -
Durihg the danyary, 1981 court hearings, the Scheol District
A

presented Coleman's Desegregation Index as another way to measure °

‘éeségrggation progress.
Il DEVELOPING PROGRAMS FOR YVOLUNTARY DESEGREGATION 8
‘ A : e
The School District developed a series of ''educational oppGftunities

for children' to encoﬁ}ageqyoluntary transfers for desegregation.
. Y »
Scheols and programs yhich were successfully desegregated prior to
WP ‘ " . ¥ F£
+  the Yoluntary glan became part of the overall desegregation effort.

tese inclyded several former alternative programs, Academics Plus
. h - -

N : .
back tq basics schools, and the nationally respected Parkway Program.
Hew programs for desegregation were, in many cases, atftempts to

« replicaté already successful desegregated situations. Schools were b
r'Y .
selected if, in the opinion of Schoo!l District experts, they could be

P hY
desegregated bn a fo}untary basis with the addition Qf a specialized
= < i

program. ESAA funds were sought to assist in financing these programs.
) L3
Since the start of the Voluntary Desegregation Plan, the School
= 3 ) /’"
;‘ .‘
Distriét has applied for and received ESAA grants for Basic, Pilot, {

-
-

' Magnet, Neutral Site Planning, and Other jpecial Projects.
° . . ~
Basic Grant’projlects address problems incident to the elimination

- *

or reduction of minority group isolation in a school district. They s
\ T o . ‘
are placed in neighborhood schoals. Th¥School District has’received
-7 ’ . - .
\. ¢




Basic Grant funding continuously since February, 1272 .

-

/)Plldt Grant projécts address problems 5ncideﬁ§\¢o the edu~ N
cational deficiencies of minority students in p%edominant%y minority

schotls not affected by the desegregation plan. The 1379-1980 school

* year was the last year ESA«Aauthorized FPilot Grant projects.

Magnet Grant p%ojg&ts address problems inciden} to the elimination
- J
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curricula designed to attract a desegregated student pooulation, and

‘

4 - . . . .
are usually placed inaneutral site easily accessible by %ubix: trans-y
»
portation, The™School District has received Magnet Grant funding
continuously since February, 1978., . v

Neutral Site P}anﬁﬁn Grant projects are given togs schocl district
J g =]

in order to enable it to ;%an adequately for new Magnet schools. The
H
’ . = . - . . i . . . - ’ .
School District received,Planning Grant funding for the development of
. . " T ’ : . e
three new Magnet high scthools in July, 1980. They are scheduled-.to
. ; nr ’ »
* o~ o
open in September, 1981. - .
g k

Other %pecial Projects grants may be given to z school district at *

the discretion of the Secretary of the Department of Education. They f

=

may be used for any activity authorized by an ESAA grant. The Schopi T '

*

District reﬁﬁiﬁed‘Sgecial Project Grant funding from Septe-ber, 1379 to

J -

h Y N
December, 1980. Several Special Projects ware terfinated by ESAA prior - _—

to December, 1980. . T S b v

» AN - * . - - -~
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~ - Through the use of thesew%unds, the School District deve}oped -
. } .

programs around gight‘bas?é models: pairing, enrichment, middle

. —
school alternatives, music and art, multi-lingual/multi-cultural,

PR

student concerns, child development, centers and special curriculum

13 £ .

magnets, - . ] \ s ]

I

(%2}

Y y b
cine programs were whole schgo!,'some’served selected grades

within a school, and some were in many scheols. All programs and
NS .
projects were dggugﬁed in the hope that they would attract the deseg~

l - *
- rejated student populations that the PHRC insisted on, at a price thq*
— , : . .
ESAA budget officers were willing to fund. . .
- . '
- Since April, 1979, many of the brojects thai}ESAk has refused
. ‘ '

. ST |
to fund have beeh askumed by the School District's limited operating

" .

- 111" THE DESEGREGATION EVALUATION UNIT

As required by federal regulations, each ESAA proposal ingludes

-
+

3n evalwation component, T?e Desegregation Evaluation Unit was formed
- * ' . (4’
in February, 1979 to provide evaluation services to the School] District

% .

in its desegregation efforts. The six person unit was placed within the

Office of Research and Evaluation's Federal Evaluation Resaurce Services
division. ) o

* - <
In addition, the Division of Admi}%&trative and' Survey Research

Services provided enrollment data to tHe unit in the Foﬁg of special
- L

reports detailing the changes In racial balance within schodls:
E 4
. From its creation, there was no lack of work to complgte. Deseg~

regation programs, committee chairpersons, staff development sessions,




e

Id

. ¢ . R
and proposals for new funding all competed for the unit's time.

. To manage more effectively, a prioritized list of products and
- - ¢

7 . . . -
services was developed. | Priority producgs included: (1) Needs
Assessment and enrollment data necessary for ESAA grant submissions;
4

+ (2) completing requests for data for legal Eounsal to use w(th the
PHRC; (3) interim and final reports required by ESAA regulations;
g&) speclal reports for School District comménjt% and staff; and
(5) instrument development in the area of racial tolerance a{és

understanding.

(1) eval

Priority services included:

-t

evaluation servsices to project’

personnel, including monitoring, testing, consultation, data
. £ .
collection, and staff development; (2) requests from desegrdgation
: : . %
program sta&ff; (3) requests from various citizens advisory councils;
- AY

and (4) requests from the Office of Federal Programs. :
Aside from providing evaluation services, proposal éevelopme%t
This includes respons-

- -

ibility for the feeds assessment, enrollment figures, objectives

is the key function of the evaluation unit.

and*“="

. \ . . . . . b
their evaluatio deszgnx\and timeline for implementation.
z

Prgposg}s are graded competitively. Voluntary desegregation
plans are not considered as cost effective as mandatory desegregation
* 1 .

. - - r
plans. This accentuated the need for high ”qual?ty“ points in each

proposal area.’
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Problems Associated with the Implementation of, the Desegregation Plan

The evaluation unit participated in an intensive review of the

] -
. existing conditions in all Philadelphia scha®ls. The implementation of

A ' ’

o * ’ Y
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the voluntary plan required resources and assistance for problems

& ~
Inclidental to the desegregatlon efforts. '
Five basic problems were identified. These probiems needed t#

be addressed in order for the School District to successfully

participate in the Voluntary Desegregation-Plan.

«

Problem 1. If the plan is to be successful, atudents ruat be attructed
to and retained in the schools to which they voluntarily transfer to - _
achieve dgsegregation.

P

\
There are a large number of racially identifiable, racially

.

isolated schools In Philadeiphia. 1In addition, there are a number of
schools with student populations that differ from the neighborhoods in
which they are located. Here, non-minority students attend parochial

or private schools, rather than attending their neighborhood schools.
A ]

ey
b 1]
——ty

ective projects would have to be designed to reverse this trend.
1Y

k1

fficultites were caused\by geographic separation as well., ~
- - el s . - * - N -
Proflem 2. ghen students of different racial ard ethnic backgrounds
re Droug Z r vecrs of vacial isolation, there ig a
porential for friction and misunderstandings.
i | .
The more new 'students that elect to volunteer each year, the

greater this problem may become. e

3

Approaches aimed at m?nimi%?ng and eliminating these and other
problemsﬁéégg., resegregation within the school, maintaining High

educational standards, offering innovative programs, providing materials
and equipment, and preparing staff) must not be ‘ignored., .
k - .
Probiem 3, Parents and children who are§voluntari2y enrolled in
schocls oulstle of their neighborhoods may feel igolated from the new
school community. On the other hand, parents and children who live
in and attend schools in their own neighborhoods may view the influx
of eniidren and parents of other races with some concern.




. .
Parln;s and communities must receive the preparation necessary

fo; accepting voluntary desegregation on a large scale. As more

~ parents elect to transfer their Fh%?dren for desegregation, this
problem must continually be addressed. Opposition to mapdatéry assigﬁ-

ment was previously demonstrated in the réjeégion of the Pennsylvania

Human Relations Commission's recommendation for such a component.’

L4 r 4 L.
Problem 4, Teachers who have been transferred in order to achieve
racial balance of school facultiles may not be familiar with their
gchool commmnity enygronment. In addition, where involuntary transfers
have begn ingtituted, teachers' attitudes mau be less thon positive.

blenol
Y
The problems associated with peﬁzher movement were critical. In -

new

IGJI-

response to a 1978 requirement by the Office for Civil Rights, the

L 4
School District transferred more than 3,000 .teachers to achieve

g - . N .
racially balanced facultlies. Teacher lay-offs and subizgyent rehirings,

* .
‘as mandated by a recently negotiated teachers contract (September, 19%0)
: < '
were responséb}e for the movement of over 1,000 teachers. In-

4

Deceémber, 1980, an additional 850 teachers were reassigned with the system.
. -

Problem 5. Continuity of instruction may be negatively affec

students elect to transfer. If a transfer to achieve des

has a negative impact on the qualify of education that student

entitled to receive, parents may be reluctant to Permit their cpiliren

to volunteen,: ‘ . //{

|
- Although the voluntary plan does not-gddress itself to providing

remedial g;rvfces, many children in‘racially isolated schools partici-
¢ .
pate In Title |, ESEA. If they transfer to schools which are noty
¢ . .
Title | eligible, they'will no longer, be able to receive these .

compensatory services. The School District must continue to provide
- N ) A . \./
‘these services for pupils who 'transfer to other ESAA projects.

5 » i
Additionally, academically talenteé students must not be negativelfy

.

Q - /
B RIC ' S o
E' FullText Provided by ERIC ~ ) - : *
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affected by electing to transfer tq new schools. This problem. . -
1
must be continua}ly addressed as new 3% ts .elect to transfer into
y * 3 .

these‘prognéms, replacing students who move on to other desegregated

Y

ings.
settings. . ,

-*  Each of the five problems basic to the implementation of the
, .
Voluntary Besegregation Plan may be reflected s a corresponding need.

- -

% M
Needs in Relation .to ldent iffed Problems

\ -
veed 1: There is a need for minority and non-minority students to
Luntarily enroll in schools to advance the desegregation efforts. .

2 ! "Pupils who have been racially isolated hgve the need to develop
Lerarce and ynderstarnding of the behaviors and permonal beliefs of
of different backgrounds. Innovative activities and supportive
es that will promote understanding among students of different
are inprefore, required. :

l"ﬁ'

ol My
Y

Lo

)
(S V I FSY
[ Y

-
N

Jeed 33 There s a meed to reduce parent/corrunity feads and apprehensione
aouz voluntary desegregation. , -

wees 4@ Teachers need to implement new cugmicula as specified by the
activities within the Basic Grant and they need to instruct children

who have previously been racially isolated. Y

Teed §: There i€ a need to ameliorate the discrepancy between students o
fed in minority “isclated schools und Lhuse that are in predominantly |

non=tinority scnools in terms of achiewement, attainment rates, attendancd,
and otner student concerms (i.e., suspension, expulsion). !
- . /

i

/
Objectives in Relation to Identified Needs * /

' /

!
Each need is reflected in a corresponding objective. Each objectfge'

i
i

is evaluateds No two objectives can be evaluated exactly the same way./
o3y /

) . .
The, objectives and their evaluation are logical extensions of the

needs and problems. f J ‘ %

* #

PROBLEM ——=— NEED = BJELTIVE <) EVALUATION

3

i
If thiz problem-need-objective-evaluation relationship seems /

> I
elementary, it is. An%'that's good. Central office desegregation staff
and teachers in the schools became familiar with evaluation as an

—lq—y 12

———— e
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* lIntegral part of the entire desegregation process. LiftTe time was

-

spept in explaining or Jusgva:nq proqram evaluat:on and its related

Objectlives to be evafu%teﬁ and the evaluation techniques follow:
| : , .

.6bjective 1 o :

s

actnvntles. Evaluation bei?nged. T

*

To contimie to maintain or ﬁpﬁove the raq;al balarce of the deoegre—
gated snhools in which the vzwposed activities are wplarenfed

*hab by June, 1381, the propoption of mincrity to won-mincrity s,gﬂeﬁ+*

‘i not less than 25% nov greater than 75% as stated ir the Volunt: ary
Desegregation Plan.

Evaluafigg,» rSV - .

The Pupil Dlrectory Information File (PDIF) is a regularly maintajneds
system that is used to keep track of individual pupil information such
as school, grade, and room. The PDIF also contains an indicator for
each pupil's_race. The Novembetr 1980 update of this Fil; will be used
to produce a report on the racial distributions of each program.

The results of later updates bf the PDIF will be reported so that
project administrators may be kept informed of changes in the perceptage
of minority and non=minority students at each site. / -

The techniques specified will enable the evalation team to determipe
the degree to which the need for minority and non-minority students .
to voluntarily enroll, in the project has been addressed. Descriptions
of progress toward attainment will be produced after each pupil

irectory update. The final June, 1981, update will be used to measure
the objective, -

Objective 2 ) . -

During the 1980-1981 gchool year, students who rarticipate in rrogravs

designed to meet the special needs ineident to the elimingtion 57

mmnorﬁty group tgolation and disgrimingtion will deronstrgte a p@sztzu
- incregse in tolerancs, aworeness, and underszanding of paers frem

dafferert ractal or cultural Lackgrownds as neaeured—au an increase .

in the wumber of cross-racial friendships from Hovember, 1380 to

May, 7§82 on the revzsed Clasaroom Perception Inventory.

£

’Qo

Evﬁ!uation -

The Classfoom Perception Inventory was developed by Robett E. Slavin
at the, Center for Social Organizatlon of Schools, Johns JHopkins Uni-

versity. It is a soclometfic measure that has been successful in
measuring cross-raclal friendships. .
4 -
. _ .
. | . -

~
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The Classroom Perception Inventory will be administered in
November, 19860 and again in May, 4981, to a stragified random
sample of desegregated classrooms. An increase “in tolerance, aware-
ness, and understandlng should be reflected by an increase in the
number of cross-racial friendships, .

L

1

‘In addition, the evaluation team is in the process of developéng
an Affective Observation Scale. This scale is designed to measure
tolerapt behaviors of students in’free choice situations. Peer-

eer interactions, are videotaped so that observers may be trained
and behlviors classified. s

Objective 3

-

To rromote cﬁﬁ%un;,g involvement with pdrents and other commnity
merbeng through the use of vhone cails, mee tings, workshops, wrztvan
corrunieation, and confererces during the 1980-1981 school year to
“<he. axtent that 20% of the parents o elemantary and secondhru 3chool
crildren in the rroject -zre contacted by the rrocram staff, as measured
Ly ire Basiz Zrant Parent Survey.

Evaluation . : -

In order to determine the level of parent/community involvement for
the projects, the evaluaztion-team will develop record keeping forms
and procedures for.the collection of data on coritacts between programs
and the community. The forms will be revxewei and summarized periedi-
cally to determine the extent of the projects' efforts in Tight of the
established criteria. The school counselor will be responsible for
keeping records of these comtacts. ‘4%

necludes parents of children enrélled in each of
the grant projectsy pifig the 1980-1981 school year, the evaluation
team will observe hops, meetings, and conferences in order to
collect information regarding the extent to which activities have been
implemented that deal with the reduction of fears and apprehensions
about voluntary desegregation. It is believed that such parent/
‘tommunity contacts will reduce these fears and apprehensions.

The target popula

In May, 1981, the evaluatlion team will administer the Parent Survey
to a stratified random sample of parents of children. enrolled in

desegregation pro;ects in order to determine the.amount and quality of
thede contacts.

Objective 4 (\ .

In order to meet the special needs of teachers and other staff arising
fram their assignment to new schools, or involvement with pupils who
will be néw to the schools, each kaacher tnd paraprofessional aseociated

<

- . #

- b4

- A —

gl on o
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with desegregation programs will receive, by June, 1381, irainirg in:
inter-group Pelations; development of specialized curricula; teaching
skills; ardd cnuracierisiies of effeciively iniegraied scrools; s i
indicated by the existence of speeific plars for etarly developmen-
within each program and the attendance records for each trainirg
sesston. Jhe Staff Development Survey will be admiqisterel in
June, 1381 in .order to determine staff perceptions of the effeosivencsc
of the training. .

I ]
4§va¥uatfbn . .
In order to document the implementation of the staff development?
=™ component of each program ig the areas of intergroup relations,
specialized curricula, teaching skills, and the characteristics of
effectively integrated schools, there will be ongoing observations of
the training sessions by the program evaluastors. Also, trairing
session plans and attendance records will be reviewed so that inform-
ation for both program management and outcome evaluaticn purposes may
be developed. It is expected that all staff involved In each progran
will receive staff development in the areas specified. Their involve~
ment in' these activities should result in imoroved apprcaches and
improved intergroup relations. '
® . - .
In June, 1987, the evaluation team will administer the Staff
Development Survey to a stratified random samnle of teacher
. staff in order o determine their percestions of the effectivensss of
the training sessions. . )
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Objective 5 .

. Studenis enrolled in Irstructional Frricime )
Enrichment Ceniers, and #iddle Years Alterngzice Z o
or improve their national percentile ranking in readirg ond =msho—ziice
* ofrom February, 1980 to February, 1981 as mecsurei 3y the Calircrniz

‘Achievement Tests (CAT). .
Evaluation . -

The School District's citywide testing program data from the February, .
1980 and February, 1981 administrations of the CAT will be used to

compare the pretest and posttest differences for individual students
enrolled in these programs.

Determination of improved achievement as specified in the objective in
reading and mathematics for the 1981-1982 school year will be deternined -
by using the nationally-normed California Achievement Tests. Since

these data will be analyzed for each program, information dealing with
.the specific target populations will be preﬁented. It is assumed that

g _ .
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participation in these enrichment™programs will have a positive effect
upon achievement levels to the extent that.students are able to
maintain or improve their percentile ranks from 1980 to 1981. Sdnce
the Schoo] District has a voluntary desegregation plan, the avdil-

ability of a Tegltlnate control group is precludéd Thus, ‘each

* individual in the program acts as his/her own control.

V ATTEMPTING YO MAKE EVERYONE HAPPY _ t

H

Five separate problem areas an? their corresponding needs,

objectives and evaluation ées?gns have been identified}) So too have |

the eight basic program modelsi the School District has deve!ope&zto

encourage voluntary desegregatibn.
f— -~

Even trying to keep the evaguation as mahageable as is possible

P

stiil results in ftve objectives for each of eight different educationa%

»

orograms in 76 -schools. If the desegregation programs were only ''basic

skills,' or only "music enrichment,” or only.''pairing," the task would

. . !
be much easier. ‘As it Is, the objectives and their evaluation are less

proegram specific than they are desegregatlon general.

=&
T

The eva!dbticn unit operates bn as many levels as‘there are clients.

The needs of each t]:ent differ. An e%ﬁlyﬂcriticism of ESAA program

LS * H

officers in wishihgton was that th%re were too.many overall objectives.
An early’criticism from school prinbipals ﬁnd'pregram coordinators was

-~ .
that the objectives were not prograg specific, The challenge was to

make everyone happy. .. .

Aggregating data was necessary for ESAA initial and final reports

I3

to Washington. They were of little Yalue to individual school programs.

1 ’
The individual schools were lesg Interested in how all of
the projects fared in one area than tpey were in the progress of thair
. . * £
particular project in that area. Whil

fully acknowledging this need,




’ - .

the evaluation ‘unit wasfstill taxed in Its efforts to meet it on a

school by school, project by project basis. Decisions of greatest

good for the .greatest number frequently had to be’ made.

) Written repo}ts were limited to those required for continued .

funding. The evaluation unit could write reports, or it could evaluate
4 . . -

programs. There was not enough time to do both. The unit specialized

in providing process evalustion services on a school or project basis.

Anything that came out .bn a summarized written report was already old

E
=

news to the teachers arid coordinators responsible for the programs,

A1l services to individual projects wers documented by progrz- ~znitoring

. —
reports. . .

Still, it Is difficult to make everyone happy. Fer example, the %

rner of

evaluation unit is not always happy. They have collected all =

Qar

interésting data. |f they only had the time to disserinate,tnem...

VI THE NEED FOR EFFECTIVE MULTIPLE MEASURES
fé
On the individual school or project level, each objective ic

] - :
stated In téms of an evaluation question. The evaluation of the

vciuntaélidesegqggation plan seeks answers to five questions:
t*- ;

RS

1. Are students volunteering so that szhools Leecwe desesrszzzell

2. Do the students get glong witn each other in their neu
" .
gchools:
, .
3. rhre §aré§t3 trwolved and informed?
N i
4. Are teachers and other staff receiving the necessary training
so that the programs are properly implemented?
1t = . :
5. Mw has the desegregation plan affected students’' achievemen:
in basic skills?
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1. Are students volunteering so that schools become .
: desegregated?

v -

\  This question is answered through the use of the Pupil Directory

5 -~

Information File (PDIF) updates-in October, January, Apri}l, and
x June. On the school level, the actual number of voluntary transfers

in or out is computed. Thls is the easiest question to answer. ‘!t
is also considered the most impo;;;nt. bnless the school become%s

desegregated, there is no program left to evaluate. ESAA withdrawg
its funding.

. . 4 . I T T
tng stuienis zet glong with each ciner in their nev gchool?
. " ’:

-

Ly
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This question Is answered in several different ways . Primaéily,
stgdents;a?e observad throughout the schoo! day by a member of the
evaluation unit. Regular donitoring, as wegl as discussions with
principals, teacherdy aiaes, and students gj?e the evaluator the best

s

sense of how well the students are getting along.
E * 1 L ) lfj .
Observations during free choice situations (unobtrusively of
course) have also proved invaluable, The unit has experimented with ’
video taping in the school vards and lunch rooms in order to cate-
gorize different types of behavior in desedregated situations.

Students in grades three E;gg@ght’are administered the Class-

room Perception Inventory on a ratified random basis. The socijo- =
.

ic measure has been successful in measuring cross-racial friendships.
H

On the secondary level, a locally developed instrument desligned

metr

to measure racial tolerance and understanding has been successfully
:
field tested.




3. Are parents involved and informed?

This question is answered on the school levek through the
7

‘project personnel themselves. The school secretary, principal,

- IS

teachers, and counselors regularly communicate with parents. These
[

A
contacts aregfecorded. Flyers and announcements are shared with the

evaluation unit.
Meetings and staff development sessions directeg at parents and

community are attended by the evaluators. .
- - ¢ :
- [ ’
y il
To gnswer this question on a citywide basis, a parent/phone

y

survey istadministered to a stratified random sarple of parents in

the spring.

: 3 -
o s e
—a ot —

Ha

This questioﬁ is answered-several different ways as well. The
evaluation unit regularly attends scheduled staff development sess}ons

- ¥ £ ) *
for project personng! in a school. Once a session has been completed,
* : ’ - L3 3 = 3 »
the evaluator monitors the project in the classroom to see if, in
fact, the teacher or aide is using the skills that were presented

[y

In the earlier staff deve!opmentgsession. feedback Ig supplied, not
-«

‘only to, the school staff, but to the person or persons -who led the

staff development session as well.

-
Y
H

To answer this question on a citywide basis, a staff develop-

ment survéy is administered to a stratified random sample of school g
staffs in the spring. - f!
# ¥
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5. How has the desegregation plan affected students'’ )
.- - achievement in basic skills? . ’

Although the School District tests all students in reading

: -

and mathematics on the California Achievement Tests as part of its
»citywidq‘teééing program, this question Es best answered on an

. individual student basis. . -
Y,

K rForEind?vidual schools who have participated in the Voluntary
Desegregation Plan for two test administrations, the answer to BRhis
qu;stion was not an easy one to explain. Teachers and principals

- felt their schools were ''doing better." |Individual students gﬁf b

grades within schools did, in fact, show an increase in achievement.

The evaluation team was unable to attribute this finding solely

* l;l b.b * !:“;X 13 L]
to individual students' participation in the %gsagregatton projects.,
The fact remains, however, that new students, mostly minority,
I * ‘ -
voluntarily enrolled for the purposes of desegregation in schools that
#

- s

were predominantly non-minority. IThese,schools showed no loss in

-~ achlevement. |n fact, the majdrity of grades actually gained over
- #
;
two test administrations, %

M -

The need for effective multiple measures canpot be discolinted.
. .

Desegregation Is not completed simply %gcause students have tgans-

ferred to their new buildings. On the individual school level,

) only adequate answers to each evaluation question can detérmine

whether or not the desegregation process may be considered successfyl.
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VII BEYOND THE OBJECTIVES >

The evaluation unit is both capable and caring. This com-

I

bination allows them to conduct professional evaluations of

edué;tional'programs that are designed to}kncdﬁrage desegregation.

Certalnly, the probfem;need-object¥V§- evaluation relationship has .
7 * ¢ . / %
proved effective on the district Ievel{\ So,too have the evaluation

qﬁestions been successful on(tre school level. Good evaluition
notwithstanding, one should rbt get the iépression that the Voluntary
, Desegregation Plan is ''the anSwer." — . .

The racial distribution of the' genaral.,population and public

schools 1s very different. While the city population is estimated

to be 48% minority, the School District is over 70% nminority..

Philadelphia has one of the largest paro¢ﬁ%al school systems in the
. -

Zountry. It Is far more segregated (and far more white) than is the

@ District. Of the 28% of the School District that is white,
the vast majority live in the northeast portion of the city.

Tife School District's Voluntary (or free choice) Plan was

offic{ally created by a Board Resolution which approved the policy .

" that permixted voluntary transfers of students only if desegregation

9
is promoted. That is‘.preécminantly minority schools can accept only
3 -

H
non-minority transfers; predomimantly non-minority schools can
accept only minority transfers, ESAA funds were séént to create

i s i
programs that would att'ract students of the "nzeded' race Into the

- .
school. Free choice for some is, in reality, fo choice for others. - :
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Blackdt;udents In predominantly white schools are unable to take

-

advantage of any of the desegregation programs. The same holds
true, of“course, for white students in predominantly black schools.
Their -leaving adversely affects the racial balance of a sending school.

Publicity efforts designed to make students and their paéents

»

sensitive tp the many worthy ''educational options' available as part

z b3

of the VO}Untary Desegregation Plan brought a tremendous number of
/ .
- transfer requests. Students in the "adversely affected' group have
no '"'options.'" For them, this is a forced, invaluntary, no-éhoice,
f 3, Py
sf{ay where you are desegregation plan. ’ .
1)

Transfers are limited by the School District's neighborhood .
school policy. A desegregation program placed in a neighborhood géa

school is open, first, to all school age children living in the

neighborhood. A program placed in-a predominantly white school must

first serve its neighborhood whites. Only if there is room can
. - =

\ - =
non-whites transfer .in for the program. This leavef minority
* .

&
4 L]

students on waiting lists for programs designed to attract them.

Evg{y effort is made to get these students off waiting lists and igto

b
other pregrams. There are stil] more minority students waiting to.

be served than there is room for them.-

- §
There is plenty of room for nor-minority students in minority f)

- +

p
schoolge Only neutral site magnet rchools have successfully attracted

[N

"~ | : . .
white students. %ﬁn attitude of "if they want to come here, fine, L

*

but don't,make us go there'' is present among most white parents.
. A i b <

&
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.~ Desegregation programs that have been placed in minority schools
. C

ot funded by £3AA after the fTrst year. They were not cost

effective,
4

Many principals 'In minority schools have expressed serious dou%gs
. © .

about a desegregation plan that encourages. their very best students to

[+

transfer, leaving them with fewer high achieving, well attending,

youngsters (and parents) in their schools.

L4 ’ . . . '
Even the Pennsylvania Human Relations Cormission has acknowledged

thatAﬁany Qinority students can not be dssegregated given the demo=

E

. graphics of the School District.

For all intents and purposes, the evaluationjunit is evalvating a
3 i

t one=-way desegregation plan.
' vini fHINKING AHEAD ¢
There are still questions to be answered: ‘
) !s'one—way deseg;egaii%n better than no desggregation? -
. , . ng much more voluntary desegregation can be expected?
. What will happen to the Voluntary Deseg}egation Plan (and the
evaluation unit) if ESAA grants are cut in favor of the
proposed Reagan block grants? o
Up to nqw,.t7é Voluntary Plan has received favorable press for
its programs, if not for [ts student movement. During Lg?é-]???ﬁ \}
. tﬁé'year prior to court approval of the plan, there were 47 dese- ’
gregated 'schools serving 40,171 students. By fall, 1980 there weare
79 desegregated schools serving 62,063';tudents. Still, only 27.7%
« =
Tt ' of Philadelphia's students are in desegregated schools. ’

LY
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Tke School Distrigy's attitude towards desegregation has always

beefdl one of ''creative procrastinatign." It should prove Interesting

from a political (if not from an eva!uat!oﬁ) standpoint to see what.

the next few months hold., ~
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