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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report encompasses tyo major projects conducted pursudnt to
this Researéﬁebontract. The majer éoals of these two projectsvwere as
follows: | _ ' |
1.. Touprovide specific information'about district level effects

of current educational policies and‘progfams on desegregation
goals. '
2. To provide guidance for futUre school desegregation reseah;h
~ reflecting the practical needs and concerns of professionals
frqmuother disCiplines as their work relates to school deseg-A

regation;

The retionale for thekfirst of these two pnojects derives from the ‘
fact fhat'school'desegregation, whether under a court-qrdered_plah or as
@ result of voluntary action, takes place within the context of numerous
other educational policies end programs. These policies and programs,
in?olving federal. state, or local actions, may help or may;hindef ;he implee ’
mentetion and outcomes of desegregation efforts ‘when they comertogether
at the district level. Littlelis_knowny however, about the actual effects
of the interaction between these educationai policies end pregrams and
the desegregat%oﬁ pfocess or about specific policy steps that may need to
be taken to control those effects. |
| This study wes conducted to describe fhe manner in which selecteév
federal and state educational policies affect educational equity at the‘ |
local school district level in twoAdistricts that have been desegregated -
for several years. The educational pelicies and programs fall under the

rubric of qompensatory education. They include Title I of the Elementary and
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SecondaryAEducation Act, 1965; Article 3 of theJﬁlchigan Public Act 94

(1979);'billngual educational programs supporte by both the U,S. Govern-
ment and the State of'Mjchigan; and, to a li‘lted extent, the Emergency
School Aid Act. y "
In this study/ the degree of educatio al equity in the schools is
.identifled by (1) the extent of resegregat1on within the schools; (2) the
‘extent to which schools provide a common ed cat1onal exper1ence for all
students or differentiate in objectives, cur icula, and mater1als for tar-

get students; and (3) the achievement outcomes for target students in the

—

var1ous compensatory proqrams : \

A ,
Although compensatory ‘education programs have generally been intended

to contribute to equal educational opportunity for rac1al and ethnic minori-
ties, this study examines whether and to what extent these programs actually
may have enhanced educational equity’ in two desegregated school districts

or may have functioned to maintain or enhance educational inequities. .

wh1le this study des ibes the way in which federal and state educa-

' tional_policies and programs have functioned in only wo school districts,
these case studies shotld provide a foundation for the design of more com-

_prehensive researchyéz the impact of educational policies and programs on

educational equity2<§_ |

| The meth és in this study were designed tondet rmine the degree to

which thé'impl mentation of compensatory education’programs--Title I,

Article 3, E AA and bilingual--1n these two school districts {nhanced

the equality of educational opportunity The criteria for determ1n1ng the

contributipn of each program to equality of educational goals were. (1) -
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the extent of resegregation within the schools; (2) the degree to which .
the_schools provided a common educational experience for all or differ-
 entiated in objectives, curriculum, and materials for target students;
and (3) the achievement outcome among target students in the various
compensatory programs. ' '

Three basic procedures uere used to obtain the information reported
in this study- (1) conducting focused 1nterviews, (2) making observations, ¢
and (3) reviewing related district documents, proposals, and reports )
office personnel, principals, compensatory education instructional staff,
special education teachers, and.regular classroom teachers in‘the two
school districts under study. _

Observations of students' educational experiences were conducted,
- with students randomly selected from the target lists of compensatory
education students in each of the districts. The purpose of these obser;
vations Was»to compare and contrast the educational experiences of students ‘ =
involved in various combinations of compensatory education programs and
to provide information to supplement the interviewers' data.

The third procedure‘used, that of reviewing written materials,
involved the gathering and reading of a variety of district publications
to locate information related to resegregation, differentiation, and out-
comes. lhe documents and district publications reViewed included numerous
memoranda and brochures regarding such topics as school and student

eligibility for compensatory-education programs, desegregation history,

and district budgets.
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'rn sumnary of the findings of this study, it appears that while

lneither of the two school districts”has overtly resegregated'within

' sChools on the basis of race, the compensatorx_education programs which
we have examined function in each of\the schoolﬂdistricts to .resegregate
the poor and minority students in several ways. The most obvious of
these is the practice of "pulling-out" the students for Title I, Article
3, bilingual, and, in some cases, ESAA programs. Eligible students are

. specifically identified and regularly taken out of the mainstream class-
rooms for instruction or other activities. These students are generally
ddsproportionately black and/or members of ethnic minority groups.

! Pull-out and other patterns of resegregation jn the elementary}

schools generally were due to three factors, according'to the staffs in

. the two districts.‘ The first reason given for the need to‘provide

encourage the practice. The easiest way for school staffs to provide

federal and state agenc1es Wlth evidence that the allocated resources go

R e Tt o e e A
i

- only to the target population is to isolate that populat1on from the non- -
| compensatory population. Although the intended or manifest purposes of
Title I, Article 3, and bilingual programs are to overcome the disadvantages
of target populations and enhance the possib1l1ty of an equitable education
" for all, a latent or’un;ntended function of these programs is to resegre-
gate the target students at least part of the time within the school.
The second criteyion used in th1s study to examine the effeot of
several federal and state educatlonal programs and policies on deseorega-

|

‘ " separate instructional prcgrams is that federal and state regulations ' -
|

|

tion goals was the degree of differentiation in objectives, expectations,. ;

|




and instroctional programs'provided target students in comparison to -
non-target students in the two school districts. Again,»there is no
Aevidence'that differentiated programs were provided overtly on the
basis of race. Programs were differentiatad, however; for ﬁthnic
minorities with language background different from‘English. In accord
- with what were perceived as appropriate bilingual educational programs,
| minorities identified by a d1fferent language and cultural origin were
systematically provided differential instruction in English and, to some
extent, in their native 1anguage and culture.

Although the Title I and Article 3 compensatory education programs
" did not overtly differentiate betWeen blacks, whites, and other ‘minorities,
the eligible and target‘populations were clearly disproportiOnately black
and ethnic minority students.

The primary goals of federal Title I, bilingual, and Emergency
School Aid Act programs are to assist in overcoming educational disad-
vantages and to proVide equitable education. These are clearly in har-
mony with the goal of desegregation, that is, the equal protection of the
.laws, or equitable education. The state compensatory education program
under Article 3 of Michigan Public Act 94 has a similar goal with parti-‘t
cular reference to basic skill achievement. Analysis»of the way in which
these programs have functioned in two desegregated school districts in-
dicates that the specified programs have not provided,equal protection

and equality of education as measured by the criteria of resegregation,

differentiation, and achievement.




The~emphasis in the federal and state policies and guidelines for -
the several programs tends to reinforce;"perhaps require, differentiation
and resegregation.” Pull out for separate differentiated educatioral
services for compensatory education students is stimulated by the need
to account for the use of resources for ‘the eligible population and the
emphasis upon supplementary serv1ce rather than supplanting regular
services. This pull=out, combined with the theories of indiv1dual dif-

| ferences in learning abilities and individual needs, clearly’promotes
the practices of differential:objectives,:differential expectations,
and differentiated programs with the concomitant resegregation of students.
‘ If the two case studies of desegregated school districts are
typical of desegregated schools, the policies and practices characteris-
tic of Title I, Michigan Article 3, bilinguaiz'andﬁESAA programs shoold
be changed. These policies 'should emphasize the go;i“of equiiable high -
quality education for all, rather than endorsing differentiated individualized :
" educational objectives. School.districts should be rewarded for overcoming
the disadvantages of the target populations, whether minority or majority
students, rather than for maintaining these students in the programs and
| limiting" the1r level of achievement. Programs should be devised that |
promote desegregation and equitable outcomes w1thin the schools in harmony
with the goals of a balanced student body composition.

Pursuant to the second major goal of the contract, three symposia
were held_at Michigan State University.‘ ihe premise sUpporting each of
these symposia was that future research should be based not only on the
interests of educational researchers but also on the needs of individuals

in other professions, as their work relates to school desegregation.-;;f




research on desegregation is to provide knowledge which can be applied
»by-ail;who mandate, implement,-or'evaluate desegregation plans, it is
necessary that those who participate in the desegregation process have
a-voice in- shaping the nature of:future research. "

Both general interest and concrete ideas were expressednby Symposium
participants even prior tq attending the symposia. Before cdming to the
symposium involving representatives.of the media, participants indicated
they were interested in such topics as student interactions and perceptions °
in desegregated schools, techniques of achiev1ng desegregation, and effects
of desegregation on the quality of education. They alse expressed interest
in how to report desegregation news -most effectively in terms of the public
interest, whether white flight results from desegregation, and the general
effect of the media on the progress of,schoolidesegregation.

The second symposium involved representatives of.iocal and state )
school systems and other edqcational policy makers on the national level.
Again, their interest in having input into the future scope of desegrega-
tion research was indicated by the topicsﬁin which they expressed interest
prior to their symposium. Among these topics were the role of the state
in desegregat\dq\nlanning. financing court ordered desegregation, district
,consolidation vis a vis school desegregation, the role of states in
cushioning desegregated school districts against enrollnent declines, the
tr%atment of handicapped children under court ordered desegregation, and
- possible conflicts between desegregation and other programs such as com-
pensatory education and bilingual education. Questions were also raised

about the extent of public commitment to school desegregation, the

L]
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commitment of the business»ane professional community, and the possibility
of violence as a conseqhence of school desegregation.

The third symposium was held for attorheys and judges who had been
and were currently involved and 1nterested in school desegregat1on
Among the 1ssues raised concerning the courts role in school desegregation
were court superv1sion of school districts durjng desegregation implementa-
tion, -+he use of special masters to oversee desegregation in major urban
school districts, dehographic changes which may accompany school desegre-
gation, programs of encillary relief, school-community relationships in
desegregation planning.and implementation, and the relative effectiveness
of’various implementatioh techniques. Other issues included the outcomes

. for pup1ls of school desegregat1on, its impact on res1dent1aA segregation,

—b

| and its actual and poss1ble relationships with curriculum.

A1l these interests were expressedpr1orto the dates: when the
three symposia were convened. ‘The proceedings of all three symposia
'Qere recorded, transcribed, and summarized, and many specific questions
raised therein have been identified.

~ The outcomes of the three symposia suggest that members of the

profess1ons jnvolved have not always availed themselves of the research

5

literature that now exists on school desegregation. Indeed, many of

- their questions have been addressed by hesearch to a degree that exceeded
‘ participants’ awareness. ' |

In general,,the questions raised byrparticipants fell jnto the

following identifiable dimensions of the desegregation process or products.

11
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Educational quality

by

Processes of achieving desegregation

Resegregation

Ancillary relief .

‘Curriculum

Attitude; toward desegregat1on

,Outcomes of spec1f1c student racial ratios

.'ﬁAlternat1ves to busing as a technique

,The relationship between desegregation and achievement

Re51sulnce and opposition to busing and desegregation

Violence in desegregating scho

ols

Demographic issues associated with school desegregation

Financial aspects and requirements of school desegregation

Policies, procedures, and behavior of school boards relative

to desegregation

Teachers' unions and schooladesegregation

The rnle of the media in school desegregation |g

The large numer of quest1ons generaied in these symposia do not

collect1vely constitute a definitive research agenda.

12
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requires evaluating, ordering, and setting priorities.. In these terms,
a'formal agenda did not emerge from the many issues raised and the

fquestions posed. In the interest of avoidlng whatever bias may be

: ,1nfused into an evaluat1on and ordering of these quest1ons, perhaps it

should s1mply be observed that one 1ndicat1on of ‘the 1mportance of a

m——

’ research quest1on is its frequency of c1tat1on Therefore, those areas — -

r1n wh1ch interest is expressed most frequently would seem to mer1t
ser1ous attention in the future research agenda of school desegregat1on

Certain areas of research now appear to be gaining in importance
'. andﬂin some.cases»this reflects the sentiments expressed in the symposia.

For exampie, quality of education is clearly,becomind\a more pervasive
* concern in the context of school desegregation. " The processes involved
in school desegregat1on also have rede1ved much recent attent1on in
ethnograph1c analyses of s1ngle schools and classrooms - Resegregation
within desegregat1ng schools and*classrooms_cont1nues to be a concern,
and ancillary‘relief techniques have become extremely important in vir—
 tually all recent desegregat1on court orders.

The interest which emerged from the sympos1a, with respect to
outcomes broader than the cogn.t1ve achievement var1ables, has also been -
. more w1dely observed1t|the literature recently This promises to con-
tinue as an 1mportant issue. o e

In general, many of the issues raised. in the sympos1a e1ther are
receivingjattention from researchers currently or could feas1bly-be

addressed in research in the near future.
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Chapter I: INTRODUCTION

pesegregation and EducationaliEquity ‘

School desegregation, whether under a court-ordered plan or as a result

of voluntary action, takes place within the context of many other educational

’ poiicies»and,programs. These -policies may stem from.federal, state, or local

actions and may either help or hinder the implementation and outcomes of
desegregation efforts when they come together at the district level. Littie
is known about the effects of the interaction among educational policies and

programs‘and the desegrégation process or about specific policy steps that may

‘need to be taken to control those effects.

‘ The purpose of this research is to deséribe the manner in which selected

federal and state educational policies affect educational equity at the local

school district level in two"district§ that have been desegregateo for several
years. fhe educational policies and programs to be examined are broadly
identified as compensatory education They include Title I of the Elementary
Secondary Education Act, 1965 Article 3 of the Michigan Public Act 94 (1979); |
bilingual educational programs supported by both the U.S. government and the i
State of Michigan, and, to a limited extent, the Emergency School Aid Act

. . For the,purposes of.this study, the degree of educational equity in the

schools will be assessed by il) the extent of resegregation within the schools;

"(2) the extent to which schools provide a common educdtional experience for

all students or'instead,‘differentiate in objectives, curricula, and materials
for target students; and (3) the achievement outcomes for target stuoenta'in

3

the various compensatory'programs.
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even 1ncreased - To further reduce such educational inequities between minority .o

ghefl954 Supreme. Court decision in Brown v. Board of Education declared

:that {ac1al separation in schools denies black studenrts equal protection of

the lkw This decision has contributed to a national policy of equality of
educational opportunity of which school desegregation is one important element.

~,
This denbtes a primary goal of mixing races in school facilities, but in

“addition to\the ach1evement of racial balance in individual schools through

busing, magnet‘schools, and a variety of other means, the courts have ruled

that racial 1mbalance within the classrooms of deseqregated Schools constitutes

I

+. - denial of equal prote tion. . i

Literature describing various outcomes of desegregation’indicates that
the process of desegregation has not consistently reduced theuinequity in
educational outcomes (St. John, 1975; weinberg; l975) The evidence suggests
that, in some school districts, the desegregation of student bodies has been
followed by a significant reduction in" the gap between minority and maJority '

students' measured educational outcomes In other school districts, the gap

R 1n achievement scores has remained essentially the same, and in a few instances

%‘lf""

and majority students in many districts, the courts have ordered anci]lary

,relief programs in addition to desegregation The various compensatory

education programs financed by both federal and state legislation have generally

‘been intended to serve agsimilar purpose. Cohen summarized the philosophy

vbehind these ancillary and‘compensatory programs when he wrote, "The quality

of experience seems to be as ‘important as the quantity of bodies." (l974; p. 36).
Although the compensatory education programs identified above have '

generally been .intended to contribute to equal educational opportunity for

‘\racial and ethnic minorities, the questions pesed by this study examine the

extent to which these programs have, in fact, enhanced educational equity in

v
s b
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tuo desegregated school districts or have, on tne‘contrarv, functioned to
maintain or enhance educational inequities. | ;

It is important to recognize that this study is in no way a definitive
‘answer to the quéstion Its purpose is to describe the way 1n which federal
" and state educational policies and programs function in only two school
d1str1cts These case. studies should, however, provide a foundation for the
design of more comprehensive research on‘the impact of educational policies

|
and programs on educational equity.

Althoughlthe intent of various compensatory education policies is to
overcome the Tisadvantages of minority and poor children, the consequences of
.these programs|may be quite different than intended. The concept of manifest
and latent funptions as developed by Merton (1949) is useful in this analysis.
The policies implemented as a result of various legislative acts can have
© consequences at are both intended and unintended. The consequences of

j:icies may bevfunctional; nonfunctional.'or disfunctional When

!

'ithe consequenqes of a policy coincide w1th the aim or purpose of a policy. they’

implemented P

R,
[E——

are identified as manifest functions. If however. the consequences diverge
from the intended aim, they may be considered latent functions. “In this context
educational policies may result in practices that coincide w1th the overall
aim of educatjional equity, thus contributing to the goals of desegregation.
On the other hand, the same policies may result in programmatic guidelines and
practices tn t diverge from the national policy of educational equality. Our ;

purposes are therefore, to examine how particular educational policies and

programs function in two school districts.

| Definition of Concepts _
Several conceptis crucial to this study have been used'by others with some-‘

what differ?nt meanings Before'proceeding we want to clarify the usa§e in

.'.this project.

|
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The Goals of Desegregation Segregated schools were declared unconstitu-/-

tional because they denied equal protection of the laws to children in minority

| schools. The decision clearly indicated that equ education could not be ./
provided in segregated schools. Equality in education is thus 1dent1f1ed*as~
the goal of desegregation The criteria for determining equality have not been
clearly'defined or established, but several have been used L |

Equal access to: education is a primary and w1dely\accepted criterion
Since schools and educational programs are not all the same quality, access \
has come to mean access to the same schools and the same educational programst

A second criterion may be termed equal participation §eyeral couqts. \

: have ordered ancillary relief in addition to racial mixing of student bodies \
These procedures, generally intended to equalize the education received withinﬂ
the mixed. schools, involve equality of participation in classrooms courses, '

| educational programs, counseling, and a variety of other educational activitiest

A third criterion of equality of education is the outcomes of. education. %

L

The U. S. Office of Education study of Equality of Educational Opportunity

(Coleman, 1969) used the achievement of students as the crucial criterion of | °
equality. This has 1ncreas1ngly become the final criterion for .determining
equality of education. o \ |
The goal of desegregation as used in this study is equality of education
for all as determined by equity of access, participation and outcomes. The
terms equality of education, educational equity, and equal ‘educatignal
opportunity are used as synonyms. | .
Compensatory education is used in this~study to refer to any educational
program intended to overcome the disadvantages which any group of students. may

experience in the educational system. The disadvantages may be associated with

a variety of factors such as poverty, race, or limited English language proficiency.

;31_ . : "
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Resegregation refers to the practice of separating some groups of

studentsgfrom other groupsfof students‘for all or a portion of the school

day on a regular and continuing basis. The group is defined as racially

and ethnically resegregated if thewcomposition of the group deviates more
than 15 percent from the composition of the student population as a whole.
Groupings which would not be termed resegregative would include occasional
short-term groupings with no potential for' identification or for iabeling
students as superior or inferior. But if differential labeling occurs or

is likely to occur through repeated identification of such groups, inequality
in education probably exists.

Differentiation refers to educational practices which imply differentiated

judgments of the academic worth or potential;of‘two or more'categories of
students. Differentiationvis determined to occur when (1) different'educational
goals and/or'objectives are set for different students; (2) different levels of
expectations are held as appropriate for some students and not for others; and
(3) different levels of instructional methods and materials are provided for
different students in a given age-grade level.

, Educational Outcomes refers to the desired results ofvthe educational

process. These include a wide range of behavioral categories, but ih this study

the outcomes measured are generally'limited to the basic communication and

computational skills. In a few instances other cognitive and affective outcomes

A]

\
have been identified

\The Purposes of Compensato;y,Education Programs
Before ‘examining the function of -the four educational programs in the two
school districts; it is essential that we determine whether or not the intended

purpose of each was in harmony with the goals of desegregation--that is, to

assist in providing equal edutational opportunity to all students. A brief
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ahalysi§'of the purposes of each'program follows:

Title I

o

‘The purposes of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965 are cited in Section 101, beclaration of Policy, which States:'

In recognition of the special ‘education needs of children of low income
families and the impact that concentrations of low income families have

on the ability of local educational agencies to support adequate educa-
tional programs, the Congress- hereby declares it to be the policy of the .
United States to provide financial assistance to local educational agencies
serving areas with concentrations of children from low income families to
expand and improve their educational programs by various means (including
preschool programs) which contribute particularly to meeting the special
educational needs of educationally deprived children. Further, in
recognition of the special education needs of children of certain migrant
parents, of Indian children and of handicapped, neglected and delinquent
children, the Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of the United .
States to provide financial assistance to help meet the special educational
needs of such children. . ’ ‘ - 3

The passage of this act served notice of the intention of the federal
government to assume &irect fihéncial responsibility for providing chi;dken, '
‘ particularly the economicaliy‘disadvantaged, with services that would .contribute
to their cognitive development. This goal, of providing financial assistance
to school districts -to fund special services for low achieving children in poor
schools o imprer their academic achievement, is in accord with desegregation's

‘goal of providing equality of educational opportunity.

Article 3 , : |

The State of Michigan, Article 3 of Public Act 94 (1979), entitled
Imgrdvement in Basi¢ Cognitive Skills, is a éompensatory‘education act which
provides étate funds for programs désigned to iﬁprngvthg achieyément;in basic -
cognitive skills of pupils enrolled in grades K to é;;ag;have gxtraordinary
need for special assistance to improve competency in those basic skills-and

for whom fhe districts are not alreédy receiving addifional funds-by virtue




y O

i

°

‘.

L4

ot the pupils being physically; mentally, or emotionally handicapped. Article
3 considers pupils in "extraordinary need" as being those who have attained
40 percent or fewer of the state reading and mathematics objectives |
With its emphasis on improvement in achievement, the purpose of Article 3
is congruent with that of providing equality of educational opportunity. In’
the State of Michigan large numbers of minority and poor children are in
Article 3's target population. In an examination of a representatiVe sample
of Michigan public elementary schools, research indicated that students in

majority black schools and low socioeconomic white schools achieved a signifi-

~ cantly lower mean percentage of reading and mathematics objectives than students
in hhite schools generally. and high socioeconomic white schools in particular.

. (Brookover, et al., 1979). _ . i o

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA, 1972), a program of the United States

"Office of Education, is designed to meet the special needs incident to the

elimination of minority group segregation. It is intended to reduce or prevent
minority groop isolation in elementary and secondary schools with substantial |
proportions of minority group students and to aid school children in overcoming -
the educational disadvantages of minority groupiisolation (Section 702, Emergency
School fid Actl. Flearly this program is intended to foster educational equity

for children attending desegregated schools.

| Bilingual Education

0ther.compensatoryleducation programs which focus on equity are the various
bilingual education programs. The importance ot bilingual - bicultural educ-
ation to the securing of eqoal educational opportunity'was'expressed by the

federal government in 1968 with the passage of the Bilingual Education Act,

24
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Title VII ESEA, and by the State of Michigan with the passage of the State
Mandatory Bilingual Program, Section 41-A of*Public Act 94. In Title VII
- the Congress declared the following to be the policy of the Uni#éd States:
. In order to establish equal educational opportunity for alﬁ children
(A) to encourage the establishment and operation, where appropriate,
of educational programs using bilingual educational practices,
techniques and methods, and ?B) for that purpose to provide financial
assistance to local educational agencies, and to state educational
agencies for certain purposes, in order to enable such local educa-
tional agencies to develop and carry out such programs in elementary
and secondary schools, including activities at the preschool level,
which are designed to meet the educational needs of such children, ¥
and to demonstrate effective ways of producing for children of limited
English-speaking ability, instruction designed to enable them, while
using their native language, to achieve competence in the English
language (Section 880b). :
Simitarly, Section 41-A is designed_to assist children of limited English-

' ' // : ‘ 2 .
speaking ability to achieve on a lével commensurate with students who speak only
English. It is designed for "children of limited Enqlish-speaking abilityfwho
have or reasonably may be expected to have difficulty performing ordinary

- classwork in English because their native tongde is. a language other than i

English or because they come from a home or environment where the primary

language is a lahguage other than English." \ r

It>seems clear that the policies citgd in Title I of ESEA, Article 3 of

. Michigan Public Act 94, the Emergency School Aid Act, Title VII of ESEA, and
Section 41-A of Michigan Public Act 94 have purposes that coincide with those
of equality of edgcational'opportunity. . Because of the limitations in defining

. and enforcing_federal‘and state po1icies, results do hbt always ° ‘
conformiprecisely to intent (Derthick, ]970). The problem,. in 1ight of the

~ concept of manifest and ]étent functions, becomes one of examining the conse-
quences of these public policies as they are implemented in the local district

(Whiley gg, glf,A1973). ‘Are policies implémented‘ih a manner which supports
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the goal'of equality'of educational opportunity (manifest functions), or are
‘_the policies latent and either dysfunctional or nonfunctional for the unit

(school) in relationship to the goal of equality? .




Chapter II: BACKGROUND OF THIS RESEARCH

- Historical Background

The early 1960s brought a new focus to the Un1ted States government s

which was dev1sed shortly after the-1954,Brown v. Board of Education decision,

was one of compensatory educat1on
} Compensatory education programs are based on the soc1ocultural premise
" that low income and minority ch1ldren do not perform well in school because of

“d1sorgan1zat1on'wn “their fam1ly structure, jnadequate childrearing patterns,

efforts to 1mprove the ach1evement of m1nor1ty and poor ‘students. This strategy, ”55

2.

underdeveToped language and other un1que cultural features (PerselT, |9//,F
}» p. 76). Katz writes: that low ach1evement can be attV1buted to "asbasic fa1lure
of soc1al1zat1on process in the home . . . early ch1ldhood'exper1ences in
poverty env1ronments create enduring personal1ty format1ons that are inimical to
effective achievement striving not only in the classroom but, indeed, in
virtually all areas of life," (1969, p. 13).

Dolce concurs w1th Katz: ‘ o

A victim of his environment, the ghetto child begins his school career,

. psychologically, socially and physically disadvantaged. He is oriented

to the present rather than the future, to the immediate rather than

delayed gratification, to the concrete rather than the abstract. He

is often handicapped by limited verbal skills, low self esteem and a

stunted drive toward ach1evement (1969, p. 36). _

.These ch1ldren,as a group, have been referred to as “culturally depr1ved,“
includ1ng the econom1cally d1sadvantaged and racial and ethnic m1nor1t1es, such

5 as blacks, Puerto Ricans, Native Amer1cans, and Mexican-Americans. Compensatory

@

, educat1on programs are des1gned e1ther to remediate or to prevent the assumed

bl

=10~
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deficits that.cause these children to fail in_school (Bioom, 1965). These
programs are intended to'provide servfces which will remedy the damages imposed

by the home or cultural environment so that these childrer can have an equal
b |

—

opportunity for success in the schools. : ST

Impetus was given to the concept of compensatory education during the
administration‘of'tyndon B. Johnson Johnson's programs dur1ng the era of
. the Great Society were based on a belief in the self-fulfill1ng prophecy
related td poverty. Accordjng to the self-fulfilling prophecy theory, the
factors that cause poverty are so interrelated that it is almost.impossible
for the causes not to become the consequences as well. Johnson's Nar on

Poverty, announced Jaruary ‘8, 1964, in his State of the Union message, made it

. c|ear*that—a*“chTef—weapon*qf‘th@‘battTE‘Woqu“be“better scnools, better health, '
better homes, and better training and.aob opportun1t1es" (Spr1ng, 1976, p. 198)

' Thus education became an important area of federal policy.

T1t1e I of the E1ementary and Secondary Education Act

‘The theory of a poverty cycle and the poss1b111ty of educat1on as a means
ofﬁbreaking the cyc1e~provided the rat1onale and the strategy for a major
governmental focus on the education of the‘disadvantaged child. In 1565, Congress
passed the Elementary and Secondary Educat1on Act (ESEA) of which a major
component, Title I, focused on the poor child in the funding of a program of
compensatory educat1on T1tle I became the maJor educational component of the
War on Poverty. - . ,

| Although the originators of Title I were‘concerned with the broad philo-
~sophical ideas of the cycle of poverty, redistribution of educational resources,
’and the elimination of cultural deprivation and educat1onal d1sadvantage, the

act itself specifically cites three fundamental purposep. These purposes were

2§
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“spelled out in detail in a‘National Institute of Education (NIE) publication,

Evaluating Compensatory Education' An Interim Report on the NIE Compensatory

Education Study (1976) and are summarized as follows:

1. To prov1de financial assistance to school districts in relation
" to their numbers of low-income children and, within those districts,
to the schools with the greatest numbers of low-income students.

2. To fund special services for low achieving children in the poorest
. schools. . . .

3. To contribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, ov physical-
: development of participating students.

Title I provides funds to school districts under state approved projects

by the U S. bbffice of Education. [uring the Act's first year, Congress approé |

priated $775 million to state and local education agencies which accounted for

‘————“‘fivegsixths—of—the—totai—funds—authorizedeunder ESEA_(Bailey and Mosher,. 1968)L,

“In 1978-79, the cost of this program.to the federal government exceeded two
billion dollars (HEW Publication No. OE 79-01043). "Funds are allocated with
the goal of directing them to the school districts and schools serving large
numbers of low income children. .‘

The formula used in alTocating funds is complex but, in'general, provides
that each school district receive for each formula-eligible child a-percentage
of the average expense of educating a ch11d in the" state where the d1str1ct 1s
located. The formula is applied at the county or local education agency 1eve1.

‘ Title I has not been fully funded since-its first year, and’ the percentage of

s

the average state expenditure received varies from year to year. Although 40 ; f

percent is authorized by statute (Public Law 95-561, Section lll a), in 1977

d‘St”iCts received °"1Y 16 percent (NIE 9-30-77) of the state expenditure for o

-~

each eligible child.
" To insure-that Title I funds are distributed according to the statute,

there are a number of regulations attached to the funds allocation process, and

B %

et

-~
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- the federal government monitors the states to insure- compliance with the rules
Similar rules and regulations guide the localveducation agenc1es in distributingJ .
these funds to schools and pupils. The primary concern isithat funds are used
for the intended beneficiaries and that the funds actually supplement the expendi-i
tures for that population (NIE 9-l9 77) ' |

‘State and federal regulations exist, in part, because of past district and
- state misuse of Title I funds to provide general aid for district-w1de needs .

(Berke and First, l972) and avoidance of the 1ntent of equality of educational

' o opportunity by 1mproving education in existing segregated schools (D. Cohen, . l969). ]

.States and local districts are responsible for program monitoring to make sure

that minimum standards are met for compliant resolution, auditing, technical

”'-“assistance, dissemiﬁ‘tion of 1nformation, recovd keeping, fiscal control, fund
~ accounting, enforcement,.reporting, etc, (PL 95-561, Section 171-174). |

" In addition to the funds‘allocatiOn-requirements; there are a number of
requirements that districts must!use in the design and'implementation of,their.
programs. Described in Section 124, »these’requirements‘include the folloming:

Assessment of Educational Needs

.- Formal Plans

Sufficient Size, Scope and Quality
.- Coordination with other Programs
Evaluations. -

Information Dissemination
Sustaining Goals -

Participation of Parents and Staff
Training of Educational Aides -

<

OO W —

The above program development regulations and the funds allocation rules.
i} provide a framework for state and local education agencies as’ they develop and -

. implement projects under Title I. ’State and local agencies have the flexibility

~ of imPosingﬁadditionalgregulations.as long as thev are-within the context of the ’d
federal framework. ;A§=a consequence, the[funds allocation and program development
. _processes differ as they~are'implemented in the védrious states’and local'school_' 4
districts. S o - L - A
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 The State of Michigan, Article 3, Public Act 94 &

o

© Title T is not the only legislation which focuses on the "disadvantaged"

or "deprived" child. Since 1963, when California enacted the first state
.compensatory program, other states have begun to appropr1ate funds to school
‘}districts to meet the special educational needs of poor children. In 1971,
_j’- ',.if 'thefMichigan State Board of Education asked the state legisiature for funding |
| of programs to provide additional support for compensatory education in
%cw : ‘Michigan. The Tegislature appropriated $22,500, 000 for compensatory education
| during the 1971-72 school year. In 1979-80, $32,936,500 was al]pcated
(Article 3, Section 31). |
l« - . _Article 3 of the State of Michigan, Public Act 94 (1979) entitled, "Improver‘
e ‘ment in’Basicméognitive*Skiiis,P*provides—state funds for 'programs "designedfufde;f—
to improve the‘achieuement in basic cognitive skills of pupils'enrolled in
. grades K‘too6; who haye eXtraordinary need for special assistance to improve
' competency;in those basic skills and for whomgthe-districts are not,already
receiving additional funds,by virtue of the pupils‘being physicaliy, mentally, -
or emotionally handicapped," | | o
This article considers those in'"extraordinary need" to be pupils who have -
‘i attained 40 percent or fewer of the reading and mathematics- obJectives ‘as .

measured by the Michigan Educational Assessment Program Test

|
; Funds are - allocated—at the rate of $250.00 per eligible pup11 to d1str1cts ; :{
which have 15 percent or more of their K-7 pupils atta1n1ng 40 percent or less ' i
of the read1ng and mathematics obJectives over three years as measured by the ° i
- -Michigan Educational Assessment Program Allocat1ons to. eligible districts,’ I
as determined by the formula are distributed in déscending order to d1str1cts 1

w1th the greatest concentrations of eligible pup11s ‘until the appropr1ated funds ;if

are exhausted. Like T1t1e I, Article 3 has several statutory requ1rements ,.‘v 'g‘f

T .
.
3 ) ) ’
1 . N ) . * .
. )
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‘designed to insure that the funds support special services for the intended
students and are not used as general school aid. Section 35 of Article 3
requires that: | '

1. The district has applied for :‘the funds on a departmenﬁ form.
: |

2. The district show comparability among schools within the district

3. The district involve parents, teachers and administrators in program .
planning and implementation e
4. Not less than 50 percent of the funds be'spent in areas that have
- high concentrations of low income pupils as described in Title I
legislation.

5. Pupils selected be educationally deprived and selected from among
the low achievers. .

6. Programs have performance obJectives and these objectives be evaluated.
v

7. Services be specific to the needs of the participating children and —
be suplementary. .

8. Records of compliance be kept.
Like Title I, Article 3 programs are monitored to insure compliance with
the requirements, and state rules and regulations further specify how districts

must meet the requirements of the statute.

Bilingual Programs

Bilingual education programs emerged from early Supreme Court decisions
concerned with the?constitutional rights of private schools to offer foreign;
1language instruction and the rights of students to attend these schools in

place of public schools. As early as 1923 in Meyer v.‘Nebraska (262 U.S. .390),

the court ruled to inyalidate the prohibitions againSt foreign language -
instruction in private schools.- Prohibitions against this instruction were
said to violate the equal protection clause of the 14th amendment. This decision

was further supported in Farrington v. Tokushige (273 U.S. 284, 1927). More

récently the courts have been confronted with the_issue of the rights ofvstodents
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of limited English speaking ability in schools receiving federal assistance.

In Lau v. N1chols (414 U.S. 563, 1974) the court ruled that a school

distr1ct in. California which rece1yed federal funds must provide either bilingual
or Engl1sh-as-a-second-language courses whenever students of a non-English

speaking background are enrolled in large numbers jn the district's schools.

In Serna v. Portales (499 F. 2d 1149, 1974), relying on Lau, the court ordered
bilingual education programs as a remedy in a civil rights action.

Concerns about tﬁe education of ethnic minorities resulted in the passage )
’Wof Title VII of ESEA and Section 41-A of Michigan Publ1c Act 94. Both of these

acts have rules and regulations similar to those of T1tle I and Article 3-

previously discussed. These rules and regulations require evaluation, advisory
.committees, reporting,-and settingT -objectives. States and local

 educational agencies in turn have developed implementation guidelines and

strategies to. provide direction to the schools receiving funds under these

. programs.

Related Research

‘With the large dollar amounts expended on compensatory education, it seems
reasonable that evaluation and research efforts would focus on the results of
these,prograns. ' L 7 ,

The funoings of earlj research on compensatory education and achievement
have been summarized by Averch (1972) as follows

1. 4Beneficial results are rarely found in the large scale stud1es,'

J:goggtsa few short run smaller surveys tend to show modest positive

2. Pupils from the more d1sadvantaged economic backgrounds seem to have
greater progress in highly structured programs ‘

3.- The short'run gains fade away rapidly if not reinforced.

4.. The level of funding is not a sufficient condition of success.

33
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The Education Amendments of 1974 (Poblic Law 93-380) directed the Nationaf&
Institute of'Education to conduct a comprehensive study of compensatory educ- ;
ation programs. Congress requested that NIE examine the accomplishments of .
compensatory education programs over the previous ten years and seek information
as to how they might be improved. In response, NIE examined the legislation
and contracted for research to Judge whether Title I and, to a lesser degree,
other ttate compensatory education programs had met the funding objectives in T
delive y of services for child development. |

he results of NIE's research, as reported by the National Advisory Council
on Education of Disadvantaged Children, indicated that 90 percent of all school

districts received Title Ivfunds,~useddpr1marily in the elementary grades to

Serve more than six million children with program emphasis in basic skills
instrnction. However, theﬂsurvey noted that due to limited funding only 66
percent of eligible children were served.

The instruction for Title I students was largely individualized and in
small classes. An aVerage'of five‘and one-half hours per week were spent in

~ special instruction. |

The Instructional Dimens1ons Study (Kischner, 1976) examined the location
of instruction and found that first. qraders did better when in mainstream
rather than pull-out instructjonal programs.~ .

- According to the Kischner study, 75 percent of the children in compensatory
education programs received poll-out instruction. This method removes compen--
satory education students from regular classrooms. The study noted that while l
most-conpensatory education~students are in heterogeneous homerooms, 24 percent
of_these students receive all of their instroction in groups‘composed-of only

compensatory education students. Though this procedure may insure that the

programs are not supplanting, it constitutes a type of homogeneous grouping. : ‘ 5.
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Ab1l1ty qrouping, the most common type of homogeneous grouping,
arranges groups of students in different sect1ons or classrooms w1th1n a

grade (Mills and Bryan, l976) Students are placed on the basis of the1r

performance on standard1zed tests, past academic performance, teacher, counse ors

or administrative recommendat1on, or some combination of these criteria. The

aim is to create groups of students with similar characteristics which are

felt to affect learning.. According to Rosenbaum (1976, p. 5), "ability : A
grouping selects on the basis of ability, differentiates instruction by a
quantity and intensity of work, and attempts to suit work to each student's
unique intellectual abilities." The goal of such grouping 1s 1nstruct1onal
improvement. The practice in compensatory educat1on proqrams is s1m1lar

Students are tested and the lowest achievers are,prov1ded with compensatory
education services, primarily outside the regular classroom. ‘

Another type of homogeneous grouping is tracking wh1ch attempts to
"homogenlze classroom placements in terms of students' personal qual1t1es,
performance or aspirations" (Rosenbaum, 1976, p. 6). Tracking is part1cularly
prevalent in secondary schools where students are assigned to curriculum
groupings such as”College Preparatory, Business,or General, based on a variety
| of factors of sometimes questionable validity. %\

In both ability grouping and track1ng, the plan is to increase the hpmo-
geneity of student groups based on some specific performance Accord1ng to a
Findley and Bryan Study (1971) on ability grouping, approximately 82 percen'
of the districts studied used test scores as the sole basws or one of the

\

criteria for student placement. \

Much research has been done on ability groupihg to determine its advantades

and d1sadvantages Research has considered the effect of ability grouping on
\

ach1e7ement, affective development opportun1ty, and\strat1f1cat1on Stud1es
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Ehave shown that due to ability grouping and homogeneous grouping practices, \_

black and white students lead almost ent1rely separate lives in many racially

\
- mixed schools (D. Cohen, 1974) and, as a result of‘such practices, minority
st dentsl opportunities for higher occupational and educational attainment

are diminished (E. Cohen, 1975).

Compensatory Education and Resegregation

‘1Compensatory education programs that place disadvantaged or deprived
younisters together for instruction have the potential for aiding in the
process of resegregation. |

As a result of desegregation policy, the racial mix of students within
schools may vary greatly from school to school In addition, it is widely
known thit desegregated scrools display wide variations in the way in which

students re distributed in various classrooms and programs w1th1n the

racially m'xeduenvironment. In sose desegregated 'schools, classrooms and
programs may, be such that minority \students are evenly distributed while in

others, with istrict, minorities may be concentrated'

 the same desegregated,

in some class }oms and programs whilél eing underrepresentedhin'others.
Minority oyer- or underrepr senta 'onhin classrooms and programs. may

résult from inte tional efforts to produge resegregation or may be a latent

function of the i plementation of specifig, programs or policies such as

l

\ : .
compbnsatory education Placement ractices within the desegregated schools

have an important impact on, the racial cdmposition of the classrooms and programs

within the desegregated environment One of the most frequently used place-
ment practices for bringing about rese regation is class placement by ability

(Levin and Moise, 1975).

Data on the racial composition of co.pensatory education programs suggest

that thes 'programs can have resegregative effects Glass (l970) has expressed

}\J\ g




" is Hobson v. Hansen (269F. Supp. 401). This case involved the ability grouping

" tutional.

against the San Francisco Unified School District. Relying heavily on the

~ statistics for the San Francisco Unified School District

" racial balance in the classroom. (McPartland, ]968)
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the concern thatipull-out instruction, a type of’placement based on ability,
produces this effect. NIE data shows that nationally, higher proportions of
minority students are enrolled in compensatory educatiOnmprograms than their .

total enrollment (NIE, 7-31-77). | NIE data also‘indicate that there is a

‘significantly higher proportion of minority group children in classrooms ‘which

'contain compensatory education students than in the districts as a whole. The

-

disproportionalities cited remain baspcally,constant across grades. (NIE l2-30-76).

The presence of diSproportionatefnumbers of minority children in certain
classes and programs has provided the impetus for litigation. " The most note-

worthy case involving the resegregative effects of ability grouping and tracking

and tracking practices of the Washington, D.C. School System.‘ Plantiffs alleged
that *hese practices discriminated against poor and black children only They*f.
presented evidence to show how these practices reSulted in resegregating the
races. The court held that a system of grouping which places minority students'

in the lower curriculum groups and inhibits movemerit between groups is unconsti-

A similar case was Larry P. v. Riles (343F Supp. l306,‘l972), filed

Hobson v.-Hansen decision, -the court ordered the defendsnt to refrain from

dependence on I.Q. tests in placing blacktstudents in EMR classes; if the con-

sequence was racial imbalance as had been demonstrated in the ‘plantiffs’

Research studfes. designed to determine the ‘effects of racial mixVin'the T

classroom have tended to support the courts decisions on the importance of

Hickerson (l963) in a California high schoof\study, attempted to learn

37\
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whether minority and nonminority Students received'similar kinds of educational
experiences. He foUnd that proportionally, black representation in the advanced
English sections and college preparatory currlculum was lower than that of whlte,
Mexican-American, .and Filipino‘students. B
| Rist (l978), in a case study of the lntegration of thirty black students
in the Brush Elementary School in Portland, Oregon, reached a similar conclusion.
He observed.that although the children were said to be "placed in classes with-
out‘regard to race, the black students usually endéd up in the lower half of
the class." | |
The National'Institute of Education has included placement practices as

- 'one of "the mechanisms which enhances resegregation in education. NIE views

this problem as one of its priority research concerns as educators begin tof7”

deal with second'generation desegregation.issues NIE considers the long térm ,
’effects of’ resegregat1ve placement pract1ces "profound for life chances and
. adult- opportun1t1es" (NIE, p. 22). . , ‘
In a comprehens1ve rev1ew of the research on the relationship between \_‘
school desegregat1on and academ1c achievement, We1nberg (l975) concluded thatt

oné of the 1mportant factors wh1ch lead to dramat1c gains in the achievement

of racial m1nor1t1es in desegregated schools is comparable desegregat1on at
" the classroom level and a lack of r1g1d placement by ab1l1ty
The federal government is also concerned about the impact of placement
' pract1ces on the racial mix. of students 1n desegregated schools. Districts
may become 1nel1g1ble for certa1n funds 1f they maintain any -practice, such
a ability grouping, that rac1ally,1solates students (Mi1ls and Bryant, 1976). ‘
 _Even though the intent of these practices may not be racially motivated, 1"l
the ronsequences appear to disproportionately relegate m1nor1ty students to \

'lower ab1l1ty group1ngs, such as compensatory ‘education classes ~thus
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resegregating them withinvthe desegregated setting. "Substantial minority |
overrepresentation in theee pragrans is universaily found, ng‘matter who
undertakes . the’inquiry-nvwhetherleduCatibn“researchers, litigants objecting' - ‘
to particular classificat1on practices, or ‘even state departments of educat1on | ‘

(D. Kirp, 1973, p. 761) dege Skelly Wright, in his comments in Hobson\

\

Hansen, sums up this behavfor by educators, tat1ng that "the arbitrary q

al1ty |
, of’thoughtlesshess" can be just. as harmful and destruct1ve to students as \

“the pervers1ty of a w111ful scheme!' (296 F. Supp. at 496)

ﬁompensatory Educat1on and Different1at1on

3 Implicit in the idea of group1ng and S1m1lar placement practices is the
a concept of different1ation. As indicated above, differentiation refers to

" educational practicee which render differentiated judgments of academic worth
or potential and which identify classifications or categories of students.
Differentiation incﬁudes the setttng of different goals and objectives with J
accompanying variec levels of expectations and the use of different instructional
methods and curr1cular materials which may ultimately limit student mob1l1ty I
" both within the school and in society. \

Although current educat1onal pract1ces in the U.S. subscribe to the idea j
of differentiation, this.has not always been the case. Common Schools, 1 ,J
prevalent educational institution during the early nineteenth century, were ' '
based on Ehe Principle of eqvityain education and to that end the goal was to ~i

» provide common educational experience for all ch1ldren 1rrespective of back-

gro nd ,Coleman, 1969) The common schools concept changed during the 20th
as Ame ican edu ation began to prepare children for differentiated

|
| |
occupa jonal ‘oles in so 1ety (Hurn, 1978) The 1dea of equality becane one / : 1
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individd)% needs. Students were tested, classified, and assigned to programs
with curriculum designed to prepare them for "differential destinies" (Brookover,

et al., 1974). | , |

The importance of oublicAeducation for selecting and subsequently channeling
students through differential edocational experienoes was further enhanced in
the 1950s by an emphasis on differentiated education\ior talented youth and in T
the 1960s with'a similar differentiation for disadvan aged youth (Spring, 1976).

The concept of equality became one of developing spec1al educational
programs intended to provide-equal-chances for children of all backgrounds. The
differentf//1ng function, instead ofhine\;n??Ying ‘unction, became the mode
_(Gumbert And Spring, 1974) and individualizati n of 1nstruction, the primary
method. Reconciling the distinction between equality as equal access to a

€
common“curriéulum and addressing individuality of needs can ‘be difficult in

the classroom, where teachers cannot be sure that the o1fferentiation of work
to meet individual needs does not serve to incriase inequitres which grouping
was designed to avoid (HMI, 1978). \\

Brookover, et al. (1974), in their presentation of two ideal types of
edocational systems; draw a distinction between the equality-oriented school
and the different1ation—oriented~school. In the equality-oriented school,
there 1s no formal identificationlof differences or classification and labeling
of students. Students are randomly clustered and share common goals and
curriculum. In the differentiation-oriented schodl, there exist carefully
planned systems for identifying etudent differences and policies and pract1ces
which class1fy, label, and assemble students for individual instruction and

differential goals and curriculum. As is the case with ideal types, rarely

. is a pure form present in reality. Brookover, et al. note, however, that the

prevalent type of school in Amer1ca fits the differentiation-oriented model.

»




. equality that is related to differentiation The C1v1l Rights Act of 1964
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Based on the idea of differences, students'are'Subsequently placed
into programs , SUch a§ compensatory education, which are designed to remedy
these differences According tossome,*this practice serves to enhance the

'differences rather than alleviate or diminish them.

The post Brown v. Board of Education era prov1des still another focus on

; ESEA of 1965, and the Equality of Educatron Study of 1966 placed emphasis on
,the importance of educational outcomes as a measure of,equality. The idea that
it was the state's.obligation to provide equal educational outcones'for all
children beoan to receive some acceptance Attempts to: proVide equal educa-

tional outcomes may, in fact, result in a denial of equal educational opportunity;

I3

~ This position is. summarized by Brookover and Erickson (1975 p. 384)

The almost universal belief in limited learning abilities and in the~\
- appropriateness of highly differentiated levels of achieving much ]
“human behavior cguses many to believe that American education cannot - = ™
~-and, should not be modified to enhance the achievement of students

labeled as slow learners. The current emphasis upon individual

differences and the resulting individualization of educational programs

.based upon presumed differences in ability are not likely to produce --

change that will enhance the learning for all. Most proposals for the . __
’xt\provement of American schools are firmly based on this concept of

wide-differences in ability to learn and the design of widely differentiated

and individualized programs of instruction. Treatments and educational ‘\\\\\4

‘reform based upon this perception are almost certain to enhance the
: differences in learning rather than maximize the learning for all.

A

In short, treatment by differentiation or matching individual differences ”«\%\i
and instructional strategies may serve to maximize those differences. This |
situation is particularly critical where ethnic group‘differences'are‘involved.

These-kinds of asSumptionsbabout ability and remediation:become apparent when

one carefully examines policy decisions such. as those that underlie prograns

N

‘wiofxcompensatory education. |
An analysis of current federal education policies reveals the conscinus and

.deliberate differentiation of students. While it is not the intent of these

41
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policies to'denp equal opportunity or to harm students, they may in practice
~do se. | | J - |
Research‘conducted by the American Institute of Res;arch (AIR) on

. individualization and its relationship to achievement, supports the Brookover-
Er1ckson conclus1on 2 In. the1r study of many federally supported programs, AIR -
.;researchers found no ev1dence that ind1vidua11zat1on was substantialTy and

‘ pos1t1vely correlated wjth achievement. These ‘data are 1nterest1ng in that

' compensatory education‘programs focus on individualization as a goal. In fact,
the AIR data indicate that students“enrolledinn programs with the most moderate
emphasis on individualization showed the greatest improvement (Longstep Study, 1976);»

Similarly, AIR conducted a study to determine‘the cognitiveyand the : -
affectiye impact of bfl{ngual education on students in Spahish/English bilingual
| education projects funded through-ESEA Title VII.' The resuTts showed that the
fall-to-fall achievement gains in English, reading, and mathematics were
s;"neither‘significantly nor substantially different" from what.would haveﬂbeen
expected. without part1c1pat1on in a Title VII Proaect (AIR, 1978, p. T3).

The Instruct1onal D1mens1ons Study - (K1schner, 1977) found that for both
compensatory and noncompensatory education students in first grade read1ng-and
,math, "the 1ndividua1ization'element'is not an important.predictor of achieve-
ment as.a un1que source." : ' |

These stud1es suggest that programs wh1ch d1fferent1ate among students

‘Mx%‘“‘\ have Timited value in enhanc1ng achievement. Ind1v1dual1zed 1nstruct1on to '

';éiﬁre that all students maSter»common objectives may enhance achievement, but

Q

d1fferent1ation and_individualization pract1ces generally involve d1fferent
\

- objectives for d1fferent\\tudents S ) :
_Instructional differences between'groups were observed by Heathers (cited

“in Persell, 1977, p. 89)Twhopnoted_that teachers stressed the acquisition of

LS

v
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facts and used rote drilllwhen dealing with "slow learners," while Using

\;approaches that emphasized concepts and independent projects with high

;.ability\students. 'heathers also noted a nationwide study by Squire Which
revealed thatlEng ish\\eachers used monotonous, uncreative instructional

methods with "slow learning" sections. -

'. Persell (p. 90) also discussed a study by Keddie on streaming or tracking
in the British comprehensive schools  This study showed that students in
different streams received different educational content within the same

vcurriculum. o |
4 Stein (l97l),_in expressing a similar view, noted thatfblack'and buerto
Rican kindergarten children are taught "to hang up their clothes and take

turns while white children are taught numbers and letters."

As noted earlier, research on placement-by-ability has shown that slight

improvements occur in the academic performance of the high ability students
and_substantial losses for the average-tOJlowvgroups.m Although other factors
such as S.E.S. may be involved in some'grouping studies, it may be concluded
."that the'classification’by ability contributes to these changes in achievement.
Little consideration is given to the possibility that_ gains by higher groups
- may result from differential curriculum content, goals, obJectives,and/or |
,instructional methods -provided to these groups and not to the other groups.

It appears, from the studies cited by Persell, that students in the‘higher
‘groups have access to the instiructional methods most valued in education and
that they are also provided with curriculum content that is more advanced
;This may result, as in the instance of compensatory education\\\\grams, in'

widening the gap in educational achievement between differentially\tre

students and in limiting the. potential for student mobility Hobson V. Hansen

addressed the issue_of limited student mobilnty within a track system that

7.
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prov1ded a "watered down" curr1culum to lower ab1l1ty students 1n the Wash1ngton,

. D.C. Schools

More 1mportantly, each track bffers a substant1ally d1fferent kind
of education, both.in pace of learning and in scope of subject matter..
For a student locked into one of the lower tracks, physical separat1on
from those in other:-tracks. is, of course, complete, insofar as classroom

~ relationships ar concerned, and the limits on his academic progress
and ultimately, the kind of life work he can hope to attain after

" .graduation, are set by the orientation.of the lower curriculum..

In theory, since tracking is'supposéd to be kept flexible, relat1vely
few students should actually ever be locked into a single tract or
curriculum. Yet, in violation of one of 1ts pr1nc1ple tenents the .
track system is not-flexible at all.

Rosenbaum (l976) has noted that in- add1t1on to the effect that tracking has |
on such variables as school participation, fr1endsh1p cho1ces and. the development.'
of social stereotypes th1s system also "actually 1nfluences students' IQs in ways |
that support the,operat1on of the track system" (p. l3). Even though these
practices may be instituted to serve legitimate pedagogical aims or to meet. the

statutory réqujréments'of legislatlve mandates such as Title I and Article 3,

_they may, in reality, function to restrict student opportunities for mobility -

by.locking'them into differential educatjonal experiences which do little to
improve their skills and may eyen assist in maintainingwand promoting the .

variations that led to the .initial placement. Thus, in compensatory educational .

programs, placement may serve to defeat the goals of equality of educational

opportunity. . : :
_ The 1mpact of the programs supported by the Emergency School Aid Act was
evaluated after a three year period {Coulson et et al., l977) Although the '

assumptions regarding treatment and control group research design were not met

in some respects, the findings of this research are relevant to our study. The

results shcwed s1gn1f1cant ev1dence of positive ESAA program impact for an—___

.elementary school sample 1n the third year. In five of the Six grade level

reading and math achieyement test, the treatment schools .showed larger~gains'
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" than the control schools but only two were stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant at the

.05 probability level. " There was no ev1dence of program 1mpact in the secondary "
school sample or a p1lot elementary schooT’sample Overall there was little ..

evidence- that the program resulted in a catch-up by this treatment group. The

gstudy did show a clear pos1t1ve association between the number of hours the

*-elemehtary students spent in mathemat1cs 1nstruct1on anu students res1dua11zed .

post -test mathemat1cs scores
A1though there is ev1dence of positive 1mpact on educat1ona1 outcomes in
some of the compensatory education programs identified in th1s study, it is -

certainly not conclus1ve for all of them. An exam1nat1on of ‘the ways in which .

, such programs function in specific school d1str1cts may help in understand1ng

the success ar ﬂnTure of these prcgrams to achieve the goal of desegregat1on

which is to prov1de equitable educat1on for poor and/or m1nor1ty students.
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‘}The Research Methods

A

In accord with'the purposes of'this study, the methods Used were designed
to determine the degree to which the implementation of compensatory education
programs--Title I, Article 3, ESAA, and bil1ngual--in two school districts

enhanced the equality of educational opportunity The criteria for determining

” ,.fthe con ribution of each program to the, goal of equality of education were

u(l) the extent of resegregation w1thin the schools, (2) the degree to wh1ch the .
schools provided a common education experience for all, or provided different .

: objectives, expectations, ‘and materials for target students, and (3) the achieve-
ment outcomes among target students in the various compensatory programs.

Three basic procedures were used to obtain the 1nformation reported in this

study focused interv1ews, observations, and review of relevant district docu- -

.ments, proposals and reports. , )

' Indiv1dual focused interviews were conducted w1th selected central office
" personnel, pr1nc1pals, compensatory education 1nstructional staff special
education teachers, and regular classroom teachers in the two school districts
under study. Using-interview guides, the 1nterviewers elicited,responses and
recorded ‘them. Teachers and aides in District 1 volunteered for the interviews
and were paid a modest honorarium for the time spent with the interviewer. \
’Since nearly all staff members were interviewed in each of the schools studied,
the possible bias from volunteering was m1n1mized . In District 2 randomly |
selected teachers were 1nterviewed in randomly selected schools.

Observations of students educational experiences were conducted with
students randomly selected from the target l1sts of compensatory.education
students'in each.of the‘districts. The.purpose of these observations was to

compare and contrast the,educational,experiencehof students involved in various

|l
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_ combinations of compensatory education programs and to provide 1nfbrmation to
supplement the 1nterv1ewers data. Observers conducted one-day unobtrusive
" observations of these randomly selected students.
The third procedure.used, that Of.reVieWing written materials, involved
% the gathering and reading of a variety of'district publications to ldcate
f'inﬁormation related to resegregation, differentiation, ‘and: outcomes The"
’documents and district publications reviewed 1ncluded numerous memoranda and
brochures regarding such topics as school and student eligibility for compensatory‘
education programs, desegregation history, and district budgets.. |

»Tne criterion usedffor the determinatidn of racial‘resegregation, was a
-variance of.fifteen’perceht or more from the district, school, or classroom racial

composition. This standard coincides with the Michigan Board of Education's~

"Guidelines on Integrated Education within School Districts" and has been used
. by the Office of Civil Rights of the. Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
Nhere minority participation and_eligibility figures were within the range,
desegregation was considered“present. | |

The interview data was used to determine whether or not the various staff
members applied differentiated learning obJectives, expectations, and 1nstru£tion

to compensatory and noncompensatory students The interview data were treated

" as information given by reasonably informed participants in the system The

criteria for decision-making regarding differentiation were based on the pre-
dominant evidence obtained from the various sources. Where the informants agreed

~on the ways in which the programs operated,:their-responses were reported as the

fact for the district.i'wnere disagreement existed among the respondents, the

discrepancies are reported as such.
_The outcomes of the programs were determined by the academic achievement

) data available. Both school systems had good evaluative data avaitable, but

47
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only limted bases for compar1son of outcomes between compensatoryueducat1on
students and other students. B

There were some var1at1ons in the data available 1n the two school systems. f

These will be noted in the following f1ndings for each system. ) ' . )




.district that-had been ordered by the court to desegregate In 19

Chapter III: DISTRICT ONE CASE STUDY

Description of District 1

This case study was conducted in a medium sized, midwestern,\prban'School

4

> the'Board

. "”of Education of. th1s district appointed a Citizens Advisory Committe_ an Educa- - },.

' tional Opportuni / ard charged it with developing a desegregation plan\?nd
'timetable for the \district.

The- Board of vucation adopted the plan, but a series of recall elections;

board reversals, couyt actions, and appeals followed. Despite the. setbacks, the

. schools in District 1\were desegregated in several stages during the period from ..

1971-78.
| District 1 had a student population in grades kindergarten through 12 of
more than 26, 000 pupils in the l979-80 school year. Of this total, appromeately

33 percent were minority.

The district was composed of forty-bne elementary schools, five junior -

high schools, and four senior high.schools. It operated in.l97é-79 with an

annual general fund budget of more than $60 million, with federal and state .
compensatory education pragrams prov1ding revenues of more than $7.5 mil]ion
Federal and state compensatory education programs in District 1 1ncladed Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and Article 3 of Michigan |
Public Act 94, federal Title VII, ESAA and state bilingual programs, and
Emergency School Aid Act programs

‘Part A of ESEA Title I, as it operated in this district, was desioned to

assist underachieving students liv1ng in low income areas- and to increase their

-skill levels in reading and mathematics

Students eligible for programs funded under Title I in the district were

" identified at the building levels and, according to district guidelines, were to

.y




be selected based on lowest achievement in read1ng and mathematics lhis

\

selection was made by building staff in several ways. Selection of k1ndergarten
and first grade students was ba;ed primarily on teacher judgment. In grades
two through SiX, one or more o% the followihg cr1ter1a were used:
| ltg Past participation in T1tle I Program.
f.fz;"District Instructional Guidance Plah | R
3. Diagnost1c testing from. basal S ries or supplemental mater1als
Preschool tesﬁ?ng for kindergartners.

5. Michigan Education: Assessment Program results for upper elementary
students. ‘\ / \

Ultimately, the building staff had to rank order all students by grade, and
those students who hadfbeenjidentified.as having the greatest academic need .
were to be provided_I{tle_l;sErvices_first. R N

The District.InStructional Guidance Plan (DIGP) was used to select the
learning objectives_for Title I students and.to evaluate their success in meeting
their objectives. lhis system*uses a mastery learning approachs(test-teach-test)
~ which is composed of 135 kindergarten- through grade 6 reading objectives and
155 kindergarten through-grade 6 mathematics objectives Each Title I student
was expected to master: 16 new DIGP reading obJectives and/or 16 new DIGP .. _—
mathematics obJectives for the'school year. ,

Like Title I of ESEA, Article 3 of the Michigan School Aid Act provides
‘formal assistance to districts for programs designed to improve the'cognitive
'(reading and mathematics) skills of low achieving students. A1l of the
elementary schools in District 1 received Article 3 funds o

Article 3 eligible participants were identified by rank1ng all students in

one building according to their scores on the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT).

The quota of Article 3 eligible students per building was set by the district
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and was filled by seiecting those students with the lowest Starnford Achievement «

| Test scores until the quota'was reached. Schools received approximately $200'
for each Article 3 eligible student in the building : |

Like Title I, Article 3 cognitive objectives and- evaluation criteria were z"*{

|

based on the District Instructional Guidance Plan and students were expected to

the school year.
, District 1 has rece1ved ESAA funds since the 1974 75 school year. Twenty
\ oL \' schools involved‘in the desegregation plan have received ESAA fundsm TZ&ESAA

AR

a program has three components: ESAA Basic, ESAA Special Projects, and E

Bilingual~k In 197a\approximatgiy 1500 students participated in these/programs
i

e

\The goals of the program in Distri: t 1 were not limited to improving academic

”master 16 new DIGP read1ng objectives and 16 new mathematics objectives during f

he cognitive realm, ESAA students

“achievement, but 1ncluded programs designed to improve student self-concept
school‘attitudes and parental involvement. In\b

\
ed to achieve 16 new DI P reading objectives and 16 new DIGP mathematics
objectives. In 1979-80 the first P 1or1ty area of the ESAA program ‘'was. in the '

- affectiv%
) " elementary,

L'__jment, and tb\develop positive sociai_en ironments. The second primary area,

ategory and included a cou seling program and programs for use with

tudents to enhance student self-concept, to increase student 1nvolvef- |

the cognitive tategory, in uded remedial reading-and math programs, bilingual

7 services. and a arts program. Inservice and human relations,programs for

_teachers were also included. , :‘\ | ‘
Students identified r the ESAA reading\and math programs must be members '

of minority groups attendin a desegregated school and must be below grade

o ;o levelvin reading and/or mathe tics. For particigation in the ESAA program.,A

bilingual students must be bel W grade level on the SAT in eading and math,

'_ attend a desegregated school, a d be Spanish surnamed and/pr have another

language spoken in the home. 'izi - \




' The T1tle VII and Section 41A Bilingual Pro rams as operated in this d1str1ct :
.prov1ded serv1ces to students from dual language backgrounds More than 2,000
- students were served in this program ‘during the 1979-80 school year. The groups

1ncluded American Indian, Span1sh Arabic, V1etnamese, French, and German students[

Ihe goals of this. pr gram 1ncluded increasing students' reading, mathematics,
and language $klllSAv Students selected for part1c1pation were those with a
'language othei\than English spoken at home and w1th scores on the SAT at or

below the SOth percentile in read1ng Cognitive obJectives were that 75 percent

of the stude ts would gain 16 new DIGP reading and 16 new DIGP math objectives
and that 50 percent would score at or above the 50th percent1le on the SAT

reading an& math tests

- Pescription—of-the-Sample-Schools

Because-the policies and programs'under consideration existed in this district
.primarily at the elementary level, the population for this study was l1mited |
to elementary schools three of wh1ch were selected for intensive study by the
vfollowing procedure {
AN desegregated schools were categorized on the basis of whether or not
) they were rece{ving funds under the Emergency School Aid Act of l972 and/or
the Elementary Secondary Education Act, Title I._ Seventeen schools were excluded
becauselthey were participating in other major.research'efforts or.special
'programs. fThe‘remaining twenty-four elementary schools comprise the'population
of‘schools under study; | ' ‘

These twenty-four schools were grouped into three categories_as follows;

Category A -- Those schools that had both ESAA programs and the

ESEA Title I programst Seven of the twenty-four schools fell into .

this category.
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Category B -- Those schools that did not have ESAA programs but
did have'the Title\I program. Eight of the schools fell into this

[}

category. 1 | L o .
Category C -- Those schools that had neither ES7A or Title I programs. -

Nine schools fell into this category

All of the elementary schools in this district participated in the Article 3

program. Each ‘school in each category was assigned a number. Using a table of

random numbers,'one school from each category was selected for the three-school
sample. The sch lols were identified’ as School A, School B, and School C, .
consistent w1th jhe selection categories outlined above. \

School A was an elementary school serving approximately 300 students 1n
_grades kindérgarten through four. The’ student population in 1979 was 44 percent
minority The school received funds from ESAA, Title I, Article 3, and Bilingual,
as well as from other programs such as migrant and Indian. ‘ B
i | School B was an elementary. school serving approximately 300 students in I
:grades kindergarten through six. The student population in 1979-80 was 39 ‘
’percent minority."_The school‘received_funds'under"Title I, Article 3, and ‘
Bilingual, as wellnas~for other programs such as migrant and Indian. |

School C was an elementaay school serving approximately 350 students in .
_grades kindergarten through six. Thé‘student population in l§79 uas 26 percent |
’minority The school received funds from Article 3 and Bilingual programs plus E

some special migrant and Indian program funds.

'Staff Disc;iption

Thirty-one teachers. three prihcipals; thirteen central administrators and
seventeen~instructional aides~were5interviewed for this study. A1l volunteered
to participate. Demographic data for personnel in these categories js. included

in Table l} ' - | g}h;ﬁ S - ' L,

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘




iTable 1 -- Demographic Cha?aéterigtics.of Staff Interviewednih District 1.

=z
Teachers and Central Office o , e
Aides Administrators - Pr1nclpgls = Tﬁ?gl.
=48 . “n=13 o hEI n=
. N | .
No. % No. 3% No. % No. %
! § s
‘Male. . 5 (10.4 7 (53.8; 3 (100.0) 15 (23.4)
 Female : 43 (89.6 6 (46.1) ° 0 ' 49 (76.6)
‘Race | |
'Black 10 (20.8) 4 (30.8) 0 14 (21.8
‘White 37 {77.1) 8 (61.5) 3.(100.0) 48 (75.0
- Hispanic . 1 2.1) 1 (7.7) 0 2 (3.1)
fLevel of Education |
High School or Less  * 10 izo.s 0 0 10 (15.6
' Some College or Bachelor's 9 (18.8 0 0 ' 14.1
Some Graduate or Master's 20 {41.7 2 215.4 1 (33.3 23 (35.9
'More than Master's - 9(18.8 11 (84.6 2 (66.0) 22 (34.3
;Years Experience - . J
More than 15 years < 10 (20.8) 2 (15.4) 3 (100.0) . 15 (23.4)
10-15 years 16 33.3; 2 i15.4; ‘ 0 - 18 (28.1
' 3-9 years 12 (25.0 8 (61.4 0 ) .20 (31.2
Less than 3 years ' ' .8) 1(7.7) 0 " 1 (17.2

444444

.'EC R T4




-38-

" Description of the,Students Observed

Eight fourth grade students and two third grade students were observed

in this study of these students, two were Latino, four were black and four

- were white.‘ There were five males.and five females. Seven of}these students

were enrolled in compensatory‘education programs.

'Anaiysis and Results

Resegregation

In'addressing the issue of nesegreéation, the research questions were R
directed toward examining the nature‘of the‘selectionAprocess which determined
" student eligibility for the compensatory education programs under study '
" Information also -was elicited to detarmine the racial-ethnic characteristics
of the students selected. Finally, information was obtained regarding the ‘ ‘
,location of the instructional services provided and‘the impact of these locational )
decisions on the racial/ethnic characteristics of the instructional Qroups.

The selection processes described in school district documents were verified
in interviews with theiprincipals Al principals clearly indicated the means
by which students were selected for Title I and Article 3 participation Similarly,.;
all central office administrators_1nterv1ewed were aware of the criteria.” Teachers
1 were aware"of the existence of compenSatory education programs in.their schools,
; and both teachers and instructionai aides were familiar with the selection
processes used. when,questioned regarding familiarity with the criteria used
to sélect students forfparticipation in' the programs, nearly all of‘the‘teachers.
and instructional aides showed‘knowledge,of-these'criteria. The evidence B
"shows that state and federal guidelines were fo1lowed‘by the district in the
" selection of Title I and Article 3 eligible students
A11 of the regular classroom teachers interviewed stated that they had )

el

students 1n their classroonis who participated in the Title I and Article 3
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programs Staff members 1ndicated knowledge of the tests used to select\\\\
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- participants for the programs and of the various cut off po1nts and quotas

operating i their schools. . Rarely were cr1ter1a other than standardized

achievement test'scgres, criterion referenced_test scores, or teacher judgment
cited by respondents. In some.instances, instructional aides indicated that
AFDC ellgibility was used as a selection criterion. This response probably

reflected the fact that these students came from poor families.

Racial Composition of Title'I and Article 3 Enrollment

-

The racial compos1t1on of the. el1gwble group result1ng from these selection
pro«edures is of part1cular interest for th1s research. District data indicated
the. number -of ch1ldren by racial/ethnic group who part1clpated in Titlell and
Article 3,activitjespduring the l979-805school year. Minority students comprised
- 48 percent of Title\lfonly enrollment, 59 percent of Article 3.only enrollment,
and 48 percent of those enrolied in both Title I and Article:3 programs. of .
the total number of children'participating in Title I, 48 percent were minority
students, while 53 percent of the total Article 3 enrollment'were minority. As
_prevlously'indicated,.district K-12 minority enrolliment during the l979—80]school
year was 33 percent "~ Based on the 15 percent criterion for resegregation as.
defined for this study, T1tle I enrollment, Article 3 enrollment, and the1r
' combined enrollments must be considered resegregated

A similar situation existed in the compensatory education programs for
the three sample schools. }Data indicate that of the 281 students participating
in Tit1e~1 and/or Article 3 programs in the sample'schools during the 1979-80
school year, -153 or 54 percent were minority- students This percentage is
substantially greater than the 33 percent district minority enroliment and the

35 percent district elementary school m1nor1ty enrolliment, indicating resegregation °
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by program involvement in the three sample schools combined. . This figure -
| is also greater than the 52 percent average minority enrollment in Title I

only, Article 3 only, and Title I and Article 3 combined district-wide The

data also indicate that this disproportionality is particularly attributable

to overrepresentation among black students. These students, ‘while constituting
only 22 perceént of the district’'s elementary students compr1sed 42 percent of
those students from ‘the sample schools who were enrolled in.Title.1 and/or
‘Article 3 programs. Although Caucasian elementary level enroliment fiqures
were at -5;percent district-wide, only 46 percent of those participating in
Title I and Article 3 programs at the sample schools were Caucasian.

Minority oyerrepresentation can also be noted if -one considers the combined
"minority enroliment in{the sample schools as compared to minority enrollment
,,,,in Title I and Article 3 programs. Total minowity enrollment at the three
\sample\schools duplicated the 35 percent minority enrollment district-wide at
the elementary level. Of the total number of minority students enrolled in
the three schools, 53 percent of the Latinos were involved in Title I and
Article.3 programs, 46 percent of the black Students, 25 percent of the Native
American students, and 33 percent of the Asian‘students, Of the total Caucasian
_ student:populationWin schools A, B, and C, only 21.3 percent were involved in -
these compensatory education programs. 4

“When the sample schools are considered separately, minority overrepresentation
. 1s noted in each (See Appendix A). ~In School A minorities constituted 63 percent
,of Article 3 and/or Title I enrollmenty while representing only 44 percent of
the total school population. Similarly, in School B minorities\represented 39
percent 'of the school enrollment and 53 percent of the programs' populations.
In School C, the total school minority enrollment was only 25 percent, while

these students represented 45 percent of the enrollment in the compensatory

Ly ,;;,,le.,, B J,.~< L ,.,;~V,",§i;’
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education programs, Racial/ethnic disproportionalities were apparent when
data uere examined'by grade level. Data ind1cated that in all except grades

two and five, m1nor1ty students constituted 50 percent or’ more of Title I and

Article 3/program enroliments. The exception in grades two and five can be
_attributed to Tow enrg}lment of minority students in these grades in School C.
’ All bilingual students ‘in District 1 may be placed in one of the non-
English speaking cultural groups. The majority of these students are of
‘Hispanic origin and are part of a sign1f1cant m1nority group with some rac1al
and ethnic’ character1st1cs d1st1ngu1sh1ng them from the dominant white group
Federal and/or state bilingual services are prov1ded e1+her in separate classes.f:
or by spec1al teachers who take -the student out of regular classrooms to pro-
vide the instruction. It is, therefore, ‘clear that bilingual compensatory
‘education services,result in the'target students being regularly separated from
‘ other students for a- portion or all of the school day. Personnel in District lh
reported that the regulations’administered by the Michigan Department of Education
are such that resegregation of b1l1ngual students was necessary.
- For the most part, services provided under the Emergéncy School Aid Act
in District 1 served allvstudents In one of the sample schools, however, black
students were provided a special physical act1v1ty program which was not ava1lable
“to other students These minority students were taken from their: classrooms to
the gymasium for a period on a regular basis. The school staff recognized this
as resegregation, and seueral faculty members expressed concern about it. o
staff Percéptions of Title I and Article 3 Enrollmént. Reqular classroem
teachers were questioned during the interview sessions about the racial/ethnic
composition of their classrooms and the racial/ethn1c backgrounds of students
in the1r classrooms who participated in Title I and/or Article 3 compensatory
programs. Each of 20 regular classroom teachers interviewed had an average of

o
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ten students involved in'these‘education programs. Fifty-five percent of

f these were. minority‘students Teachers supported by Title I and Article 3 '

ndicatedethat_of_241_students_served,_more than half were minority The

/reports by staff members are consistent with the 54 percent m1nor1ty student
participation reflected in district-wide data. _
when data from the various sources is combined it is ev1dent that
A ; m1nor1ty students were overrepresented in compensatory education programs.
| The_instructional services provided ‘for students participating_in the
'TitleﬁI and‘Article 3‘programs in these schools were primarily in the areas 3
of reading and mathematics This instruction usually took place in locations'd
outside ‘the regular classroom, although teachers often 1ndicated that the
spec1al instruction was also re1nforced W1th1n “the classrooms. The most common
locations outside the classroom, as 1ndJcated by teachers and 1nstructional
aides 1n the1r interviews, were special learning rooms and hallways This pull-w
'out instruction, according to teachers and 1nstructional aides 1nterviewed
usually required that participating students leave the regular classrooms for
ib-up to 45 minutes each day Most of the teachers and 1nstructional aides stated
that students were out of the classroom for periods of from 30 to 45 minutes
‘;and that they were likely to be out of the classroom at a time when the other
students were receiving 1nstruction in reading and/or mathematics

The interest in whether or not minority students were overrepresented in

compensatory education programs was combined with an interest in whether or ’
not disproportionate numbers of minorities were being pulled out of desegregated
classrooms and placed into more segregated learn1ng situations Teachers‘and
instructional aides largely agreed that the various racial and ethnic groups
were equally likely to. receive this special instruction outside the regular ,'f;

“classroom. This response was interesting because data at the district, school,

= [3R4§§‘1 | . - o l o fsfi‘ - .




~43-

. grade, and classroom levels clearly indicate'that students involved in the
compensatory programs were more likely to be minority, and consequently were

the same students being pulled out for the special compensatory instruction

The inconsistency in the staff response is amplified when one examines
the racial/ethpic characteristics of the randomly selected students'whose
educational experiences were unobtrusively observed. Sixty percent of these
\students were minority, and of those observed who participated in compensatory
‘educafion programs, 50 percent were minority.’ The observations also indicated
that students leaving their classrooms. for compensatory instruction -usually
joined instructional units composed of a larger percentage of minority students
than their regular classrooms |

The .students being observed spent from,lS to 90'minutes in'compensatory
education instruction with a4 mean pull-out instructional time of 34 minutes.
In'all except one instance, students received compensatory instruction in a
- . group more racially segregated than their regular classrooms. In most inStancés,
when compared to the racial composition of the regular classroom, the compensatory
instruction groups could be described as resegregated, using the 15 percent '
variance definition. | _

Teachers and 1nstructional aides were queried,as'to their perceptions
..regarding this situation. 'After being- questioned.about the racial/ethnic g
characteristics,of students involved in compensatory education programs, the
teachers and aides were asked whether or not minorities were overrepresented in
“the compensatory education programs in.their schools. Of the 48 teachers and
\_instructional aides interviewed, less than half felt that minorities were over-
represented in compensatory education programs_in their schools. About as many
'of the respondents felt they were not. Some were'uncertain *Principals were

also divided in their responses; one felt that such overrepresentation existed:

6u




in his school, one that it did not; and the third was uncertain.” About half

~ of the central administrators felt that minority students were overrepresented

he_compensatory_education_programs_ln_the_school district

Discussion of the above topic often elicited long periods of interv1ewee

| silence and. in some instances, very obvious tension. The responses appeared‘

to result more from the respondents'-evaluations.of the appropriateness of the
services for_the students than from a consideration of the actual numbers of ’
racial/ethnic»minorities participating in the programs. In numerous instances.
‘When the enrollment figures cited by respondents clearly indicated disproportionate
minority-enrollments;/the response concerning overrepresentation was still

-

negative. It appearedmthgiwactual figures mattered little. in perceptions of
overrepresentation. The presence ot*large numbers of m1nor1ty ch11dren in these

programs was not perce1ved as overrepresentation. 'In some instances, interviewees
asked'for clarification of thevdefinition of overrepresentation, and the definitiom

of 15 percent variance was given. Even in the ‘instances in which. school record ) %4

data clearly ind1cated deviations beyond the 15 percent range, respondents were
~as likely to deny as they were to affimm the existence of overrepresentation of
minority students in the compensatory education programs.

The  denial of‘overrepresentation among- teachers and instructional aides
was somewhat clar1f1ed by those respondents who aff1rmed minority ouerrepresentationj
in compensatory education programs. These interviewees were asked why this
situation had occurred. ‘The most common response was that it was due to factors
in the family background of minority students such as-socioeconomic status, single
parent'families, poor 1iving conditions, lack of interest in education,'high |
mobility,-working parents,and cultural differences among minorities (See i ﬁ
Appendix B,) These family background factors were con51dered as causally related

to Tow achievement and resultant placement in compensatory education programs
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‘They were also deemed to be particularly characteristic of minority\famffies.,=

" The second most frequently c1ted reason for m1nor1ty overrepresentat1on

~in compensatorxﬁeducat1on programs was related_to_pnogram_guldelines.meanv‘

of the interviewees felt that the programs ex1sted for minority students,
primariiy with a particular type of family background, and these were the
students whose needs the programs were desﬁgned to meet. . )

The third most freguently cited response was that'minorities need the
seruices more--that these were the students who were not succeeding in school

and who.required the compensatory services to attain some minimal level of

‘educational success. -

The fourth category of responses c1ted prejudice, racism (personal and
1nst1tut1onal), cultural b1as and discrimination as the reasons for m1nor1ty
‘overrepresentat1on in compensatory ‘education programs - These respondents felt ,
that due to the operat1on of - rac1sm, system bias, and personal preJud1ces,
m1nor1t1es were d1sproport1onally assigned to compensatory educat1on programs.
Other reasons g1ven for this overrepresentat1on 1ncluded the nature of the /

to determine eligibility, and the fact. that the educat1onal system is geared

1dent1f1cat1on and selection processes used by the programs, the tests ad;7n1stered
toward prov1d1ng d1sproport1onate programs for minority ch1ldren | -

| In summary, the data from the various sources indicate that the s lth1on
and 1dent1f1cat1on procedures used to determ1ne enrollment in compensatory

educat1on programs uere well understood by staff members and 1n compl1anc with

fhfederal and state gu1del1nes Standardized achievement and criterion referenced

test scores and teacher judgment were the critiera most frequently cited. The
results of the select1on procedures, however, are a latent function in that
resegregation occurred along racial and/or ethnic lines at the district,.school,

.grade,’and classroom levels. This resegregation was further'marked by-the pulling

°
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,'out of students ‘from desegregated classrooms for compensatory instruction in
. more segregated groups. Bilinqual 1nstruction was sometimes provided in
' _.segregated—elassrooms4yu14¥yU¥4E4w4ces—were—occasionally—provided—in—segregated———-—

?activities. Staff members were1about as likely to confirm this overrepresentation

as they were to deny it and those'confirming it attributed its existence'primarily‘
to faetors in the family backgrounds of the minority children—selected for and

involved in the compensatOry«education programs under study.

: Difterentiation ’

' An“important aspect of equality of instruction in elementary schools is
' ‘\the extent to which studentsuare differentiatediin order to provide different
. \ . B

‘types of programs to meet individual student needs. ‘This research focused on
d fferentiation of\learning obJectives established for compensatory education '

students, the various staff expectations for these students, and differentiation
of instruction provided to the compensatory education students Three aspects
of the instructional programs were of concern in this research _Who gives the

instru tion to compensatory education students’ What level of instructional

are used with these children’ What curriculum is. covered by compensatory
| education students during the course of the school year? This research also
_ sournt to termine whether or not the existence of compensatory education programs »;

‘1n the district exacerbated differentiation.

Learning Obgectives

V Differentiation in the learning objectives for, compensatory education
students. as compared to those objectives set for noncompensatory education
students, was investigated through district documents and interviews with
various staff members. - Written district documents indicated that the goal for B
students in the'several compensatory education programs was a gain of 16 new

District Instructional Guidance Plan objectives in reading and/or mathematics
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during the school year/ The number of obJectives to be achieved by non-
compensatory students was not clearly specified in District 1. Some 1nterv1ewees _
———————44—indieated—that—aii—students—vmn%aﬂexpeeted—to—ga%n—ié—obﬁective=44£ﬁﬂuers—r
to 20 objectives as the goal for noncompensatory education students. This
‘discrepancy was never resolved. It was, however, clear from the interviews
. that all students were working towardlDiGP objectives. Compensatoryceducation -
‘students were more 1ikely to be monitored/on their success or failure in attaining
' the objectives due to evaluation requirements in these programs., ’
District documents reporting attainment of DIGP reading and mathematics
_obJectives by compensatory and noncompensatory education students at each
elementary grade level during the 1977-78 school year showed that “compensatory
education students show a higher ratejof*attainment on early objectives in the
_ hierarchy, while noncompensatory education students show a higher rate~of
| attainment on the later objectives" (Selps, 1929). This material indicates
i that»thouéh allrstudents are wOrking*toward the same set of learning objeCtives,.
l compensatory students frequently are working on lower level objectives. This
[5’ distinction may_explain the inconsistencies in%the responses noted. $imilar
‘ treatment would‘have implied that‘compensatory.and noncompensatory education ’
students-had the.same number of learning objectives, but, this was not clear
from either the interviews or the district documents '

Respondents who fndicated that learning obJectives were different for
compensatory and noncompensatory students were asked to describe the difference.
Anong teachers and instructional aides responding to the nature of the difference,
the response most frequently mentioned was that the grade level of the learning

) objectives set for compensatory education students was- lower than that set for
students not involved in a compensatory education program.‘ About half the
central office administrators indicated that compensatory education students

had objectives at a lower-grade level Principals did not cite differences

64




——————"""education—students———About—one-thard—of—the—interViewees—respon 3

-48-’ . ‘ . '\\2‘\‘\, .
/ / . \

on this variable About-one-fourth oz/the teachers'and instructional

aides 1ndicated that fewer learping objectives are set for the compensatory

. objectives are“set for all students, based on their individual needs

When considered separately, the various data collected on whether or not
differentiation exists in thealearning objectives set for compensatory education
students are inconclusive. By combin1ng ‘the various pieces of data, however,
it appears that the learning objectives set for compensatory education students
are frequently at a lower level than those established for noncompensatory
education students. The data do not indicate that there are consistent di fferences '
in the number of learning objectives establ1shed for the two groups of students.
" The lower level objectives for compensatory students are in accord with the
guidelines and since these students have previously ach1eved below grade level,‘
many district staff members perceive that it is appropr1ate to set lower level E
objectives for them.

There is little'question about the difference in objectives for bilingual
students. The first priority in.these programs is the teaching,of English.
This is generally supplemented by some appreciation of the’students' native
cultures. Basic sﬁills and other objectives'are a part of the intended outcome
of the bilingual programs, but these, temporarily at least, have a somewhat
lower priority for the bilingual program students. Most respondents considered
16 reading and 16 math'objectives per year the goal for bilingual as well as.
“for Title I and Article 3‘students The objectives specified for bilingual
students are often on a lower level than their age-grade would indicate.

The ESAA programs are oriented toward the achievement of "affective"
objectives as well as cognitive ones. The former are generally common for all
students, although, as noted earlier, in one school only minority students were

included in one_particular activity. The cognitive objectives focus on
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_ overcoming the disadvantages of minority students, but there is evidence that

. different objectives are set for minority students in this program. )

In summary, it appears that the reading and math obJectives set for many:
Title I and Article 3 students are at a lower grade level than for most non-
'compensatory students in the same school. grade. This may be true also for
biiinoual students. ~The number of reading and math objectives for compensatory |
educationustudents-is clearly specified as 16 per year in each area, but the
number set for noncompensatory students is not clear. Although the staff in
District 1 do not clearly identify differences. between compensatory and non-
compensatory‘obJectives, there is substantial evidence that objectives for the
}compensatory education students}are often on a lower level and may be fewer in

- number than for noncompensatory students.

:xpectations Held for Students .

Determination” as to whether expectations held by the staff for compensatory
education students differed from those held for noncompensatory education
_students was addressed by asking interviewees what percent of each category
‘of"students they expected to master the obJectives held for them: Regular
teachers, compensatory and special education teachers,and 1nstructional aides
responded to th1S set of questions. " ‘

The data indicate that of the three personnel types, regular classroom
teachers had the highest expectations for compensatory education students,

- while the lowest expectations for these %tudents were held by 1nstructional 3
aides. ; . o

The-great maJority of regular classroom teachers expected that nearly

all of their compensatory education students would achieve the obJectives

set for them. - A somewhat smaller proportion of the compensatorg spec1a1




staff and instructional aides felt that compensatory education students |

would achieve this level of success.

| Regular classroom teachgrs also were more likely than other personnel
to report that their compensatory education students actually achieved the
learning objectives set for them. .Half of the regular teachers, but only
a third of the compensatory education teachers and instructional aides,
reported that mdst of their compensatory education students had achieved-the
.objectives |
About half of the instructional aides expected that compensatory educa-
tion students would achieve more than half of the objectives held for non-
compensatory education students?;while only a few expected that these‘students
would attain nearly all of the objectives held for noncompensatory education
students. | | . |
In summary, it appears that the instructional aides in this sampled had
" the lowest expectations for compensatory education students. Fewer compensa-
tory- education students taught by the aides were achieving the objectives
held for them when compared to students taught by regular teachers compensatory
teachers, and other special teachers Regular teachers had the h1ghest

. ewpectations and reported the most;students ach1ev1ng their obJectives:

'Instruction
~NeErucr o8 . _

Differentiation in the instruction provided to compensatory education
students was assessed,by examining who provides the instruction for these
students, the level of instructional materials used, and the curriculum
covered during the course of the school year. Data were collected*from the
_ 1nterview sessions to’ determine if differentiation existed on these variables

- Data from the interviews indicate that special instruction provided to

b

compensatory education students outside the regular classroom is provided

slightly more often by instructional atdes than by subject matter spec1alists
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_When the special instruction is provided within the classroom, it is most

. likely to be provided by instructional aides Data gathered from unobtrusive

‘observations support the interview data, indicating that students pulled out
of regular classrooms for compensatory instruction were about equally likely
‘to receive instruction from an aide/as from a specialist In the thirteen
pull-outs observed, seven’ instrb jonal sessions occurred with subject matter
specialists while six were with\instructional aides

None of the students observed received their compensatory instruction
within the regular classroom. when present in the classroom,instructional
aides graded papers, prepared d1ttos watered plants.and did other record
keeping and housekeeping tasks. lThere was. no ind1cation that stucents not
involved in compensatory education programs received any instruction from
aides or specialists. In one school,the reading specialist did spend one
'day,per week providing enrichment activities for noncompensatory education
students. Regular classroom teachers further indicated that they met often
(more than once a week) with thefproviders of the special instruction to
discuss their pupils' progress and instruction. The communication between
| these personnel types was usually considered informal. Responses from
compensatory education staff were similar. |

Interviewees were asked how the grade level of the instructional materials
used with compensatory education students compared with that of the instructional
materials used‘with noncompensatory education students. Most teachers and
instructional aides noted that instructional materials used with compensatory'
education students were, to some/degree, differeni from those used with .
\noncompensatory education students. There was no difference in the breakdown
of responses by;personnel type. The majorjty of each group noted differences

in” the materials used with the two categories of students.

H
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Thofe'interviewed noted that a primary difference in the use of instruc-
tional materials was that compensatory education students were more likely than.

regular education students to use instructional materials below grade level

‘. These students were also more likely to use special commercial“learning materials

such as instructional “kits, filmstrips, games,,and flashcards, and were-more

~likely to use materialsfdevelbped,by teachers. >

3

The final aspect of instruction investigated was differentiation in the

curriculum or teaching units covered during the course of the school year by

‘éompensatory education.students- compared with noncompensatory.education students.
"More than half of the teachers, instructional aides and principals stated that
the curriculum (teaching units) covered was the same for both compensatory and

“noncompensatory ‘edication students, A smaller proportion of the Central

Administration concurred in this opinion. Of those who said it was not the

same, most respondents noted that compensatory education students were working -

“‘on a lower curriculum level "and were Tikely to ‘receive extra drill, more

it

;reinforcement and supplemental instruction Some respondents indicated that

/’although compensatory education students were covering essentially the same )

curricula, they received less complex, more generalized exposure with less

,conceptual depth

Bilingual” instruction was prov1ded by spec1al bilingual staff persons.
In some instances this instruction (Vietnamese, Arabic, Spanish OJibway, etc )

was provided at a central location Bilingual instruction was intended

' ~primarily to develop proficiency in the English language and as a consequence

to improve competency in basic skills Learning obJectives were identified
for each child and a Personalized Education Plan was prepared. Like other

compensatory education students bilingual students were more likely‘to'use

'. instructional materials that were below grade level, supplementary teacher-

developed materials, and special commercial learning materials The district
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also made use of §”eclal Bilingual Resource Centers. ‘In addition to language
“instruct1on, students 1nvolved in the bilingual programs often rece1ved

re1nforcement in aspects of their basic culture

Summary of Differentiation
. The data regarding differentiation support the following summary comments:

(1) Differentiation existed in the learning otjectives set for“compensatory
~education students. Students in compensatory'education'programs generally

were working on réading.andqmathematic objectives at lower grade levels than
most students. not invelved in compensatory education programs This reflects

a belief by district educators that such differentiation is appropriate educa-
tional pract1ce.and1s in harmony with the federal and state regulations.

(2) Differentiation existed'in expectations”for mastery of learning objectives
for students involved in compensatory educat1on programs Those personnel most
‘l1kely to provide 1nstruct1on for compensatory educat1on students were a1des
_and spec1al1sts most of whom had lower expectat1ons for these students than
« did the regular classroom teachers In addition, perhaps(as a function of
these Tower expectations, 1nstruct1onal aides and speciallsts involved in compén-'.
satory education programs\reported fewer compensatory education_students actually

.achieving the learning objectives that were'set for them Regular classroom

B teachers did not report differences between the exchtat1ons held for compensatory -

‘educat1on\students and_those held for noncompensatory education students, although
" the level of t;;\SB}EEE?VEE‘Eéfng taught might vary. (3) Differentiation existed
in .the grade level of the 1nstructional materials used with compensatory education
students These students were fore l1kely than‘noncompensatory students to use
hhstruct1onal materials below grade level; special*commercially-developed materials, .

and teacher-developed maierials. Djfferentiation also existed in_instructional
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“ personnel. Compensatory education students were more likely to receive instruc-
tion from subject matter specialists'and instructional aides. No . differentiation

was noted‘in the curriculum covered during the school year.

Ach1evement Outcomes

In 1979 s11ght1y more than 50 percent of Title I students served in the
-}distr1ct gained 16 or more DIGP reading objectives, wh11e nearly 70 percent
gained 16 or more DJGP,mathematics objectives "Almost 20 percent of the students
served gained less than ten objectives. District data 1nd1cated a substantial
increase in the percentage of Title I e11g1b1e students ach1ev1ng 16 or more
reading obJectives from 1976- 77 ‘to 1978-79. Little change was noted in the
mathematics ach1evemert for the same time period (See Appendix C). |

~ In 1979, district-wide, 51. 6 percent of the Article 3 e11g1b1e students |
.mastered 16 or more objectives in read1ng wh11e 65 6 percent mastered 16 or
‘more of the mathematics obJectives As in Title I, the number of studentsG‘ .
achieving 16 or more obJectives in Art1c1e 3 programs showed an overall increase
from 1976 to 1979. |

Of students involved 1n the ESAA Bas1c Program, 53.9 percent mastered 16 or
more reading objectives while 73 6 percent mastered 16 or more mathemat1cs
objectives. Forty-six percent of ' ESAA bilingual students mastered 16 or more
DIGP reading and 74.5 percent achieved mastery of 16 or more DIGP mathematic
objectives. Forty-seven‘percent of students 1nvo]ved in ESAA.bilingual programs
completed 16»or more reading objectives and 68.4 percent achjeved this level of
objectives in mathematics | | |
District data indicated that there was "v1rtua11y no difference in the

: performance of minority and maJority categorical students" on.attainment of
DIGP obJectives in either reading or mathematics, although female students

consistently performed better than male students in both subJects

e




Limited data were available to evaluate the extent to which intended outf
comes other than basic skills were achieved by compensatory educationlstudents{
Numerous members of the staff indicated that comoensatory education students'~-'
had imoroved self-concept, but there,were‘Eg_Objecti}e'data available to support
that conclusion. , | " .

Because m1nor1ty students generally were achieving at lower levels than
maJor1ty students, D1str1ct 1 proposed through the ESAA program to improve the ’
m1nor1ty students sense of control over their academic environment. Dur1ng
Fall 1978, students in desegregated schools were adm1n1stered the "Sense of
Fut1lity Scale" wh1ch measured the students perception of their possibility
of success 1n the school system. Minority students had significantly h1gher
fee11ngs of fut111ty than majority students and the ESAA students had a
significantly higher sense of futility than non-target students. Dur1ng the
1978-79 academic year, 50 percent of the target students improued on the "Sense
of Fut111ty” measure and 50 percent remained the same or decreased There was
no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between pre- and post-test means on th1s measure. A
sub-group of target students in a special gu1ded 1nteract1on program made a
signi?icant gain in _sense of control in the’academic'environment; |

A comparison of basic sktl]'aghievement among the several compensatory

education student grouos and the noncompensatory education students was not made.

The evaluatioh of compensatory education was not based on whether or not the

: target students were achieving .at equal levels with other students Rather, the
: effects of the programs were measured by.the ga1ns made or the objectives mastered

_by the compensatory education students. The 16 math and reading obJect1ves .

identified for target students are frequently on a lower g:ade Tevel than for

other students. The achievement of all 16 objectiues by'100 percent of the

'compensatory education students each year might result in no reduction in the

;.72
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‘inequality. It might'eyen cause an increase in the gap between:the compensatory

andfnoncompensatory students. ‘The percentage of students mastering 16 objectives

in both reading and math in the several compensatory education groups was

cons1derably less than 100, however. It is, therefore, unl1kely that these students

were ach1ev1ng equitable outcomes compared to noncompensatory students unless the
latter were ach1ev1ng at the same low level

Comparat1ve Basic Sk1ll Ach1evement data were available, however, for m1nor1ty
and white students for several years for Dlstr1ct 1 schools. Since the compensa-
tory education students were disproportionately'minority, some indicatlon of

the outcomes of these programs may be obtained by a comparison of minority and

‘non-m1nor1ty achievement. D1str1ct data for l978-79 1nd1cated that there was -

‘;'a considerable gap in majority/minority achievement' In 39 of the 41 elementary _

schools, m1nor1ty reading. ach1evement as’ measured by SAT scores was below maJor1ty

students. . This was the case’ for all 41 schools.on mathemat1cs achievement. Data

for the three sample schools co1nc1ded with d1str1ct~w1de data: In each sample, "

~ school majority ach1evement on the SAT in math and read1ng was higher than

m1nor1ty achievement. Append1x D shows a compar1son of m1nor1ty/maJor1ty ach1eve-

ment - long1tud1nally dver a four year period at the three sample schools In

-school A, from 1976 to 1979, the average percent1le rank for m1nor1ty students in

read1ng dropped three points wh1le maJor1ty students ga1ned six points. In math,

' duriné the same period, minority students ga1ned one percent1le point while

majority students gained six po1nts. School A had numerous compensatory educat1on,

programs operating. In School B during the same’four-year per1od, both major1ty

.and*mfnority students gained three percentile points in reading, while in math,

minority stucents stayed at the same level and majority students lost two per-
centile points. In school B, Title I and Article 3 programs were operational. -

School C, which operated only the Article 3 program, showed increases of seven

73
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. percentile ooints for minority students in reading, whiie majority students.
lost,two percentile points; In math, majority students lost four percentile’
points while minonity students gained three. The;e data abpegr to indicate that
schools operating with the most oompensatory'education programs had'tne least
socces§ in closing the aohiévement gap between majority and ninority students.
Although comparable achievément data were not available for the target
students and noncompensatory education students, it seems unlikely that fho
compensatory education programs nad produced”equaiiiy'of‘basic skill achievement
in District 1. Even thodgh only 46-75 percent of these students masteredithé'16
objectives set for them, it may be'tnat thése programs served to enhance the
self-concept of students. }Comparaiive data were not available on this intenqéd\’
outcone, however. The data concerned with students' sense of control did not
indicate any.signifioant cnange for ESAA students generally,'but a significant '
' improvément in‘a group receiving a“specialiguideo in;eraction program was noted.
, 0vera11,_the outcome data indicated tnat thené‘was.some improvement in
the reading achievement of compensatory education Studento‘over the yeans, but -
- that inequalities in_outcomes)werevnot materially reduced: The federal and
staté‘emphasis on providing identifiobly separate services fon compénsatory
| eduoaﬁion and the belief in great differences in ability aMOng‘students hové
;ended-fo result in programs that do not have equitable achievement outcomes as

-their goali

. /
’

/
/

_ General Observations on Conpénsatory Eduoation" ’
A further general oSSessment was made of the eiten; to which the exiétence

of the compensatory education programs under review offécted‘the educational

program. . Teachers‘and instructional aides were asked if the instruction they

provided would differ if the resources provided by compensatory student programs
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did not exist (See AppendixAE),f The vast majority of the teachers and aides

. reported that their 1nstruct1 n would differ if they no- longer rece1ved these

resources. All of the prin pals and most of the central office administrators ﬂ
indicated that instructional programs would differ.

Most of the personnel 1nterv1ewed felt that the primary difference in the
instructional program would be the loss of staff The personnel most frequently )
referred to were 1nstructional aides. The.loss of aides would result pr1marily

in decreased individualized instruction and instructional time prov1ded to the

target students: There was concern that without the instructional aides the

' ,regular classroom teacher would have to manage a wider range of academic abilities

and have more read1ng groups and a larger class size. Compensatory education

program resource losses would result in fewer supplies and materials, less testing,

'less reinforcement for slower students, lower expectations for target students,

less parental involvement, and less staff inservice tra1n1ng

Another d1fference noted was that less time would be spent w1th noncompen-
satory education students, if compensatory education programs and resources did
not exist. This 1ndicates that some interviewees viewed the existence of compen-
satory programs as beneficial to the regular education students

The fact that the data 1ndicated the importance attached to the enhancement

. of the individualized instruction that comes-with the implementation of compen-

satory education programs supports the idea that'theseiprograms exacerpate dif-
ferences in instruction. Were it not for the resources provided by compensatory
programs, - there would be fewer or possibly no aides--the personnel found most
Tikely - to differentiate expectations set for compensatory education students

There would also be no pull-out; which leads to resegregation of students along -

-racial lines. Finally, there would be less 1ndividualization of instruction,

"~ which produces differentiation in instructional personnel, in mater1als and in

t

learning_objectives.,
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_Further data regarding whether or not.compensatory education programs
exacerbate differentiation can'be eXtrapolated firom interview responsesvregarding
the most positive and most negative outcomes of compensatory_education programs.
The types of responses to this inquiry are reported in Appendices F and G. On.
the positive side, staff members most frequentiy-indicated that compensatory
education programs 1ncrease target pupils reading and mathematics achievement,.
secondly, that the programs improve students' self-concepts and attitudes; and
thirdly, that compensatory education programs proVide an'opportunity&for indi-
vidualization. The three most. frequently cited negative outcomes were that the

program guidelines exclude certain children that need assistance; that they

stigmatize and label students who are 1nvolved and that the programs increase ;

‘segregation or cause resegregation along racial lines.

Ind1v1dualization,vst;gmatization, segregation or resegregation, and

exclusion are all releyant;to equality of education. The fact that staff members

saw these as potential outcomes of compensatory.education programs supports the -

idea that these programs differentiate among students. Further,_data cited
earlier:regarding the raciai/ethnic charactaristics of students participating in
compensatory education programs clearly_indicated the presence of high proportions
of minority children;,.Thus,‘it is minority children who were most affected by
this differentiation ) |

' To sunnarﬁze, the data indicate that the existence of compensatory educatic:

programs produced some resegregation along gac]al/ethnicdlines and also resulted

Jin differentiation among students in learning objectives established, expectations

held, and instruction provided. There is no evidence-that acnifvement differerces

were significantly reduced. These findings do not indicate that District 1 failed

to operate Compensatory education programs according to federal and state guide- -

lines. Rather the findings indicate federal,state, and local policies have not ‘

,functioned in.a manner to achieve educational.equity in the district.

)




Chapter IV: DISTRICT TWO CASE STUDY*

Introduction

" In 1968, a group of District 2 community members , including both blacks -

and whites, petitioned the localfschool board to adopt a-plan of redistricting

to integrate the district's schools.

As a result of this petition, the board instructed the school district's

1

central administration to'deyelop a plan for the integration of District 2.

Two committees were appointed by the board to achieve this purpose. A series -

of school board. changes, a State Civil R1ghts Commission Report, and var1ous
court actions and appeals followed the initial desegregation action. By l975,
the U.S. Supreme Court had refused to hear the appeal and desegregat1on was
1mplemented ’

-District Z‘ns -in a midwestern city. In l978-79 there were 23 elementary
schools, five junior h1gh schools, and two high schools Approximately 30
percent of the nearly 15,000 students were black.

An examination of the regular classroom enroliments at the elementary

schoo] level 1n D1str1ct 2 did_not prov1de evidence of classroom resegregat1on
f\

_ w1th1n schools There may, _however, have been racially unbalanced groupings w1th1n“
classrooms. As will be noted in the sect1ons on compensatory and spec1al educat1on

programs some of which were carried on. in regular classrdoms these: groups were

: d1sproport1onately minority.

*Much of the data and analysis for this case study is adapted from a
review of the results of a schoo] desegregation court order.

~
#
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At the secondary school level, w1thin non-tracked or regular courses, no
ev1dence of section segregation was found.
Al1 of the compensatory education programs examined in this study had been

implemented in District 2. More than 2500 students in the 23‘elementary schools

‘were served by Title I of the Elementary:and Secondary'Education Act, or by b

Article 3 of the Michigan School Aid Act, or both, during‘the l979#80.school :
year. During the first two years of desegregation, the district received funding
through the Emergency School Assistance'Program (ESAP). " In subsequent years, aid '

was received ‘through the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA). -The primary emphasis

in these programs was at the secondary level to complement the concentration of

Title I funds at the elementary level. The Title VII -and Section~4lA Bilingual
Programs had provided services for approximately 250~non-£nglish native language
students at the time of the study (l979) A
Methodologz
- Information for this: study wasugathered.by interviewing a random sample of
District 2 elementary and secondary classroom, compensatory.education, and special

education teachers. One regular classroom teacher was selected at random uithin

each grade at each of seven elementary schools in the sample These. schools.were

randomly selected from all the district elementary schools after a stratification

of the schools.was made on the basis of school level (lower eleméntary, upper

" elementary) and black population (less than or equal to the mean,igreaterithan the

mean). Teachers in the following subjects were randomly selected from two\junior
high schools: Art, industrial arts, reading, English " foreign language, math,
science, social studies, and music. As in the case of the elementary schools,
these junior high schools, were randomly selected .from a'stratification basedu

on the black population in. the schools. ‘Teachers were randomly selected in‘both
the high schools from‘thegfollowing subjects: Home economics, industrial arts,

art, business education, math, science, health and safety, social studies, English,

78
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l »l . 'foreign language!'and music. A total of 28 elementary school, 23 junior highnl
- .~ school, and 293high school classroom teachers were interviewed.  One compensatory
education teacher was. interviewed at each of the'seven.elementary and five
junior high schools,"ln'seven elementary and eleven junior high schools,
special education teachers of'emotionally impaired, emotionally and.mentally .
impaired, and learning disabled students were also-intervieued.
Overall, 13 percent of the district's elementary school classroom teachers,“
14 percent of the junior high school classroom,teachers, 20 percent of the
senior high school classroomiteachers. 27 percent of the compensatory education
-teachers, and 39 percent of the EI, EMI, and LD teachers'were:interviewed for
the study. | | |
g The role that counselors and principals played in the academic placement
process and the degree to which there were racial differences in the counseling
process were assessed by interviewing seven elementary school principals and
four secondary principals. All of the'eleyen counselors at the secondary Tevel
were interviewed. In an effort to determ1ne the degree to which sixth grade
teachers used the stated District Placement Criteria, nineteen sixth grade |
teachers were interviewed after being randomly selected from the total .population
of sixth grade téachers in the district. .
The methods used in District 2 differed from those used in District 1 in
, the following ways: . 1) teachers interviewed in District 2 included cdnpensatory,,
special education, and regular classroom teachers 1n ‘both elementary and sécondary
“schools; 2) secondary counselors and sixth grade teachers in District 2 were
interviewed, but teacher aides were not; and 3) 1nterviews with randomly selected
District 2 teachers were voluntary and no st1pends were offered for assisting in |
the study/ It should be noted that in contrast to District 1, data available

in District 2 permitted us to examine special education and secondary school course

enrol Iments.




Resegregat1on

Resegregat1on in District 2 was determ1ned on the same basis as 1n D1str1ct
1. Minority students were considered to be underrepresented if m1nor1ty enroll-
ment in a program or course was 15 percent below the percentage of m1nor1t1es
enrolled in the elementary school oi appropriate grade level in the secondary
schools M1nor1t1es were considered overrepresented if their enrollment was 15
percent above the percentage of minorities enrolled'in the elemenﬁary school or
' appropriate grade level in the secondary schools. The numbei of white, black, "
and ethnic minority students in Title I, Article 3, and bilingual programs- in
'!the elementary schools and the course enrollments in secondary schools were
examined to determine the extent to which resegregation had occurred in these

schools.

Title I and Article 3

Analys1s of the enrollment data revealed that black students were digpro-
.port1onately,represented in l)tle I and Article 3 programs for all of the years
since desegregation. For example, in 1976-77, 43 percent of the blac students
enrolled in elementarydschools were.in the litlevI program, as compgred. with 18
percent of the district's white elementarylstudents.- These'figur s were 43
percent and 22 percent, respectively, for 1977-78. Th1s “racial d1sproport1onal1ty
persisted dur1ng the 1979-80 school year as noted in Table 2.
Only 42 to 52 percent of the’ students in these compen tory education programs
were white, while more than 60 percent of the elementary/students were white.. |
Although overrepresentation of minority students in Title I and Article 3 programs
,was not found in all elementary schools, it was found/ﬂ/

in more than half. For

example, in 1977-78, the'percent‘of black students/in Title I/7xceeded the percent
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of black students‘in.tne'building by more than 15 percent in 11 of the 18
buildings which had Title I programs.

- ,
Table 2

\& . A ) \\e\ R v
Ratial Composition of District 2 Students in

Title I and Article 3 Programs 1979-80
Compensatory Program Enroliment

'_groups from one-to five times duringsthe day. The groups were usually composed

Race of Students Title I Only  Article:3 Only ©Both
¢ Black 25 | 763 1 305 -
white 199 746 M6
Other | 2 2 S5
3 ) v | : ' /-"/

Students in Title I and Article 3 programs were generally pulled out of the
regular classrooms during various periods of the school day to receive instruction
by a special teacher of teacher aide. A1l but one of the seven students observed

for a full school day were removed from the classroom e1ther singly or in smal]

of larger proportions of minorities than found in the regular classroom-and
frequent]y could be 1dent1f1ed as black and other minority. ”

The interviews with elementary teachers confirned the pull-out practice.
Only a few of the teachers reported that compensatory education occurred 1n«tﬁe "
regular classrooms. Over half reported that students were sent out, and a?dut :
one th1rd reported both in-classroom and pull-out instruction.

The tendency to resegregate the Title I and Article 3 students thyough the

pull-out process is not due to any overt intent to segregate m1nority students.
4

i
v

/ 4

81 /

/




~
(24

-/ f55°

] ' -

] ' - -

Two rzﬂsons for the practice are apparent: First, federal and state regulations

require that serv%ces be provided only to eligible studénfs. 'Tst can be most

rea-ily assured by removing the tardet students from the'}egular classroqm‘for

thé sPecial instruction, Second, there ekdsts a widely-held belief that
dividualized instruction designed to meet special needs is the best way to

instruct disadvantagéq students. Regardless of the reasons, it is clear that

the Title I andrArtiCie‘3 students>§re‘to some extent set apart and resegregated

- in most District 2 schools. ' ' , v

Bilingual Program:

District 2's‘bilingual program had been primarijy a pull-outvtbtorial
_ program serving children with 11mited‘Engiishuspeaking ability in grades K-12.
>"\>yf22\tQE&1979-80 school year, at the‘;equest of the State Department of Education,
| three;§é1fJCbnt33§§g“bilingual classrooms were set-up in one elementary school

[

~ for first, second, and third grade Hispanic students. The Court amended its

wm

- desegregation order to permit thé tréﬁsporta§§on‘of students to self-contained

~ classrooms in a designated school if this did not make the school disproportionately
minority and if the classes were not exclusively minority; These classes composed
of about 40 percent'monolingual English speaking and 60 percent students with
other than English as'a‘native_]anguage. The Hispagic students were:bused to
these three classrooms from sthsr District 2 elementany schogls. Fgufth through
sixth grade Hispanic’students and first through third grade Arabic students were ”
bused to two other elementary schools with resource centers where students
received from one to tyd hours of instrdction daily. Several classes.in English
as a second language‘were provided for bilingual students in the high schools.
Other Spanish, Arabic, Vietnamésé, and Persian students were provided 30-60

hinutes tutorial instruction three to five times per week by»bilihgual teachers °

" or aides.
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Thewgoals of the bilingualvprogram, as reported“in”the'interviews'were
(1) to prov1de a supportive, comprehensive educational environment for studentstr
~ who speak English as a second language, (2) tovnmprove the students academic .
achievement and EnPlish communication skills, (3) to- enhance the self-image b
of the bilingual srudent, and (4) to instil7 in all children a respect for the )
diverse cultures of society., ) | -

The four language groups identified by the district for participation in
the l978-79 b1lingual program were Spanish ‘Persian, Vietnamese, and Arabic.

. 0Of the 251 students in the l978—79 program, 47 percent were Spanish speaking

‘students in grades K-6. In K-l2 Arabic language students represented 16 percent

of the bilingual'students Vietnamese represented 11 percent; and Per51an,

10 percent 0verall, 62 percent of’ the students in the b1l1ngual program, grades

K-12, were Spanish speaking, and 73 percent of all Snanish surname students in’

the district were 1n the program. Many of these students were also served in

the special prograns for migrants - |
Self—contained classrooms transportation to'resource centers, pull out

»tutorials and English as-a-second ‘Tanguage classes were all 1dent1f1ed as -

o4y

"minorjty programs. They all, therefore, represented a measure of resegregation

oy

within or between schools Staff of the $chool district expressed concern about

.the resegregation but nmny parents urge these types of programs and the program

" guidelines essentially requires it.

3 N ' B ! o

7Spec1al Education Programs ,

g

Also examined were differences in the proportions of races enrolled in the e

\

The percentages of students of different racial and ethnic backgrounds .

_ within separate-educational levels (early.elementary, later‘elementary, Junior

—
it
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high, senior high) of the EMI, EI, and LD programs for the years 1970-71

_through 1978-79 are shown in Appendix“H - These ‘data are based on the total

. student enrollments w1th1n a specific program. Thé enrolIments are’eXpressed

in terms of the percentages of the distr1ct s students for each rac1al or

ethn1c group in a given progra.. The f1gures do not demonstrate _consistent

' patterns of d1sproportionate minority enrollments but blacks are overrepresented

in some programs for some . years.

Secondary Course Enrollments In add1t1on to the patterns of resegregat1on

. result1ng from compensatory education and special educat1on programs an exam1na-

tion was made of the extent to which secondary school courses were segregated
Although not d1rectly related to - compensatory education programs sepalate courses
and programs presumably could be reduced or el1m1nated at the secondary level if

compensatory education programs achieved their goal of overcom1ng4d1sadvantages

- at the elementary level

t

At the Jun1or h1gh school level, 1t was found that (l) nearly all (10 out.
of'll) of the courses were non- representat1ve in black enrollments for 1978- 79;

(Z)Athe number of courses which had representat1ve black enroliments decreased

from;l9i§-76 to l978-79;1andﬁ(3) black enrollments were higher in the lowerq"

~level non-college-bound courses'(e.g.; reading and individual and regular math). -

The same - findings were evident at the senior high school level.  The only

- d1fference between’ the Jun1or and senior h1gh schools was ‘that at the senfor L

h1gh school level the extent of course segregat1on had 1ncreased At the Een1or

highjschool'level 62 percent of the science courses at one high. school and 50

-percent of the science courses at the other school were not representat1ve.

(See Table 3.)

The pattern of rac1ally disproport1onate representat1on was consistent.

- Black students.vere never-overrepresented”1n the accelerated classes nor in
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| college-bOund English, select math, and advanced biology courses. - While the
d1str1ct had stated that students freely made their own cho1ces of classes in )

: wh1ch they enrolled, in real1ty, little’ free choice was 1nvolved Once a student

- was placed in a read1ng class, or in a lower-track math class, his "free- cho1ces
became l1m1ted not only at the t1me the decision was made, but for subsequent

school years as well.
Table 3

Percentage of Courses Offered Which Are-Not Representative
.in Black Enrollment at District 2 High Schools
1975-76 and l978 79 "

‘ .School 1 School 2
English 36% Ry 0% 40%
Reading . 100% o0 - 100% 507
Mathematics . a2y Can sen  46%
,Eéfeign Language . e 46y e 7%
science o R R
- Social Studies - 0% 3 o 20m u»éi%'"~l~
. Business Education  ° 22 $32% [V i 154 -
Cwsic L, 6o 73% - 50% .
" Health & Safety | 0% - % 0% 0%
Art . . B T T 2 22% 8%
Industnlal Arts sy sr  19% 48
Home Economics - - . 60 67% . 3% " 56% :

~ Media . . o - 50 - 1005~ "67%-

Qo
[
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- The princlpal counselor and s1xth grade teacher interviews suggest that
placement in classes was-a function of prior student’achievement in a subject
area Most of the respondents spec1f1ed student "ab1l1ty" as a factor underly1ng

class assignment. If ach1evement;1s an index of ability and placement is a

“function of ability, then it is not surprising that the enrollment in lower

level junlor'h1gh schoo1 ~mathematlcs and reading'classes was disproportionately

" black, since many black students'entered junior high school with poor achieve-

ment~in reading and mathematics skills. This in turn, 1nd1cates that the
compensatory educat1on programs had not overcome the educat1onal d1sadvantages
of the - black students in the elementary schools stud1ed The patterns of |
resegregation within the secondary schools were even greater ‘than: those in the

elementary schools.

Differentiation = = - .

Goals - Objectives. -Racial disproportionality in certain courses and

programs'raises the‘iSSue of whether regular classroom teachers, compensatory
educat1on teachers and spec1al education teachers sought to prov1de equal

educat1onal outcomes for an students 4 3

1 Based on the 1nterv1ews conducted with a random sample of, d1str1ct teachers,’

it appears: that at least half of the regular classroom elementary school teachers

i

had d1fferent goals and objectives for d1fferent students wh1le they 1nd1cated -
that the1r goals var1ed as,a function of students neays, typ1cally this referred
to student performance or ab1l1ty ‘Within a regular elementary school classroom,

. this was the basis for group1ng, with rac1al differences between groups being

reported by about half of the sampled teachers. Similar goals and objectives for

. different students werekreported by most of‘the sampled regular classroom secondary

schuol teachers, but, as we have seen, a disproportionate enrollment pattern

distinguished many classes. . o - * |

. » ~..
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About half of the elementary school staff (regular and compensatory education
teachers) reported having individualized goals for compensatory education students.
 Most of the regular classroom teachers with mainstreamed special education

students reported having the same goals and objectives for them as for their

_ other students. - Long-term goals tiat special education teachers had for théir

students were -reported by almost half of the teachers-to differ from the goals

for students not in a special education program. 'In addition, almost~all of the
special education teachers had individualized student goals. Since enrollments

in certain courses, as well as in compensatory and special education programs,
were found to be disproportionately black, the results of these interViews Suggest
that many black students in the district may have been receiving instruction
based on goals and objectives which were different from those for white students.
These differences in goals and obJectives may account for the failure for certain

/

courses and programs to result, as reported, in equitable student outcomes;

Goals and Objectives for Compensatory Education Students

The sample of regular classroom teachers were asked about the goals and
obJectives they held for compensatory "education students About half of the
elementary school 'eachers said they had the same objectives for their compensatory-
education students as for other students - Differing abilities, skills, and motor”

development were cited as reasons by those who had different obJectives 0n the

Jjunior high school level, over three-fourths of the responding teachers said they -

had the same ObJeCtlveSn When the objectives differed, they were.said to differ
due to the leVel’of texthook used. ]

‘The day-to-day goals and obJectives for the students receiVing compensatory

-

ducation were said to be the same as- the day- to-day obJectives for the. regular '

students by more than half the elementary school and junior high school teachers -
'interviewed. 'The year-end goals and objectives were alsa said to be the same by

-
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most of the: elementary teachers and many of the Junior high school teachers
When the year -end goals differed, 1t was on the basis of criteria for mastery,
materials used and assignments made.
| The sample of elementary and Junior high school compensatory education
teachers -cited one or more of the following reasons for the placement of students
. in compensatory programs Teacher recommendations MAT scores, or being at
least one grade Tevel below the acceptable level. All.of the respondents reported
'that there(were no:racial differences in the application ofkthe placement criteria.
Eighty nine percent of the respondents reported that compensatory education was
carried on both in and out of the regular ‘classroom. -
| About half of the teachers interv1ewed, indicated that the district provided.
specific obiectives for compensatory education‘students. Most of the teachers
' f who said there were spec1fic district objectives indicated that those obJectives
were the same for both compensatory education and noncompensa*ory education )
"students In addition, most of the 1nterv1ewed teachers indicated that the ,
objectives taught compensatory education students were the same as the district s
Agoals and objectives for these students and also indicated that the»long-term
goals for these students were the same'as~for regular students. However,'most
of the teachers indicated that the objectives for each:compensatory education
students varied from student to student Individual needs of the students, along
7;with differ1ng ability levels, were the maJor reasons given for hav1ng d1fferent
;.goals. Most of the respondents, however, reported no 1dent1fiable groups of -
‘students for which thereAwere different objectives.
As reasons for a student to be removed from the program, most respondents .
' cited passing the required academic tests and being not less than a year below
grade level. xAll of the teachers said that the’ same criteria were applied to
all students, regardless of race. The length of time students were in compensatory
-education was said to vary from four weeks to three years, but none of,the teachers

o ] -
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indicated that there were any‘racial differences in the average length of timev
spent in the compensatory education program ,

The objectives set for the compensatory education programs were 1dent1f1ed
in the plans and proposals prepared for the various programs. District 2
objectives were generally that students gain one month s academic growth for

each month in school. In the ESAA project obJectives for '1978-79, for- example,

Objective I statea that'"BO% of the 2,417 minority students who are below ;

/

national norms will réflect one month's academic growth in reading for each

month in school.". The objectives for other subjects and other programs were

~similar. .The goals for these programs were, therefore, that 80 percent of the

target students would not fall further behind the norm.

It should be noted that the profesSional staff in this.district believed
that 80 percent”of students achieving a year's growth was appropriate for i
compensatory education,programs and the level of. objectives recommended in "

federal and state guidelines The achievement of these objectives would not

result in a decrease in:the inequity between the target students and others

Rather, the inequities might increase for 20,percent of the students.

Expectations. It is almost a maxim in educational literature tiat teachers'

'expectations may. influence student achievement. This section addressed the

issue of the degree to which. teacher expectations of student performances in ‘their

classes are said to differ as a function of student race. The same methodology

and sample of teachers described in the prev1ous:section are also applicablemhere.

Regular classroom, compensatory education, and special education teachers were

asked what percentages of regular, compensatory education, and special education

‘students they expected to master the goals and obJectives s~i .for them, ‘what

prbportion of regular, cOmpensatory education, and special education students

_actually mastered the objectives,and which students were least likely to master

|

| L;M
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Ahout three out of four:of.the regular classroom elementary and secondary
teachers expected 80 perceht or more.of the students in their‘classes to masterl
_their goals and objectives, but somewhat smaller proportions.reported that 80
percent or more of their students actually mastered those goals and obJect1ves

The elementary teachers felt that. those students sast Tikely. to master the goals
and objectives were thosevwho had problems an their fam1ly, had Tow attentjon

| spans,.were immature, or had poor language’skills. Racial differences in thesé,;
kinds of students were reported by many of the elementary teachers. Junior “\\
high school teachers felt that students least Tikely to master'goals and | |
A objectives uere those who were absent, had Tow reading scores, or'had poor
motivation. Other rreasons included being unprepared for the course and not

having parental support. 'Few of the‘junior high teachers reported any racial
differences in the likelihood of goal mastery, but those who did,indicated that
blacks were less likely to master goalsxthan other students. High school students
least l1kely tolmaster the goals and objectives included absent students, poor
readers and those w1th poor att1tudes Blacks were reported as. least likely to
master obJect1ves by a minority of the high school teachers

. The regular”plassroom teachers were-asked to estimate what percent of their

compensatory education students mastered the goals and obJectives they had for

other students in the ¢lass. The most typical estimates among the elementary
“teachers were in the one half to three-fourths range Jun1or high school teachers

3

est1mated that smaller proport1ons of their compensatory educat1on students mastered
the obJect1ves set for noncompensatory students The compensatory education | |
teachers expected a higher proportion of their students to masterﬁthe objectives .
than did the regular classyoom teachers. None of the compensatory education
teachers reported any racial differences in their expectations, and‘most,of the

- elementary compensatory. educatlon teachers said they'expected between one and two

\ N
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years' growth for students 1n,the1r programs

Home problems and attendance problems were cited most often by the

—

elementary teachers as reasons for not achieving a year's growth. Attendance

':and discipline problems were the reasons given by the junior high teachers. ~Most

.sfelementaryvteachers reported that students of different racial or ethnic groups

»
el

A ‘were equally likely not to achieve a year's growth.

Although most -of the teachers interviewed indicated thatlthey expected both

, compensatory educat1on students and other students to master ab0ut the same.

percent of the object1ves held for them, 1t is likely that the level of the

obJect1ves ‘set was somewhat different and lower for compensatory education students.

Most teachers felt that compensatory students should be expected to master the
same knowledge and skills as noncompensatory students, but most also reported
that a much smaller proportion of.the former learned these objectives.

Al but one of'the,central administration personnel interviewed reported
that compensatory education students were expected to learn less and on a lowerm
grade level than noncompensatory educat1on students. The one administrator
th0ught this was true for about one th1rd of the compensatory educat1on students, ,
but that two th1rds were expected to learn the same as others All reported that

the curr1culum -covered by compensatory students was d1fferent from that of other

.students and that 1nstryctional materials used were more likely to be below -

1grade level.. _ |
ki The reported 1eve1\of expectat1ons held for compensatory educat1on students

by most teachers 1nterviewed was more l1kely to be similar to the level of - .,

expectat1ons for other students than d1fferent However the expectat1ons reflected
in the obJectives set in the plans and proposals prepared for these programs
appeared to be lower than the expectations held for non- target students.

The difference in obuect1ves and expectations.held for compensatory educat1on

- students was assoc1ated with differential instfuction and-materials: In- -accord

-




~ than 1.0. grade year, 1.0 to 1. 5‘grade years, and 1.6 or more grade years are

- within each category of grade-equ1valent_un1t gains is shown.
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with the belief.that students from poor families are-less likely to learn well,

’many students, disproportionately minorities, were often instructed‘at lower

levelsvthan.others This Was frequently true for Title I, Article 3 andrbilingual
students. Ev1dence of th1s was the read1ng level of the instructional mater1als |

It was most dramat1cally demonstrated at the seventh grade level when some students

were placed in read1ng courses and others -in English. This differentiation of

~

instruction was evident throughout the schools.

Outcomes _

The most appropriate indicator of the extent to which compensatory education
programs servé to reduce inequities in éducation’ls the outcomes resulting from
the programs for targeted students compared to outcomes for non;targeted students.

Little data were ava1lable in D1str1ct 2 on which to base a comparison.  Data on ?

“the degree to wh1ch compensatory educat1on students achieved a normal year's

growth, and the compar1son of minority and non-m1nor1ty student ach1evement

-1

prov1ded partial answers to the question. _ T

Title I Achievement

M ]

To some extent the achievement of T1tle I students reflected the results
of Article 3 programs because the two programs overlapped. Assuming that non-
targeted students a 1eved~a year's growth ina year,on the‘average, the degree
to which these compensat ry programs resulted in reducing the inequities in
[itle I students was reflected in the grade equivalent unit ga1ns

\ v,

in read1ng and math for Ti udents.

Data which indicate the numbe; of students w1th1n each school gaining less, //*

presenteaj1n Append1x I. The percentages of students in each program each.year. ' ;o

-, v : -
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. As -can be seen in Table 4 at least 50 percent of the Title I students
in the reading 2-3-4, reading 4 5-6, and mathematics 4-5-6 programs in 1976-77

and 1977-78 gained less than 1.0 year. Since at least 43 percent of. the. elementary

school black students were enrol ed in.a compensatory educat1on Title I program
during this period this sugge 's that many of the black students may have been
cont1nu1ng to fall behind in reading and mathemat1cs even though they were
presumably rece1v1ng remed1at1on The data do not conta1n a racial breakdown of
grade equivalent gain units, .so this inference has to be made on the bas1s ‘of
overall student achievement. \
S1m11ar data for the students served by the Title\I m1grant program 1nd1cate

that less than 50 percent were achieving at the normal levels.

\

3
ok

Minority-Majority Achievement o ’ \ o \

Although a comparison of the achievement of minority stu:ents to that of non-

_minority . students.does not reflect the outcomes of compens toryveducation programs;'
- it does give some evidence of the extent to.which equity in outcomes were being ‘
.achieved. The comparat1ve Metropol1tan Ach1evement Test data sho n\1n Append1x J |
11nd1cate relat1ve ach1evement of var1ous groups over several areas fo< several ';
~years. These resuits may be affected by Title-.I, Art1cle 3, b1l1ngual\\:1grant

‘ ESAA, and a var1ety of reading 1mprovement programs -over several years.

Inspection of the graphs in F1gures 1-12 of Append1x J leads v two véry

/ A

'clear conclus1ons e 7 —_ , N

1. Minority and non-m1nor1ty students on the verage are close . . \\’: fﬁ
: together in reading and math as measured by the M.A.T. at the ‘

second grade, and both groups are at or. aboke grade level.

N
\

~.2. The differences -between minority and non-minority ach1evement
* .increase in social stydies and science as well as reading and \ S
math as the students move through the second to n1nth grades. o
Since all the compensatory programs served a d1sproport1onate number of m1nor1ty

students the m1nor1ty ach1evement resulted, in part from these programs.
s | 513.
' 4

. i . . = . . ) ) )
. ’ ) { ’ ’ : * I A
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Table 4 ’%\;
. / : , N
, ‘Percen§7d;s of Students Achieving Grade EQU1va1ent Unit Gains in Title I Programs
g ‘ 1976~ 77 1977 78 .
/ | ..
1976-77 | 1977-78
Less than 1.0 to 1.5 1.6 years =~ Less than 1.0 to 1.5 1.6 years
Program - / 1.0 year  yrs. or more  or more 1.0 year yrs. or more or more
Reading z//" | !
Grades 2-3-4 77 4 78 17 . 5
_ Readin : ~ / w
Grades 4-5-6 54 22 : 50 - : 30 / 20
MatWematics ) ' : ' /
rades 2-3-4 43 9 47 38 15
athematics : , .
Grades 4-5-6 - 50 19 : 54 ' 26 , 20
."—jgj s
Q

. Source: ESEA_Tit]e‘i ﬁ(aluatioq)Reports for the SchooliYears 1976-77 and 19;%778~

B
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—Certainly these achievement test data prov1de no évidence that the various

-,compensatory programs had overcome minority d1sadvantages Rather,nif they -

had any impact on minority achievement, they served to increase the relative S .

‘disadvantage compared to non-minority Students.

Other Outcomes. ‘ o L

&

o Little data were available to determ1ne the poss1b1e effect of compensatory
education programs--T1t1e 1, Article 3, b111ngua1 and ESAA--on=other intended

outcomes. The ESAA plans mentioned reduct1on in m1nor1ty suspension-and reduction

in dror outs as “intended outcomes of that proqram Although there was some .

change from year to year, there was no consistent trend in either of these
outcome - indicators. - “ ‘

The enhancement of student self-concept was frequently mentioned by staffé
membehs as a desired outcome of the various programs but there were no data on
which to determine if this had oécurred. :

In genefal, there was no available evidence that the compensatory education

brograms'had reduced the fneqyitab]e outcomes of education in District 2. Some

respondents suggested-during the interviews that the achievement outcomes would .
] . ) . i : Mg,

have been much lower among -target students.if the programs had not been available.
.:Th{s is possible, but no evidence was availabie tovsupport this -contention.

 The evidence available suggests rathefuthat the programs ‘may have increased the

inequities. ‘ T I

Summar o 1 o ;»
+ YUsing three'criteria;e;esegregation, differentiatfpn; and outcomesi-to;
determine the e;tent to which compensatorymeducat?oh programs--Title I, A}ticl 3 .
bilinguar and ESAﬂ--haa.proxjdedzequity in educat?on in District‘z, it may be

concluded that these programs had not ‘achieved this intended purpose. L
' ~ . L ]

w ~C ’ I s v i '_:
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Resegregation - /

There was no evidente of within school or classroom segregation in the’
elementary schools or requ1red courses at the secondary level. There was .
evidence, however, of resegregation in T1tle I, Art1cle 3, and bilingual
programs. This was usually through the regular pull-0ut of students within
the school for varying periods of time, but in 1979-80 some bilingual students
. mere being'transpOrted to separate self-contained classrooms and resource
centers in other buildlngs.~

_‘Although secondary course enrollments were not 'directly determined by

compensatory education programs, the disproportionate enrol Imerits in 7th grade

reading or English'and'math classes, as well as in many other courses, were
evidencedthat compensatory education in elementary school had not produced
equitable enrollments at secondary levels The disproportionate enroliments in
many secondary school courses were not-the result of overtly racial placement.
M1nor1ty students were guided in d1sproport1onately large numbers into lower
level English, math, and other courses. These assignments were based on
assessments of past performance and ability as well as on the teachers and
counselors' Judgment of appropriate placement. -

' Ab1l1ty group1ng, resulting in rac1ally 1dent1f1able groups occurred
'unth1n at least half the elementary classrooms This is to a limited extent
a resegregathon process.
| 'Federal and state guidelines and local school practices based on the .
.presumed d1fferences in ability and pr1or student performance resulted in

- very s1gn1f1cant patterns of resegregation w1th1n the D1str1ct 2 schools.

" D1fferent1atlon
Different1at1on in objectives set for students expectat1ons held for

them, and 1nstruct1on provided was evident throughout the District 2 schools

! a . L 33
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Minority students were more 1ikely than majority,white students to. have lower
objectiyes set for them, lower expectations held for them, and lower-level
instruction provided. The compensatory education programs examined had not
overcome or reduced the differentiation at any level.

Although it 1s not possible to attribute the differentiation process solely
to the compensatory education programs, it is iikely that they contributed to
it. The requirement that only eligible students be served and the emphasis on
planning'individualized programs for compensatory education students supported
the practice of differentiation among students. This isubuttressed by the
Widely held-belief that there are great differences in ability to‘learn and
that.minorities and whites from poor families are likely to have less ability.
The'belief that differentiated or individualized educational programs are the

"best way to instruct different students was common in District 2. The combina-
| tion of beliefs and compensatory education‘guidelines resulted in extensive
differentiation in the education of District 2 students. Minority students |

were most likely to receive the lower level programs.

Outcones

If the resegregation and differential educational programming resulted
in equal educational outcomes for disadvantaged students, the educational
system might be justified in those practices. This was not the case in
District 2. | There was no euidence that the various compensatory education

programs had significantly reduced the 1nequ1ties in achievement or other

educational _outcomes. Although some staff members maintained that the achieve-'

ment gap would te still greater w1thout the programs evidence on which to base
. this conclusion was not available. The achievement data available indicated

that half or more of the Title I students fell further below the norms each

38
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o

year rather than catching up. Comparison of the minority and noniminority
‘students indicated that the inequaiities in reading, math, social studies and
science achievement increased as the’students moved through the schools.
, There were no significant changes in suspension or drop-out rates after
desegregation and with'tne availability of ESEA. Article 3, and ESAA programs. - :
Although District 2 balanced the enroliment in its schools and in the
elementary and required course'secondary classrooms, equitable education did
not occur within the schools. "The compensatory education programs intended to
assist in achieving this goal did not succeed. The fegulations guiding these X
'programs and.the instructfonal practices implemented in them tended to
encourage within-school resegregation and differential objectives, expectations,
and instruction. In short, the compensatory education programs did not overcome

, tﬁe inequities in educational outcomes.

!

H
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" Chapter V:. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND SUGGESTIONS

In the previous chapters, an examination was made‘of_the extent to which
compensatury education programs promoted equality of educational opportunity
in two desegregated school'systems. No attempt was made to identify these
as representative_school distrtgts,‘and‘the'examination of each was a case study
in itself. This summary of the findings in the two distrtcts should in no

way be considered generalizahle to other desegregated school districts.

' - Resegregation '

There was no evidenee that either of the two school districts had overtly
resegregated within schools on the basis of race. It is equally clear, however.
that the compensatory education programs which we have examined functioned in
each of the school d1stricts to resegregate the poor and minority students in
‘several ways The mést obvious of these was the practice of "puliing-but"
'students for Title I Article 3, bil1ngual and, in some cases, ESAA programs.
Eligible students were specifically identified and regularly taken out of the
regular classrooms /for instruction or other activities. These students were |
" generally disproportionately biach'and/on members of ethnie'minority groups.
~The spec¢ial reading and math}instructidn-fdr Title I and Article 3 students
sometimes occurreJ in sehool corridors or in laboratoru rooms closely identifiedﬂ
with the facilities for educable mentally retarded students. In District 2
some bilingual instruction for elementary students occurred in Separate buildings
-to which students were bused. In at least one school‘stud}ed in District 1 )
black students were removed from the classrooms for suecial gymnasium activities.
under the Fmergeney School Aid Act program. These latter activities identified
and reSegregated the minority»students for the}activities provided by the

. .e2- 102)
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compensatory education programs. To the extent that poor and minority students

are identified for compensatory services separate from the noncompensatory

~ students and such services are perceived as inferior, such resegregation is

potentially a denial of equal protection of the laws. , i

The Title I, Article 3, and bilingual programs all are 1ntended to over-

come the disadvantages of the poor and minority students so that they can

~function in the educational system on an eouitable basis with other students.

One criterion of the effectiveness of these programs in achieving this aim could

be the extent to which the students who have "benefited" from the programs are

indistinguishable from others in later school years. Altnough we have not

' provided detailed data, the evidence obtained in the school districts indicated

. that the eélementary school compensatory programs did not overcome academic dis--

advantages sutficiently to prevent ditferential programs apd resegregation within
schools at the secondary school level. Secondary school” students were not
officially tracked in either school system, but minority students were dispro-
portionately found‘in courses and programs that w re‘not designed for college

‘ /at the end of the sixth’grade

preparation. In District 2, the decisions made
regarding students' programs at the seventn/é/?

rade level resulted in a dispro-
portionate number of poor and minority students in the lower level mathematics
and English courses. This subsequently led to a small proportion of minority

students in advanced'level mathematics, scie e, and English courses at the

high school level., It would appear, therefore, that the compensatory education

- programs did not guarantee equitable education for eligible students in these

school systems. Resegregation at“the secondary level was clearly observable
in the type of course populated by racial and ethnic minority students'compared

to the white majority students.

~1ug
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Ph?fgﬁht and other patterns qf resegregation in the elementary schools
generélly were due to three factors, according to the staffs in the two districts.
The&first reason given for the need to peride separate instructional programs
, was_that,federal and state reg ﬁtisns'encourage the practiée. The easiest way |
for schdol staffs tb&grgy e federal and state agencies with evidence that the |
allocated resources go only to the target pobulation is to isolate that popula-
tion from the noncompensatory popuiation. Although the intended or-mani fest {’
| purposes of Title I, Article 3, and bilingual programs are to overcome the
disadvantages of target populations and enhance the possibifity of anfehuitable
educacion fof all, a latent or unintended functioh of these programs is to

resegregate the target students at least part of the time during the school day.

' Differentiation

The second criterion used to examine the effect of several federal and
state educational programs and policies on desegregation*goa]s was the degree

of differentiation in objectives, expectations, and instructional pfograms .
provided target students in comparison to non-target students in the two school
districts. Again, there was no evidencé that differentiated programs were '

- provided overtly on the basis of race. rProgramS were differentiated, however,
for ethnic minorities whose 1aﬁguage baékground was different from English.

In acéord with what were perceived as appropriate bilingual eduCationallprograms,
'minorities jdentified by a different language and cultural origin were system-

g

atically provided differential instruction in English and, to some extent, in

their native language and culture | - |
Although the Title I and Article 3 compensatory education programs did

not overtiy differentiate among. blacks, whites, and other minorities the .

eligible and target populations were clearly disproportionately black and ethnic
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minority students. The e#fentAto which target students in these programs“were"
provided differential education cduld be perceived as being appropriate for

- minority students. | . ,

Geheraliy speaking, the majority of regular classroom téachers and some

Special_compensatory education teachers identified the objeétfves of the basic

skills instruction for compénsatory education students as being the same as

the objectives for noncompensatory education students. The data available,

however, suggest that the number of basic skill objectives and the perceived

grade level of these bbJectives were freduently lower for compensatory educatian ‘
students than for other students. In District 1 the number of reading and math
objectives sef for Titlejl and Article'3 students ‘was clearly identified as

i6 for each year. The number of reading and math objectives set for each year

N for the noncombensatory students was poorly defined and quite differently
defined by different raspondents in the systém. The total number of objectives
set for reading and math for grades K-6, howéver, would clearly require that
an average of 20 or moré.object{ves be mastered each year. Tho mastery of

‘16 objectives per year by the compensatory education students would not result
1n mastery of the total number of basic skill objéétives iaentified for the.

K-6 years. |

,"The specific objectives for basic skills were not clearly identified‘in

District 2 except by the instructional materials used. The specified gdal of.

¥he compensatory education programs was year's growth for each of the students.

The preponderance of evidence, hbwever, indicated that the target sthdents djd
not allvachieve a year's growth, and the g:nerally accepte& objectives seemed

'to'be decidedly less than a year's growth for the'targét‘students. Furthermore,
in both districts the objectives for the compensatory education students may

have been at a significantly lower grade level than those genérally held for

students at a given,%gq;

®. B s 1ug
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The purpose of the biiingual‘programs was to improve the Enolish
language competence of students with other native languages and to enhance
appreciation of their native cultures. This latter objective was not held for
the non- bilingua[ students. The basic-gki1t objectives stated for bilingual
students were similar to those for other compensatory education students.

‘ The Emergency School Aid Act programs were varied in the several|schools
in District 1. Generally, they focused on secondary lerel students i
District 2. The District 1 goals were iargely more affective than caognitive

in nature. These were not generally differentiated among the racial groups.

In one school studied in District T, however, an ESAA program was prpvided

for blacks only. In District é, the ESAA program was designed to priovide

human relations services in secondary schools and to improve instruction through
instructional specialists consulting with regular classroom teacher . In
District 2, there was no evidence of differentiation between the objectives
for minority and non-minority students. |

This study also sooght to determine to what extent the staffs/ of the two
school districts held differential expectations for minority and gon-minority
students through the operation of the compensatory education prog ams. - This
.was a very sensitive issue among the districts staffs. There was apparently .
some conflict in the minds of the school personnel concerning th differential
expectations held -for compensatory education students. It is clear, however,
that many teachers, perhaps the majority of teachers, in these districts
expected less learning from the students in Title I, Article 3,/ and bilingual
programs. Many teachers identified students from disadvantaged home backgrounds
as less able to)learn, and therefore considered it inappropria e, perhaps eren
unkind, to expect children from so-called disadvantaged familjes to achieve

at normal levels. Although the degree to which these differential expectations

actually resuited’in differential programs was not investiga ed, it seems likely
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that the differences in instructional materials and instructional levels.~
vrequted, at least in part, from the staff not expecting the'students_to learn
~at the level of other students.
Associated with differential objectives and sometimes differential expecta-
, tions was a common practice of providing target students with different instruc-
tional materials. In District 1, instructional materials;were adapted to the
objectives identified for the compensatory education students. They'were, in
many instances, different from those used for the noncompensatory education
students. In District 2, the reading instruction for“compensatory education
students was commonly in lower level books than for the reguiar‘students in
a given grade. Since elementary Title I, Article 3, and bilingual programs
were essentially pull-out programs taught by teacher aides or instructional
specialists, supplementary and different 1nstructional materials were more
-frequently used by these teachers than by the regular classroom teachers. The
. materials used for bilingual students were significantly different from those |
used for the non-bilingual ones. There is 1little evidence, however, that there
was any differentiation in the instructional materials or other services as a
result of the ESAA programs in District 2. The variation in ESAA programs from'
school to school in District 1 makes it difficult to generalize about that district
There is considerable evidence that compensatory education programs have
vstimulated schooiidistricts to clearly specify objectives for target students
in order to evaluate the programs. Such a clarification has not been made,
however, for noncompensatory education students. The former students are
evaluated by the degree to which they have achieved the objectives‘identified
for them, but they are not compared to the non-target students. In District 1,
“for example, it is impossible to determine whether noncompensatory'education

students mastered more of the specified objectives than did the compensatory .

~
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- education students. In District 2 it may be presumed that the objective was.

for noncompensatory education students to achieve a year's grpwth as measured
By standard norm referenced tests:‘but there is no evidence that students not
involved in Title I, Article 3, on bilingual programs achieved this level.

It was much more difficult to obtainvdefinitive evidence concerning the
differentiation of Objeetives, expectations, and instnuctional programs fqr
target students (and thus racial- or ethnic minority students) than it was to

determine the degnee_to which fesegregation occurred."Staffs of the two school

, districts, both teachers and central administrators, were generally sensitive

about the identification of differential programs, except for the bilingual
programs which clearly called for differential objectives and instruction.

Some staff certainly did not set different objectives, hold different expecta-
tions, or provide different instructional prqgfams fon the targeted students.
Others--and this was more eommonly true c; the teacher aides and specialists

who worked more exclusively with the compensatoryveducation’students-wheld
different objectives and different expectations for their students and'proVided P
different instructional prbgrams. - These differences were ‘generally explained"i
and justified'by the same reasoning,used to justifyathe resegregation which has
occunred in the districts. The guidelines for biiinQUal, Title I, and Article 3
programs clearly support supplying supplementary instructional services which

presumably,are to be different fnon the regular classroom instruetion. These

differences in objectives and instructional programs are a]so’justified by the

belief that the students from disadvantaged backgroundsyinve different abilities

and different needs. Given this'belief,fregulan instruetional programs to

achieve the standard level objectives and expectations are inappropriate for

- the target students. Differential objectives and programs are therefore necessary

and appropriate for students served by the various compensatory programs. Many

0 lug
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members of the staff would 1ns1 ot that it was not only appropr1ate, but

absolutely necessary," te establish deferent obJect1ves for these students

, and prov1de d1fferent 1nstruct1onal programs for them. They were perce1ved

as not able to ach1eve at the same levels or master the same areas of knowledge
as other students. This belief system provides a foundation on which to justify
differential education'fer racial and ethnic minorities as well as other dis~.

advantaged students.

Outcomes-Achievement

A1l of the programs examined in this study--Title I, Article 3, Bilingual,

and Emergency School Aid Act Programs--were intended to improve the quality

 of education provided to the target populations. Since the target populat1ons

are predominately perceived &s less advantaged and in need of special services
to provide them quelity education, the'purpose of these policies and programs

has generélly focused on an fncreased degree of equality in education. .Equality'

~in education presumes some besis'fdr determining the quality of education

received. In an earlier period in our history, equality was essentially deterQ
mined by availabiljty of educational programs to all groups of students. In

recent decades, however, the quality of education has been assessed by the

. outcomes rather than by availability. Clearly the criterion of qua11ty 1s

perce1ved as appropriate in each of the programs examined in these school distr1cts

Although not specifically mentioned, the U.S. Supreme Court certa1nly implied

\that'the quality of segregated black schools was inferior to that of desegregated
-schools. Black students do not receive equal education in schools identified

'as inferior, The purpose of Title I and Article 3 is to.ifiprove the performance

of the target students. Michigan Article 3 legislation identifies this specifi-

cally in terms of reading and mathematic ski]ls. Bilingual programs, both state ~

N
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and federal, are intended to overcome language and cultural handicaps so that
target students can function at a higher level of achievement It is appropriate,
therefore, to ask the following in regard to all the programs: Have they
improved the outcomes for target students? Did they provide a higher qualitv
of education? Did they assure a greater;degree of equity for these students?

The tyo districts studied provided 1ittle data on which to assess the

outcomes of the various programs other than achievement in the basic academic o

-skills of language, reading, andhmathematics.

%The data on the basic skill achievement in each district was quite different
and not comparable. It was, therefore, necessary to examine them separately.

In District 1, there was evidence that between 1976-79, the percentage of

. compensatory education’students‘mastering 16 objectives per year in reading

increaséd. That percentage’ was approaching 60 percent in 1979. If we assume
that 16 objectives is a normal year's growth in achievement, more than 40
percent of the target students did not achieve a year's growth during the

academic year. Furthermore, many of these objectives were at grade levels

*
below that in ‘which the student was enrolled, indicating that the gap in

reading between disadvantaged target students, (disproportionately minority)
and majority students had not been closed. If we assume that more than 16
objectivesawere the goal for the non-target students, the gap between them
and the compensatory education students was even greater and may not have
narrowed at.all in many schools. As we have indicated, a'comparison between
the District 1 target students and the non-target students was impossible at -

the time of the study. The pattern of achievement in mathematics among target

students was a little higher than in readind, but had not improved significantly

in the year preceding the study. The same problem, as in the case of reading,

: existed in a comparison of mathematics outcomes. Since students in the compensa-

\
.

tory programs had been achieving 50 to 70 peroent of the stated achievement goals,

1us
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mhich may be less than\for,regular students, and frequently on lower grade
levels than goals for other students, we must conciude equitable achievement
had not been reached in District 1. | '

The outcomes in math and reading achievement for District 2 students in
| compensatory programs have been evaluated in terms of the percentage of a year's
growth as measured by standardized norm referenced tests. The data indicated
that on the average, more than half of the compensatory education students ,
were achieving less than a year's growth in reading and in math This 1nd1cates
that these students were not catching up with noncompensatory students If
the latter were achieving a year's growth on the average, most of the students
being served by Title I and Article 3 were falling further behind each year.
The oercentage of noncompensatory education students achieving a year's géowth
on these tests in District]2 was not available. Other District 2 data, however,
clearly demonstrated that black student5'were achieving at decidedly lower levels
than white students and that the gap had not been closed in the years preceding
the study. To the extent that the compensatory education students were minority,
vwhich they were in a disproportionately high percentage, these programs did not
provide equitable educational outcomes for minority students. )

Equality of educational outcomes seemed to have ‘little relevance in either
school district. Evaluation of the compensatory educationa] programs which we
fhave examined was hased exclusively on the percentagerof‘students.achieving the
relatively lower‘objectives held for students in these' programs.. There were,
therefore, little data om\ which to make a;valid comparison of the outcomes ?or
the target students and for the other students.

Much has been written about the importance of improving studentsI self--’
- concept, particularly among minority and other disadvantaged(students. There

is no evidence, however, on which to determine whether this has been achieved

10y
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'Qm these two districts and, if it has,:Whether it is associated with any
increase in basic skill achievement or other outcomes. _Evidence from other
research (Brookover, et al. , 1979) indicates that black students in Michigan
elementary schools have decidely higher concepts of their academic ability
than do white students in Michigan schools. Although we do not. have data for
3students}in“these two school districts, it is possible that black students in
Pthese districts also had higher concepts of ] ir academic ability and higher
self-esteem than the white students. This may be\the result of the_special
- services to disadvantaged students in which there has been much emphasis‘on
the improvement of the students' selféesteem'and their general feelings about“
themselves Data from the same research, however, indicate that the higher |
self-concepts which black students express do not necessarily produce higher
achievement. In fact, in a random sample of Michigan elementary schools, the
mean,achievement of black_students is clearly below that of white students-;
Tel | (Brookover et al., 1979). 1t is possible that schools have_succeeded in‘come
_ municating to minority students that they should think well of themselves,. |
but have not provided the kind of instructional programs that fulfill their
expectations From the same study, we learn that the black students” perceive
that the staff expects much less of them and evaluates them less well. Perhaps'
as a consequence, they feel a much higher sense of vutility than the white |
students. - So, improved seit-concept may be a necessary, but not sufficient,
cause for higher achievement Al*hough we ‘have no ev1dence from these two‘ |
school districts, it is possible that the programs examined have resulted in
higher self-concepts of ability and higher self-esteem for minority and poor

students without enhancing the achievement in the basic skills or other areas.

Evidence from District 1 indicates that'the‘ESAA program in general did'not

“1ig
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' signi cantly 1mprove target students' sense of fut111ty over one year. One

sub-program‘of‘guided interaction d1d, however, produce s1gn1f1cant 1mprovement.

The staffs of the schools studied generally beliered that the Title I,

~ Article 3, and hjlingua1 programs enhanced the achievement of the target students,

but, as noted, there is little justification for this conclusion in the evidence

“availwole. ' Much of the be11ef about th1s was derived from the emphasis that

school staffs placed on the 1mportance of becoming aware of disadvantaged

" students and the 1mportance of enhancing their self-esteem. There was little

concern about~having these students_achieve at the same level as non—target-
middle class white'students Neither district had adequate achievement or other
outcome data to make va11d compar1sons with the noncompensatory students.
Apparently no one cons1dered it 1mportant to determ1ne the extent to which
policies and programs actually funct1oned to overcome the disadvantages and

provide equitable educational outcomes. No one in either school district, for

-example, considered the possibility of using as a criterion of success, the

percentage of compensatory education students who become ineligible for the

arogram each year because their achievemeht had reached a higher level. Some

~estimated that this might be about ten percent of the students.

Placemént of minority students in secondary school courSes'and programs

and other evidence concern1ng dropout and suspens1on rates aiso 1nd1cate that

the programs have not produced equitable outcomes for m1nor1ty students

Discussion of Findings

%

| The primary goals of federal Title I, b111ngua1 and Emergency School Aid
Act programs are to assist in overcom1ng educational disadvantages and to
provide equitable educat1on ' These are clearly. 1n harmony with the goal of
desegregat1on, that is, the equal protect1on of the laws or equitable education.

The state compensatory education program under Art1c1e 3 of Michigan Public
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Act 94 has a similar_goal’uith particular reference to basic skili achieuement. _
Analysis of the way in which these programs functioned in two desegregated..
i school districts indicated that the specified programs had not achieved the
equal protection and equality of education goals of desegregation as measured
by thercriteria of resegregation, differentiation, and achievement. .

It seems unlikely that thé programs as now functioning in the two schoo].
districts~mill‘achieve equality of education goals of‘deseoregation. This
speculationiemerges.from‘the assumptions on which the programs are based and

- the learning theories which dominate the beliefs of the school systems The
vunderlying assumption regarding the students involved in the compensatory
education programs is that they are vastly different in 1earn1ng abilities from f

. other students. The assumption is that a w1de range of learning abilities are {
aggravated by disadvantaged home conditions to the extent that it‘isfuniikely, ; |
that target students-would'be'ablé:to achieve at the same or similar levels |
as students from middle class families. The predominate purpose of the programsb
as,they function in these districts is to provide an educational program'that o
fits tne abilities of the target students. This empha51s upon 1nd1v1dual |
differences and adapting programs to those differences is reflected by the lack
of concern for determining whether or not students 1n~the'programs‘are ach1ev1ng
at an equitable level with other students. | |

~ The emphasis upon indiviaual differences and individuai attention is

v buttressed‘by a humanistic approach which emphasizes tne importance of compensa-
tory education students,'particularly minority students, feeiing good about
themselves and enhancing their self-esteem. Althougn this is certainly a
desirable goal, apparent]yiit does’not guarantee maximum achievement."The

individual instructionalaattention that it generates tends to promote thevemphasis

upon differentiation, resegregation, and the achievement of differential out- I

comes for the target students.
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" The emphasis in the federal and state policies and guidelines for the
several programs tends to reinforce, perhaps require, diiferentiation and |

‘resegregation. The need to dccount for the use of resources for the eligible

population and the emphasis upon supplementary serv1ce rather than supplanting o

_regular services stimulates pull-out for separate, differentiated educationalr

“services for compensatory education students. This, combined'with the theories .

of individual differencés in learning abilities and individual needs, clearly

promotes the practices of differential objectives, differential expectations, _"'

and differentiated programs with the concomitant resegregation of students
" The laws providing for compensatory education services tend to encourage
the identification of large numbers of eligible students and the maintenance

of these e]igible target' children in the program. The Michigan Article 3

proqram clearly rewards the school district if the achievement of the e]igible :

students does' not rise above the cut off level Similarly,-ifffederal and

"~ state bilingual education programs aehieVed their aims in shorter periods
'of time thanjthe resources are provided in the laws, these resources would
probably cease to be available. gchool districts are encouraged to describe

very extensive need for,improved'education programs in order to receive‘Title'I

or ESAA funds. If students in eligible schools were all achieving at above

average levels, it would be ditficult to justify the need for federal funds
from'either‘of these sources. Thus there is little or no incentive in the
state or federaT Teoislation to provide high qua1itvveducationa1 programs and
,produce hiqh levels of student achievement through these educational programs.
The practices of pull-out resegregation and differentiation in objectives

and 1nstructiona1 programs might be Justified if the outcomes in achievement -

“ c]early demonstrated the effectiveness of the ‘resegregation and differentiation:

. If within a Timited period of time, resegregation and differentiation brought®

113
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thé‘target students'up to a level of performance equal to that'of middle
class majority students the practice of resegregation and d1fferent1ation
might be tolerated. In the absence of effectiveness, it seems ouestionable
that the various pull-out and differentiated programs can be justified in
the name of equal educational opportunity It would seem appropriate for
the evaluation of the several compensatory educational programs to be based
hbn the results in providing high quality equitable outcomes rather than the

achievement of some limited inequitable level of obJectives.

Recommendations

The failure of the_compensatory‘education programs in these two districts
to provide equitable'educationai outcomes which are the goals ofvdesegregation
suggests the need“for;comprehensive study of the‘effectsﬁof'various polioies

at the district and sthool 1evel. If educational eouity is the aim of federal

and state governments in the desegregation of schools, it should certainly be

 applied--to other federal and state educational programs. When such programs
result in resegregation, differentiationvof students, and inequitable outcomes,
they clearly are not compatible with the goals of desegregated education. A.
,'comprehensive study‘to determine the extent to which these educational programs
‘.result in inequities should have high prior1ty |

If the two case-studies of desegregated schaol districts ane typical’of
desegregated schools, the policies and practices characteristic of Title I, :
‘Michigan Article 3, bilingual, and ESAA programs should be changed. These
polioies should emphasize the goal of equitable high quality education for'all,
rather than endorsing differentiated individualized educational objectives.
School districts should be rewarded for overcoming the disadvantages of the
target populations, whether minority or majority students, rather than for '

maintaining them in the programs and_limiting their level of achievement.
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Currently the reSdurCes provided for these programs are justified'gﬁhthe
.number of(d%sadtantaged'low achieving minority and language Handifgpped
students in the system. If these-school districts found that alﬁ Title 1
) and‘Article '3 students achieved at above average levels within a,year and
that_the1r,b1l1ngual students and newly desegregated black stgdents were
all achieving at high levels and speeking fluent English afte; a few months
of special services, they would find it difficqlt‘to,justify{receiving the
resources provided by these programs. “The bolicy should be;to reward such
‘a performance rather than withhold_tesources from schools ‘that succeed in
providing high quality equitable education for-the disadvantaged.

It would seem appropriete to devise programs that‘p;omoted desegregation
'and equ1table outcomes w1th1n the schools in harmony w1th the goals of a
fba1anced student body- composition. It seems essential that a comprehensive
study be des1gned to determine the degree to which desegregation.within
schodls and equitable outcomes are being achieved by these progkams. If - |
the findings qf such a study are similar tg/those in Districts 1 and 2; changes

in the educational poljcies'wbuld certainl§ be in order unless equitable

education is no longer a goal in American society.
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PERCENT MINORITY ENROLLMENT TITLE | AND ARTICLE 3 BY GRADE

DISTRICT ONE

SCHOOLS A, B, AND C;- 1979-80

" School C (Article 3 Only) 50-- 50 33 59 50 22 58 T 25

. , N Al Grades TI School % Difference TI,
N _ ~ A3 % Minority % Minority A3 Minority vs.
X K 1 2 3 4 5 .6 , L School Minority
3
| Percent Minority Tl & A3
\ School A | 50. 61 57 60 8 . 63 by ~ 19 .
School B~ 50 4 45 65 S50 47 67 53 - 39
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APPENDIX B

WHY MINORITY OVERREPRESENTATION

HAS OCCURRED - DISTRICT ONE

STAFF INTERVIEWED: Teachers, Instrudtionalﬂaides, central office
T , “administrators, and principals.

= - Number of - . " Response :

Total Number of Responses . b8

Response Cagggories ’ - : Responses. ) Rank:

Family background of minority chlldren
Low socio-economic status
Norklng parents .

---—Single parents - —
AFDC _ -
Living environments ‘ : -
Mobility : ' _ : .-
Cultural differences - o '
Lack of faith in_educational system 15 B 1

-

Program Guidelines ‘ 10 ' ' 2 .
. _ ~ - : 4 } l
Greater numbers of minorities’
- not succeading, minorities _ , :
'need the services more . 10 o 2
Prejudice, Instltutlonal racism, .
personal racism, past dIscrumlnatlon, o _ ' e
cultural bias ww. . 6 3

T m—— .
e UL
P

Identification and seIectIon process, : < S :
- tests . ; -6 - 3 , !I

Educational system design gIves - B
“disproportionate efforts toward v , : o=
minorities : : 1 . A
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Percent of District One Title | and Article 3 Students Mastering Sixteen or More District
Instructional Guidance Plan Reading and Mathematics Objectives, 1976-77 to 1978-79,

' %vGalhlﬁg 16 or More $ 3% Galning 16 or More %
| Program - Objectives--Reading Change - Ojectives--Mathematics , Change |
T " 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79  1976-79 1976-77 1977-78  1978-79 ~ 1976-79 o :
S / - ,
' Article’3 26 45 52 +26 65 60 66 41
Title | 31 k5 50 4975 68 70 5
125

125
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APPENDIX 9, FIGURE |

FOUR YEAR LONGITUDINAL ACH)EVEMENT, BY SCHOOL YEAR
AND BY BUILDING, OF MINORITY AND MAJORITY
STUDENTS IN SCHOOL A

Average ’ '
Percentile READING ' MATH .
Rank : :
/
' |
_ - : |
100 - _ o ; .
907 |
Coso] ‘
70~ | , '
i | . 63 o
60
— . 59 , - 59
60 56 56 /\ ‘
| 50/\ - 537 ) .
45 U4 46 ' 7
Lo— '
30 ) . “ ) ' . ’ ' . .
1 Qe . -
L
76 77 78 79 76 77 78 - 79
. Note:‘ —_— . Majority Percentile
--------- "= Minority Percentile
;
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/ APPENDIX D, FIGURE 2.

FOUR YEAR LON#iTUDlNAL ACHIEVEMENT:, BY SCHOOL YEAR o
AND BY BUILDING, OF MINORITY AND MAJORITY

STUDENTS IN SCHOOL B

Average ‘//
Percentile READING MATH
Rank /
/’
7100—7 /
- / s
90— /
.»'//
80— ’«/
N 70— /
| 5 [ s 2 57 > |
60— | — 53 %
50— ’ /
ho— _—""uo -
37 >~_ - ,,/3’/ 36 T~ _ _—"36
— © o Them 35 2 31
20—
lo_
76 77 - 78 79 76 77 78 7~9’
Note: ——,--\‘;Majority Perce'ntl'le
--------- = Minority Percentile
. o
| 132




. Average— -

Percentile
Rank
'oo P
* 90—t

80—
70—
60—
50—
ho—]
30—
v 20—

'o—

o

-113-

APPENDIX D, FIGURE 3

FOUR YEAR LONGITUDINAL ACHIEVEMENT, BY SCHOOL YEAR .
AND BY BUILDING, OF MINORITY AND MAJORITY -
- STUDENTS IN SCHooL ¢ o

READING

56 55 56

- —
—— a—

61

MATH =

~_ 57 87

——-——=—""3 38

35 35

Note:

¢ -----?-

76 77

= Majority Percentile
== = Minority Percentile

7 719

%6 - m 18 71
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NITHOUT COMPENSATORY RESOURCES




L | 7 APPENDIX E

—— - Response to an inquiry concernung what drfferences in the
~—— - instructiongl program in your school district would result
, . " if-the_resources provided for by the compensatory education”
S B ‘~-programs dfaNnot~estt.

T

\
STAFF INTERVIEWED Teachers, fnstruct;onai\aTdest—centra%*ofche admnnlstrators,
and pruncipals.

: - ' ' Number of

Response Categories ' - Responses

‘“~«:ﬂa_‘ Less aides; staff reductions 26
Less fnd]VTduailzed\jnstructIon 18 T
T——_____Wider range of abilitles to handte—— .
""" ~within_the regular classroom, more = -
) reading groups;-larger class size, : el
L less time spent with regutar—students - 15 T e

" Less money avallable for supplles and
materials ) ) ' 8

Less time would be spent with slower :
students . - . 8 )

Less testing, Iess monltoring ; 5

Lowering of goals and expéctations
set for them (compensatory

I education students) - . 2 i

Others - | \
more dlscipllne probremssxvx )
have to scrape ‘up materials more- .. ,

T - ____‘programs would not exist T
- -Tess pa involvement

—~  less staff-inservice—_ __ v e

less reinforcement forsstudents*».w“nme 8 i T

Total Number of Responses 90 S - t”'“f'\

R
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APPENDIX F

- -POSITIVE OUTCOMES OF COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION PROGRAMS - DISTRICT ONE
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T APPENDIX F

POSITIVE OUTCOMES OF

g

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Number of

Response
Rank

ReSponsE Categories . " . Responses

Compensatory education programs
increase pupils' reading and.
mathematics achievement i ' 35

Compensatory education prbgréms
improve students'’ seIf-concept

and attitude _ - 22

Compensatory education programs *
provide for individualization
of instruction, small group .
instruction, one to one instruction 16

Cbmpehsatory education programs
provide special supplementary
services to disadvantaged children 5

Others
provide staff Inservuce
assist in desegregation’
‘teachers learn how to work
with low achlevers ' : 5

- Cbmpensatory education programs

provide additional money for

supplies and staff o L
‘Compensatbry education programs

increase the possibility for ,

parental Iinvolvement . _ : 2

Total Number of Responses _ 89




FOU o ~° APPENDIX G

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES OF COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION PROGRAMS - DISTRICT ONE o

i

3
i
i
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-APPEND'IX G

Response Categories

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES OF o
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Number of Responsé

Responses Rank

Guidelines exclude certain children
who need the help, requires aides
only work with. certain children

AStigmatization and labeling of stu-

dents that are involved in com-

16

—
—

pensatory education programs:

Segregation and resegregation of
students

Disruption of classes, scheduiing
problems, 1nterruption of daiiy
schedule A

Compensatory education students miss
instruction and class activities.

Other
- noise in haiis .
over dependence on programs _
loss of funds

Discipline problems

. Program goals are not focused on’
areas of student needs

Lack of communication between com-
pensatory ‘and noncompensatory
education staff :

_ Difficulty in planning, funding. ;
~ timetable

Total Number of ﬁesponses

10.

69

10




" o " APPENDIX-H

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS BY
| RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUP .AND
. _GRADE LEVEL IN DISTRICT TWO

149




Early Elementary

Later Elementary

" . Junior High Sch.

Senior High Sch. =

Early Elementary

- Later Elementary -

Junior High Sch.

Senior High Sch.

14%

~ PERCENTAGES OF EMI  STUDENTS, BY. SCHOOL LEVEL AND RACI

1970-71

APPENDIX H, TABLE |

/
N

1971-72. -
2 3.4 5 5 | |

AL'AND ETHNIC GROUP, 1970-79 -

+ 1974-75
2 3 4 s5°

.f-z - 1.2 1.4 . 1.2- . .7

2.8 3.0 .7

6 2.2 g 23 2

b.7 15 5h 3219 3.5 1.7

1976-77

2 3 4 5

,'8 1.3 3.1 .7
.83.01.5 3.0 .9
s 3.8 1.4
3.1 . .8
| = American Indian
2 = Black
. 3 = Orlental
A
5

= Spanish American
= White or Other

1.0 5

1.7
1.1 3.0 .7




APPENDIX H, TABLE 2

j , . . R | . PP
ff' - PERCENTAGES 6?-t1h§?uoéﬁjs, BY SfﬂobLiLEVELiANDAkAClALfANb'ETﬁﬁiCjéﬁdUP,.1970;79 i
1970-11 TN, 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
| D 2 3 b 5 1 2 3 b 5 1.2 3 b 5 1 2 3.k 5 1 2 3 k 5
Early Elementary ) - . , .7 :6 2 . 2 b B
Later Elenentary | o R N 2 Y A ho”
Junlor ngh;&#hoal . o - .6 .5 .5 b 3.2 2.5 1.3
senlor H1ghf5chool' -
1975-76 1976-77. 1977-78 1978-79 .
| 1 2 3 W 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1_2 3 4 5
Early Etémentary 5 .2 .8 1.0 7 1.0 2 3.1 6
Later Eiementary\ 1.6 “>' ' 9 1.5 g 1.1 | 4 1.0 5
Junior High School .6 d 3.8 3.0 .7 3.0 3. .9 1.1
-Sénlgf High Schooi '{f .6 ~ . | 1.6 . 5
.Legend? 1 = American Indian
2 = Black
. : - ‘ ‘ 3 = Oriental -
]_4n) _ o ' ' o L = Spanish American

5 = White or Other

—
NeN
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.- APPENDIX W, TABLE3 . . 0

. 'L":;J 3
t
[
{

'PERCENTAGES OF LD STUDENTS, BY SCHOOL LEVEL AND RACIAL AND ETHNICVGROUP, 1
i

1970-79

e}

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 ol
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3.4 5 1 _2 3 k 5 1 2 '3 4 5% 5
Early Elementary ' : ' i 5 7 .6
Later Elementary ;!f 6 /
Junior High School o
Senior High School -
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79
| 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 b 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 _2 3 b 5 k
Early Elementary 1.8, - i.3 6 1.1 1.0 9 7 1.0
Later Elementary - ‘1.3 "5 2.0 1.0 1.2 A b 1.3
Junior High School 5.1 , 2.0 . 1.8 . b 2.8 1.0 1.7 3
| . Senlor High School- ‘ .2 2.2 6 G
.- : ‘ : 0
140 ‘ o Legend: 1 = American Indian 1
. : 2 = Black
3 = Oriental.
b = Spanish American
5 = White or Other




APPENDIX H, TABLE 4 ‘ ' L
~** PERCENTAGES OF EM1 STUDENTS, BY RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUP
YEAR, AND SCHOOL LEVEL, 1970-79 '

i970-71 . 1971-72 1972-73 . 1973-7h% 197475
| . 1_2 3 h 5 1 2 3.4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
éarly'glementary | 100 18 23 e 3 69 38 62
| Llater Elementary . 27 1 72 3 66 37 63 - 37 - 63 - ho 60
; Junior High Sch. © 60 40 - 4o . 60 4 1 58 37 63 31 3 Aee.,wg;
Senfor High Sch. ‘ ho '3 57 \
1975-76 127__6-LZ 1977-78 1978-79
1_2 3 4 5 1 _2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3. °4 s
Early Elementéry 23 2 75 | 26 -4 70 29 3 . 68 hs 3 52
| Later E'le;nenta.ry Ly 56 : 62 38 51 3 b6 3 38 5 | 54
Junior High Sch. _ | | hs 55 b3 57 . 53 LY
Senlor High Sch. 39 61 ’ | - ' 56 '_ b
Legend: 1 = American Indian
: ' 2 = Black
- 1477 ' h _ 3 = Oriental ,
4 = Spanish American | 148
5= WI:Alte, or Other : |




K <L

Early Elementary

" Later Elementary

Junlor High Sch.

Senior High Sch.

Later Elementary

~ Junior High Sch.
- Senior ngh'Sch.

149

| APPENDIX W, TABLE 5 ' .. _

N .

PERCENTAGES OF EI STUDENTS, BY. RAClAL AND ETHNIC GROUP,
i . YEAR, AND SCHOOL LEVEL, 1970-79 :

Early Elementary._

) 1970-71 - 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
i 2-3 .4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 b S5 1 2 34 5 2 3 4 5
. 24 76 2 78 25 . . 15 /7
| BT TR 88 2k 76 /
19 . 8 . 2l 79— —-27 73 1&6———2-—52—-~—«—
. ,fv
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79
.2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
4s | S/L -2 80 19 81 . 10 5 85
ho go wh ‘56 .55 b5, . k5 55
no. . /29 6h 2 34 8 52 28 72 o )
67 ‘/ 33 | | 52 48 159
o |/
| Legend: 1 = American Indian ﬂ B l
. © 2 = Black - , ‘\

3 = Orlental
b = Spanish American .
5= whlte_or Other




APPENDIX H, TABLE 6

v ° PERCENTAGES OF LD STUDENTS BY RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUP,
. © YEAR, AND SCHOOL LEVEL, 1970-79

White or Other

1971-72 1972-73 - 1973-74 1974-7
2 3 b 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 '5s 1 2 3 k 5 23 5
Early Elementary T N | i 19l 81 30’ 70
~ Later Elemenfary « | | ) 59'
Junior High Sch. 2y | 76 .
Senior ngh“Sch} |
197576 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4.5 1 2 3 4 5
"Early Elementary 29 - | n 16 - 84 | 27 73 24 76
Later Elementary. 57 ,' 43 | 46 o oh . .27 - 3 32 68
Junlor High Sch. . 59 - M 8 - k2 52 w70 30
Senfor Hlgh Sch. | _ B 100 iv. jf; A 531 h7~
) Legend:‘ 1 = American Indian
’ 7 2= Black
151 | E:ng;;:?::lmnerican i | 152




" APPENDIX I

ACHIEVEMENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS

DISTRICT TWO
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 1

" GRADE EQUIVALENT UNIT GAINS FOR DISTRICT -TWO TITLE I STUDENTS‘

IN 2, 3, AND hvGRADE READING, BY SCHoOOL, 1976-77

e R

Y No. of Students , :
Pre- and Post= - Less Than 1.0 Year 1.6 Years*
School - = i tested 1.0 Year " or More or More
A 29 5 }
B .27 22 s T o
¢ Y BT " oy
o 7T 7 0 0
€ w0 36 - 1
F - 28 o e 21 : 7 :v 0
G o 20 TR 1 0
o m 25 -9 - 1
. | 25 . - 12 | 13 2
E 18 | 16 2 0
x - aw 1 0
N 28k | 20 - e 12

e 5

I L

*Also included in previous column, 1.0 year or more.

Source: ESEA Title | Evaluation Reports
for the School Years 1976-77 and 1977-78

Y
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| APPEme I TABLE 2 BT
. GRADE EQUNALENT uui‘,r GAINS FOR DISTRICT TWO TITLE | STYDENTS )
IN 2, 3, AND 4 GRADE READING, BY SCHOOL, 1977-78 '
No; of S;udents : ; . .
Pre- and Post- ~ Less Than' 1.0 Year 1.6 Year
School tested 1.0 Year  ~ _or More or More
A . 50 29 a2 6
B - § .. 34 » // » ' 31_' - 3 : | | 1.
c 24 - 19 T s 3 ’
b 25 . .23 2 a2
E 79 ko 19 2
F 53 b2 "’ B k
6 b1 T3 7 '1 )
H s .92 - 67 " 25 ) 7
I | 32 ‘ ,z‘ls_ . 8- 2
J 46 - Cwo e 2
B Lok 62 52 do o
w ' N = 538 21 n7 28
o 78% 22% 5%
/ B : *A]so included m ﬁrevious column, 1.0 year or more.
Source: ESEA :ritle-l Evaluation Reports ' .
for the School Years 1976-77 and 1977-78 ~
155




APPENDIX i, TABLE 3

GRADE EQUIVALENT UNIT GAINS FOR DISTRICT TWO TITLE | STUDENTS

"IN &, 5, AND 6 GRADE READING, BY SCHOOL

1976=77 R

No. of S$tudents ' - -
Pre- and Post~- Less Than 1 .0 Year . 1.6 Years*
tested 1.0 Year or More ~ _or More

19 | N 10 - 9 3
36 - 21 15
s 23 12
IR I s 9
29 36
38 - 40
58’ . 38
188 -

54%

#Also ihcluded_in bkevious column, 1.C year or @ore.

- -

@

%

‘Source: ESEA Tltle I Evaluatlon Reports . :
: for .the School Years 1976 -77 and 1977 -78




APPENDIX‘ '}, TABLE &
GRADE EQUIVALENT UNlT GAINS FOR DISTRICT TWO TITLE | STUDENTS
IN b, 5, AND 6 GRADE READING, BY SCHOOL, 1977'78

No. of Students . : . ‘
Pre- and Post= Less Than 1.0 Year ~ 1.6 Years*

School ___tested : 1.0 Year or More or More
¢ 1 S ST
v (00 kg - 51 T
e 19 1 .. 8
W (13) - 7 6 B J
X T Y S b 18
v (57) I 33 13
: e W % 1
~— | . »
N= o TThog. 206 203 82
50%. o203 | 503

*#*Also included in previous column, 1.0 Year or more.

.

Source: ESEA Title | Evaluation Reports
for the School Years 1976-77 and 1977-78

9
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"‘APPENDIX‘I TAB7E 5

~ GRADE EQUIVALENT UNlT GAINS FOR DISTRlCT TNO TITLE | STUDENTS

N 2, 3, AND k GRADE . MATHEMATlCS BY SCHOOL 1976~77

No. of Stu&ents i
‘Pre- and Post- - Less Than 1.0 Year 116 Years*
tested . 1.0 Year: _or More  _or More -

19 o 12 - 7

28 - 1 | o3

2 2 0
33

| i *Also included in previous column, 1.0 year or more.

Source: ESEA Title | Evaluation Reports :
for the School Years 1976-77 and 1977-78




LU APPENDIX 1, TABLE 6

", " GRADE EQUIVALENT UNIT GAINS FOR DISTRICT TWO TiTLE | STUDENTS
S INZ2,3, AND b GRADE MATHEMATICS, BY SCHOOL
| 1977-78
. No. of Students ,
Pre- and Post- - Less Than 1.0 Year 1.6 Years
School” - _tested - -~ 1.0 Year = _or More or More
A b3 S 1 9 3
B . 12 o 8 B 2
C. 12 | 5 - 7 0 a/
F .8 1" 17 - b
G 24 8 16 5 )
Vo "’ 7 6
s 2 1 2
N = A -7 A 74 83 -23‘
473 -~ 533 153

*Also included in previous column, 1.0 year or more.
N ,

Source: ESEA Title | Evaluafion Reports
for the School Years 197@-77 and 1977-78

153
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 7

‘GRADE EQUIVALENT UNIT GAINS FOR DISTRICT TWO TITLE | STUDENTS <

IN 4, .5, AND 6 GRADE MATHEMATICS, BY SCHooOL,

T 1976-77
No. of Students )
) Pre- and Post- Less Than 1.0 Year - 1.6 Years*
. School , tested v 1.0 Year < or More» or More
T - 26 . 9 . 17 " 10
v .3 ' 16 15 3
v oo 33 18 BT s
. - . & . L
W .9 ) : 5 . . & v 1
x o7 7 R} 2
Yy . 55 0 B3 - &
N= 171 85 86 32
50% o508 19%

*Also included in pfevious column, 1.0 year or more

«

/ Source: ESEA Title ! Evaluation Reports
/ : . for the School Years 1976-77 and 1977-78

.lf;Q}




APPENDIX I, TABLE 8

'GRADE EQUIVALENT UNIT GAINS FOR DISTRICT TWO TITLE | STUDENTS

IN &4, 5, AND 6 GRADE MATHEMATICS, BY SCHOOL,

1977-78
S No,Iof Students A .
‘ Pre- and Post- . Less Than 1.0 Year 1.6 Years* -
School ____tested - 1.0 Year or More _or More
. T - (13) o b 3 9
U Cown 30 6 17
. v sn a9 iy .18 °
W (jh) - 6 oy '8
x (35) T -~ 8 .1
Y (5] B A O
z e A 3 0m
N = . 235 126 T 309

54% 20% Lex

£y . . @

#Also included in previous column, 1.0 year or more

’

~ Source: ESEA Title | Evaluation Reports
’ For the School Years 1976- 77 and 1977 -78

[




~ APPENDIX J.

* MAJORITY - MINORITY ACHIEVEMENT
_ PATTERNS IN DISTRICT TWO
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| FIGURE 2
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FIGURE 4
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FIGURE 5

“ MAT MATH - 1976-1977

%

[ [ O
<4
v o
8,000 -
: jul
o (]
S o |
6,000 T
. U]
1§ o '
.o (U] _
4 ,000 R o e
v, @ (U]
" 1 ° I
u]
2,000 T
LEGEND
L - N
© N-M
. m MIN
0 4 + } $ 4 — - - .
¢ 1,000 3,000 ' 5,000 7,000 “ - 9,000
GRADE ’
157




S
o
=
-
ad
=
iy
ot
w
Q
]
&5

FIGURE 6
MAT MATH - 1977-1978
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| FIGURE 7.
~— MAT SCIENCE 1975-1976
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GRADE LEVEL NORM

| FIGURE 8
MAT SCIENCE 1976-1977
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 FIGURE 9
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| FIGURE 10
MAT SOCIAL-STUDIES 1975-1976
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| FIGURE 11-
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FIGURE 12 .
MAT SOCIAL STUDIES 1977-1978
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INTRODUCTION

L -
\\

Since the Browp Decisica in 19%4. the issues an& controversy
"surroundihg school desegregation have undergdne&cpntinding evoIUtion.
Initially, there was an all-out effort to place the blame for segre-

gation and to determine the extent of racial mixing'required to sat-

isfy the dictates of the Supreme Court. Second generation issues are - —

7

concerned wjth resegregation within purportedly deségregatgd school',
districts. - : o |
School deségregatibn-is now moving into a new era to be de-

fined by the concerns of profe§sioha1s who play various roles in the
school desegregagion process and its outcome. It was with this ]
third generation of issues' in mind that the College of Ursﬁﬁ Devel-
opment ;t'Michigan'State University convéheg three symposia 1nvo1v{ng:
1) media representatives, 2) school administrators and p61icy makers,
and 3) legal professjqnafs. ~These ﬁersons were asked to;he1p College
socialfscientists define educatidna1 desegregation policy issues
whjchvmighf'ﬁe scientifita11y.researched.1n order to provide perti-
neﬁt 1nformat16nato professionals involved in various aspects of
school desegregation. . | i

| Thefsymposia, convened duriﬁg the first hé]f-of 1980, were
effective in 1dent1fying a number of questions which hive not been -
answered sétisfactpri1y. according.to the participants; Furthermdre.i;;a.@

the discussions highlighted the extent to-which all groups had common

4
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concernsQ 'It was aiso~apparent that much of the extant social

' science research on school desegregation has gone unnoticed by
,professionals in other disciplines, suggesting that more effective
and efficient methods are needed for disseminating desegregafion
research findi ngs .

The following report reviews the first and second generation
schuol desegregation issues which have been of concern since Brown
and defines a third generation of questionsl These questions merge
the interests of socfal scientists and other professionals whose
work affects the school desegregation process. lIssues raised by
media ‘representatives, school policy makers, and 1c¢gal professionals
:'are:then categorized and each category is commented upon from ‘the - |
persoective of social science research. All questions generated by {
symposialparticipants are appended in two sections, one 1isting.

concerns'unique to the respective professions, and one 1isting con-

~ cerns common to all. S el , N

s




- state shall "deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal

S . -
FIRST AND SECOND GENERATION ISSUES

More than 25 years have now elapsed since the Supreme Court

ruled in Brown v. Board of Education The court found that a state
- may not separate black and white children without violating the

Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution, which requires that no

o

protection of the Taws."

(' —

In the years immediately following Brown. 1ts meaning. the
steps which were necessary to achieve school integration, and even
the definiton of unconstitutional segregation remained unclear.

While de jure segregation was said to be brought about by official

~ governmzi al policy. it eventually came to refer to a variety of of-

-ficial seeregative practices by schools, such as open&enrollment

porti

progr: ms that allow white students to leave schools that are dispro-- -
nately black. changes in school attendance zones which perpet-

uate segregation. and construction programs which. perpetuate segre-

gation (Bullock, 1978). The issue was further comp.ecated in some

instances by desegregation which did not e ist as a function oﬁ4

official policy. Indeed, i¥n the North. segregation was more typi-

cally sgid to be de facto. since racial separation was ot clearly

legislated or created by official policy

While these issues were the central focus Jin school desegre-

) gation for many‘§ears there rnow has developed a second generation

1
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of school desegregation issues involving new allegations of dis-

k crimination Although desegregation may be operationalized by pupil
transportation alone, it is not necessarily true that as a conse-
quence, conditions associated with discrimination will be remedied.
Indeed, many discriminatory conditions are often found to remain,

and they 1nclude the following

]

Disproportionately high placement of minority students in
special education classes and low-ability groups.

Application of discriminatory disciplinary measures to ,
minority students. |

3. Disorimination against minority teachers and staff.
Largel in response to-such problems.-school districts involved in
court-ordered school desegregation are more frequently engaging in

SpeCl 1. ancillary programs which address the various second generation '

discrimination problems. Among these are revi51ons of curricula,

“staff transfers, and community involvement.

Discrimination in §pecial Education and Ability Groupi_g

| In recent years,}it has been suggested that minority students
are disproportionately placed in special education classes at all
- . grade levels Mercer (1971) reviewed the placement of minority stu-
| -i_dents in special education clas[es in southern California and found
that Mexican and black children were overrepresented in special \-'
" classes for the mentally retarded The I Q. test score was the major
fi' o criterion used for olacement, while other factors, such as socio-

economic status and cultural dirferences, were largely jgnored.

a7 Ty
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When the issue of minority overrepresentation-in special classes
has been brought into the courts, dlSCUSSlOﬂ has typically revolved
around whether procedures used to assess mental retardation are

appropriate for minority children who have diverse cultural back-

| grounds (Meyers ‘Sundstrom & Yoshida, 1975). These cases specifically

focus on. whether children are denied due process in placement and
whether they are denied equal educational opportunity In one well-

known case, Larry P. v. Riles, the plaintiff's case was based on the

assertion that although blacks made up 28. 5 percent of all students

in the San Francisco Unified School District, the educable nentally
. retarded programs. 1n-the district were. composed of 66" percent black
students. The school district countered that blacks do not do as

well educationally:due to poverty and poor nutrition,_but the court

rejected,this‘argument. 1t was the conclusion of'theﬁcourt that

the sole use of intelligence test scosz for classification and

placement decisions "had v1olated the Fourteenth Amendment rights of

.4the black children. The court consequently ruled against continuation

of this practice in the district (Bersoff 1977) "The appropriateness

Cof I. Q ‘test scores as the basis for placement decisions has: been

challehged 1n other cases ‘as well (Covarrubius v. San Diego, 1971

Diana V. State Board of Education, 1970) T

. Ability grouping on the basis of standardized test results .‘. v

-tends to resegregate children when used in schools which have been

Edesegregated (Samuda, 1975) '“Whether this is by design, in response

to other. conditions, or both, is not the question. BIack students

[

scoret on the average, about one standard deviation below white




: (Dreger & Miller, 1960; Findley & Bryan, 1971; Heathers, l979; Shuey,

| demonstrated to have positive effects on minority group students.'

- achievement,. but it does tend to foster'negative-attitudes and low‘

' ability groups are uUshally exposed to an anemic curriculum,*rather

' mainstream

. of geographical Tlocation or other variables The Southern Regional .

Carolina; South Carolina, and’ Tennessee and found that two-thirds of

1

children on standardized achievement tests and aptitude tests

1966). This places them at a disadvantage when these tests are used
as a convenfent and presumably objective basis for ability grouping.
Although many educators and testing authorities advocate group-

ing on the basis of test scores, this practice has not been clearly

Findley~and_Bryan,(l97l),,in a comprehensive review of the effects

of ability grouping, concluded that it does not promote scholastic

expectations among teachers of low ability groups. Ultimately, the

most pernicious aspect of ability grouping is.that children in low
than to a rigorous program that would enable them to move into the

Partly as a function of ability grouping, racially identifiable

classrooms can be found in many desegregated schools frrespective
Council collected data in Alabama, Florida, Miss1ssippi Georgia, North

the school districts studiea'had at least one school with racially : A
identifiable classrooms (Mills ) Bryan, l976) | |

Racially Discriminatory,Disciplinary Practices

- e

It has been observed subsequent to desegregation in some school -

districts ‘that minority group ‘students have been subjected to

’7
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‘exceedingly harsh disciplinary practices. In a study by the former

Department of Health, Education and Helfare. it was found that discip-

'linary measures kept minority students out of ‘schodl longer and more

frequently than white students, and that" black and other minority stu-:

dents suffered from a rate ot\e;pulsion almost- twice that of white
students (U.S. Department of Health Educatfon and. welfare. 1975).
These discriminatory disciplinary practices have prompted

minority parents to initiate litigation against school _districts.

. In one such case in Dallas Texas the basis of the plaintiffs' suit |

~ was that of the 10,345 students ‘suspended in Dallas schools in 1971,

5 449 were black. Blacks' disproportionately high rate of suspen-
sion was related. according to the Dallas school superintendent. to |
institutional and personal racism. The court ruled that the disci-
plinary policies had been applied in a discriminatory manner (U.S.
Commission on- Civil Rights. 1976 b). R e o
Complaints of discriminatory disciplinary practices have also
been brought against school districts under Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) of

1973. It is assumed under ESAA that racial discrimination has

"'occurred if a school distriz t suspends or expels minority students

at a proportion that is 20 percent higher than the proportion of -

minority students in the district in general (Bullock 1978). "
One example of the use.of these criteria involved the complaint

" filed agafnst Richland County School District No. 1 in COlumbia. |

South Carolina. After receiving the complaint. HEW examin ed the o | !

school distrlct 's disciplinary policies and procedures and conducted

personal interviews with students and school personnel The findings .

. 1‘7 " ‘( A ] . V ,7“>‘" .




were that-the rate of suspensions forjminority students was dispro-
portionately high. '

It was concluded that administrators and teachers
had not been adequately prepared for possible disciplinary problems

-

accompanying desegregation (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights ; 1976b)

Discriminatory Treatment of Minority Faculty

If school desegregation fails to remedy'continued discrimina-
tory treatment of minority faculty, one of the essential criteria
for full integration remains unsatisfied

Indeed, adequate minority
representation at all levels of the teaching and administrative staff

is a necessary component of integrated education

As was observed in
a report by the United States Commission ‘on Civ1l Rights, representa-

g
“tion on minorities in positions of responsibility :helps to dispel
{ myths about the lack of competence of minority persons for such p051-
|-
J

tions and also provides minority individuals with valuable role
models (U s. Commission on Civil Rights b).

-1

As with other issues concerning educational discrimination,
many recent court rulings on school desegregation have involved the: -

representation of minority faculty While some court onders have
mandated that minority teachers be evenly distributed across the school
. system, other rulings have been related to the. proportion of minority

residents in ‘the city or the proportion of minority students in the
schools In the landmark Keyes v. School District No.

) of Denver
case, for example, the Supreme Court required the distridt to recruit

black and Hispanic personnel until minority personnel ratios reflected
. those of black and Hispanic. students in the school

—

Denver responded

-
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with recruitment programs and programs targeted at personnel devel-
opment. career counseling. and job advancement Minority staff 2
representation has also been addressed in court-ordered school deseg-
regation plans in Boston, Tampa. and Louisville. among other cities
(U S. Commission on Civ1l Rights. 1976 b). |

ESAA guidelines are also related to representaoion of minority
'facul . If, after school deseoregation. a district shows a dispro-
portionately high,number‘of dismissals or demotions of minority staff

members , the district must offer reinstatement and financial compen- .

~sation to those who have suffered from the discriminatory practices

: (Bullock 1978).

" Techniques_for Ancillarx Relief

We have reviewed only three of the many second generation school

| desegregation problems The first involved the placement of minority

'students in disproportionate numbers in special education classes and

low-ability groups; the second was - the use of discriminatory discip~-

line standards and procedures with minority students; and the third was

discrimination against minority teachers and other staff members
Several techniques have been used either in anticipation of the :

development of these problems or in response to a mandate from the

a courts. These techniques, referred to collectively as ancillary tech-

‘niques, have involved such procedures as curriculum revision, inservice

training. staff transfer.rand community involvement .
n It will perhaps beluseful to consider some examples of cities
which have used these techniques efther singly or in combination

¢ . .

-
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In the Hillsborough County. Florida School District the ancillary
itechniquesincluded racial desegregation of staff (from administra-
tive levels to support staff) and special training for personnel
\There have . apparently been some measurable benefits. Assistant '

Superintendent E. Luttrell Bing reported that both bla k and white

student achievement scores increased significantly.v Prior to desegre-

gation, white students' achievement scores were well below national
norms and black students were even lower. After desegregation and .
the ancillary efforts that accompanied pupil reassignment, both groups
of students were about at the national: ‘norms in achievement (8- -Com-

mission on Civil Rights. l976c)

- Bing also reported that the human relations training of teachers..

“vstudents and parents tended to lower tensions and apprehensions

The district found it necessary to establish a vigorous recruiting
program-to raise the ratio of minorities on the staff to the level
mandated by the court (National Institute of Education, 1977).

) In Williamsburg. South Carolina, the ancillary techniques
included individualizing teaching methods, -instituting courses about
black culture, providing human ‘relations training for staff. and
achieving staff desegregation ~ There is some evidence that the

L

‘consequences included improvement in attendance records and dropout
i

" rates (U S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1977) In the Berkeley,

‘California Unified School District/ higher achievement scOres were
{

obtained by both black and white students after desegrggation. " This
may be associated with the -use of multicultural curriculum
materials and workshops in multicultural education (U.S. Commission

" on Civil Rights, 1976a).

186
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An example of ancillary programs at the classroom level is °

the use of cooperative learning teams in the Baltimore, Maryland,

Public Schools. There, bi-racial learning teams-composed of high

:vachievers, low achievers, and average achievers»competed with similar

groups by accumUlating point totals for their teams through the demon-
stration of mastery of subject matter on quizzes Since each individ-
ual member of the team contributed points to the team's total, cooper-

ation among team members was essential. This interracial cooperation

" resulted in better achievement rates by both white and black children

in the program when compared with their counterparts in regular class-

rooms (Slavin, 1977).

Community involvement is illustrated in Charlotte-Mecklenberq,
North Carolina, where, during the "Year of the Community,” several

community involvement innovations were established (National Institute

~ of Education, 1977). Mini-school boards for each school were instituted,

curriculum councils and~speakers bureaus were - established and lO 000
volunteers were- recruited for service to the school system.

The use of blue ribbon committees to marshal support for deseg-

}regation is illustrated in Dallas Texas. Businessmen, political

ﬁleaders and professional leaders formed the Dallas Allianee and gathered

citizen support for the desegregation plan by means of.films and adver-
tlSlng and by working out arrargements for coverage Wlth local media

(Trombley, l977) While the.Alliance can be credited for facilitating

- peaceful implementation of the desegregation plan, its maJor shortcoming -

was its participation in developing a plan which failed to meet children's

DS
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educational needs. The Dallas group 1llustrates the ability of

local leaders to promote a plan, but it also suggests some of the:

-

limits of such}groups in adequately addressing educational issues.

A THIRD GENERATION OF ISSUES

wh1le the anc1llary programs noted above are representat1ve of

“gsecond generation school desegregat1on problems, it has become neces-

sary to proceed to a new level of third generat1on issues. First

generation issues were concerned with legal definitions and basic

processes of desegregation, and second generation issues were gener-
ally concerned with achieving integration-in'desegregated'schools
The th1rd generat1on of issues is a mult1 faceted genre defined by -

the concerns of »rofessions whose members are in var1ous ways aff1l-
{

© jated with school desegregat1on One such profess1on is educat1onal

k4

research whose pract1t1oners are qenerally 1nterested in educat1onal

qual1ty
' To the textent that educat1onal research is concerned with
issues of school quality, the line of research followed by school de-

segregataon researchers over the years m1ght add an 1nterest1ng dimen-

“sion to the educational quality issue. Although as St. John (l975) has

observed desegregation research® has not typ1cally 1nvolved programs
concerned w1th the qual1ty of educat1on the essential phenomena they
have stud1ed might be of much 1nterest to other educat1onal researchers

Desegregat1onvresearch has_stud1ed the effect of extremely.powerful and

.large-ccale treatments or large segments of school districts. Many

-t
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,studies’of desegregatfon have been gnjded by the notion\that educa-
tiqnal.processes are best understood'by changing the schools and
observing the ‘effects of those changes. Therefore, educational re-
searchers in general miéht'be attracted to the phenomenon of a 1arge-
scale educational quasi-experiment as much as they are to the .nature
of‘the desegregation treatment itself. The experimenta{ apprgach,
involving large-scale ecological dimensions of the educatfonal system,

. is not an ent1re1y uncharted sectfon—bf the educational research uni-
verse. Bronfenbrenner (1976) has descr1bed an ecolog1ca1 framework
for educational research that def1nes what is educationally reievant
fn a nested arrangement of environmental systems and involves experi-
menta:jon to transform the relat1onsh1ps among those svstems

.In this radicaT not1on there lies the possibility of gaining

‘a fundamenta] understand1ng of educational institutions by transforming
;.them profoundly Thus far, one of the few such transforming exper1ments
whose. results can be seen on a large scale is school desegregat1on we
,have some evidence relative to‘the extent to which children can realize

their potentials in this type of ecological experiment, but there 1s

little evidence concern1ng the possible results of other ecolog1ca1

a4 [N

exper1ments of s1milar magnitude. , , ,
- In addition to educational researchers other-professionals are .
also 1nterested in school desegregat1on, and these other 1nterests :‘.%
.fﬁ should be served with equal ser1ousness Not only 1swit possible for |

~ research on school desegregat1on to addnTss needs of indiv1dua1s

o | ~in other profess1ons, it is also possible that the 1nterests of. the

I8y




. educational reséarch and social 'science commugities in general might
overlap with those of the other professions. The notion that desegre-
gat1on research could be respons1ve to a w1de range of professional
cons tituencies served as the 1mpetus for the staff at the College

* of Urban Development at Michigan State University to:condoct the
three desegregation symposia. It wasvthought that_a research agenda

" for the study of edocational‘desegregation policy‘issues'Shbuld not-
be determ1ned solely on the bas1s of the soc1al scientist's conception
of worthwhile, researchable issues. Indeed, if research on desegre-

gation is to provide knowledge which can'be .applied.by .. all who

————

mandate, 1mplement, or evaluate desegregation plans, it-is necessary
that those who part1c1pate in the desegregat1on process add questions
to the research agenda. |
.1 Even betore’the symposia were convened, there was evidencerthat
~¢otherpro1"ess1'onal'const‘i:t'uencies lnterested in the desegregation

\process had a number of concerns and general interests which might

were sol1c1ted from part1c1pants before the sympos1a began Some

part1c1pants responded in great detail, and their comments are con-

/ o

b - tained in the sections which 1mmed1ately follow.
f .

L

. Views of Media Personnel

- ™

- ‘Before the symposium in wh1ch they-- part1c1pated began, many
med1a representat1ves considered the possible value .of establ1sh1ng
a neW‘researchvagenda for school,desegregat1on. Alexis Scott Reeves,

«* the Atlanta Journal/Atlanta Cons ti tution, poibted'out that most

R newspaper articles focus on court orders or specific events, u5ual]y;
ERIC - = = 180 ) ]

1y

be profitably'addressed by social science researchers These concerns ‘
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-‘conflicts between the’races,’after desegregation has been ordered.

There are seldom enough news stories which examine the effects of ‘
desegregation on the-students--both black and white. Instead the
storiesafeature statistics;;whichvare easier to obtain. Ms. Reeves

expressed.an interest in the 1nteraction of the students; how they it

feel about the desegregated school; how they feel about each other;

their~reactions tokthe means of desegregation, such‘as busing, pairing, - i
or magnet schools; how the parents and teachers'deal with desegregated
education, and if they feel it has changed thefgualﬁty of education;},‘

and, if it can be determined, - how the reporting of desegregation in a

certain community affects the process and the community's reaction to it.

", She a]so indicated that it would be helpful to know how much
education coverage, in general, is desired byoreaders, and how many are
interested in various types of~education issues--desegregatjon or other-

R

wise. It would also be interesting to see what prioritjyreaders give to

4 reading stories about education and its effect on the community, she

o . . -

concluded ‘
| Leonard Pardue, managing editor of the Lou1sv11le Times, subm1tted ;

a lengthy list of*interests and concerns . He saw a need for.systemat1c

-

“.research comparing, separately, academ1c achievement and att1tudes in

..segregated and desegregated school s{stems He' suggested that th1s ) X

’research should be long-term -- perhaps following a class through its

v \,.*-L.N,_

school career in both types of systems. 0ther research topics he : . :,

suggested were changes 1n soc1al attitudes assoc1ated w1th desegre-

Agation, the poss1b1e 1mportance of a mixture of economic backgrounds e

“on. academ1c achievement, white flight as_a poss1ble consequence o%

\
.o

-t
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school desegregation; and the reaction of busjness to schoo{ndesegre- :

_gation. Tspecifically, Mr. Pardue wondered whether desegregation

might erode the'tax base of desegregated systems; contribute to/theo

layoff of teachers,_force the curta1lment of educat1onal programs, or,. -

have a tangible 1mpact on the business community, perhaps w1th respect .

“to dec1s1ons about expansion and relocation. N . ’ ;'h} ;J
He noted that for the purposes of local Journalism, the more

local the research the better Mr. Pardue suggested the possibility

i -of periodir mon1tor1ng of local attitudes to d1scover where parents. and

o chlldren get the1r information about what goes on in the schools dur1ng

desegregation, the extent to which their sources are perre1ved as '

-~ * accurate and re11able, and whether there is any ‘information they wish to s*
" _have hut are not able to get.’ The public's reaction to newspaper
editorials would also be of interest, as would be some knowledge con-

=’ cerning the degree to which the editorials affected the credibility of

news reportingfin general.

ad

- AWilliam Grant; currently on 1eave.from the Detroit-Free Press and

a fellow of the Neiman Foundat1on at Harvard Un1vers1ty, expressed the

B op1nion that although s hoo] desegregat1on has attracted much résearch
very little of it 1s high quality. He suggested the need- for Tong-
range research on sc?ool desegregation, extending well beyond a period

of a few short month 5, or even a few'years. Practical research about ‘

the kinds of approaches that work and those that fail were hqgh on his ' o

list of interests. Although he expressed doubt that the media has eny :3-‘i;5

--a

significant effect n the desAPregation process, he stated that he would

. be interested 1n examining what the* evidence might indicate in this
regard. Also of. goncern was research wh1ch would heTp the Media make . 3%
) i ~ . . 4 : e ’ ’
. AR
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decisions about its conduct during~de$egregation.

i

State Policy Makers' Views -

Prior to the/;ympos1um in wh1ch he part1c1pated Joseph M. Cronin,
Illino1s State School Superintendent, Submitted lengthy and thoughtful
reflections. He noted thut although pol1cy-makers and the Congress |
may assume that desegregat1on is pr1mar1ly a local respon51b1l1ty,
states hare/ aken a 1ncreas1ngly more act1ve role in desegregation
planning. The new state roie differs eharp]y from the uncoonerative/
hostile and even confrontative response of Southern'states in the late
19505'anéP19605. Federaf civil ridhts officials then assumed corrzctiy

that stgte officials were "part of the problem," and the most typical

Since about 1965 some states have assumed a more positiye and

-soln;)ons included by passing or neutralizing state authorities.

even activist stance toward school degegregation;‘ For almost twenty

years the New York Commissioners of Education have issued desegregatibn

orders by virtue of the unusual,quasi-judieial power vested in the

o //Board of Regents and Office df the Commissioner. Massachusetts enacted

/

| and I1linois are among states whose State“Educat1on Commissioners or

a Racial Imbalance Law in lQ:f/which directed state officials to require
local school committees to eTiminate rac1al conrentrat1ons of more

than 50 percent m1norit1es in any school New Jersey, Connect1cut,

Superintendents have aggress1vely promoted desegreqation. A Stanford
Research Institute Study of’ state;level'desegregation activity concluded

that as many<as eight'to ten states could ‘be trusted to work cooperstively

in alldcating Emergency Schobl Assistance Funds to de§egregating-districts.

193
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A second‘grOup of}states have been told by judges to assist local
. school districts with desegregation plans_and finances. A federal
judge in the late-1970s chided the Ohid’Bdard of Education for ostrich-
1ike behavior in ignoring the growing racial separat1on in c1t1es such
as Cleveland. The Ohio State Educat1on Agency, then ordered to help
design the desegregation remedy, now actively reaches out ‘to help
city school d1str1cts desegregate A federal judge in Michigan directed
'that state to assume a share of the Detroit desegregat1on costs. includ-
1ng the extra compensatory education wh1ch was part of the remedy The
, Wisqonsin legislature'yoluntarily_pa1d for much of the cost for
Miiwaukee's magnet schools and for suburban two-way voluntary desegreaation.
These changes'in state-loca] desegregation planning raised.a_’
number of resource issues: - |
What is the state's role in desegregat1on plann1ng7 Under federal
law, do states haye an enforcement role or must a state statute be
enacted? Federal;statutes require state and ]ocal‘officials to sign
assistance to non;diserimination clauses to obtain many federal grants.
Congress appropr1ates funds for race and sex desegregat1on what hanhens .
‘ when federal and state standards for desegregation differ? Should
"federal off1c1als proceed with enforcenent strateg1es 1ndependent of

state author1t1es or w1th those author1t1es7 Or should an agreement

be dev1sed with each state on how to progeed?,

Who_pays for deseg_edation remedies when ordered by federal courts?

Massachusetts, New York, Connect1cut, w1scons1n, M1ch1gan and Ohio are
among the states which have appvopr1ated funds over the above federal and

* local dollars-for desegregation. How much of the cost sh0uld properly be

194
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a assumed by the state?- éhould there be an‘“excess" or additional cost.
provision? How might des7éregation assistance blend with the State Aid
Formula or with categorifal aids such as state payments for school bus
transportation? Are most state legislatures reluctant to pay for "busing,"

~ and is it more likely/é:at,judges must order the state to assume a fair |
share of the costs? /’ ‘f/ | | . ' \**\\\\*“

What should states do to;promote school district consolidation or

regional collaboration? ,Metro,desegregation remedies have been easier .

to achieve .in the South where,‘except‘for certain city school districts,i :
.the county level often is the’ “local" level. Have the Hartford, |
Rochester, Boston, and Milwaukee voluntary city-suburban remed1es been
effective in desegregating more than a fraction of the minorities 1n

those states? what can be concluded from a dozen years of tr1al and
-error and experimentation with both court-ordered and legislated re-
organizations? To what extent do states need or have adequate policy
forbidding territorial detachments or de-annexations from desegregating\

- school d1stricts7

What have states done or could they do to cushion desegregating

school'districts;against enrollmentvdecline? Several states have

. enacted new school aid formulas which allow "averaging" of several years
of enrollment so as to.cushion the school distritt against the with-
drawal of‘substantialesums of state aid.

| Other states have liberalized teacher retirement laws so as to

ease_the plight of older*teachers who then.can retire earlier to pre-

vent reductions in force from destroying the plans of the 1970s_for
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affirmative action on minority recruitment. At least one state, Iowa,
has passed a law saying that no district can get state aid for a new
school bui]dfng wi thout checking to see whether a nearby_di;trict has
and empty one to use instead. Many matura suburbs have had empty class-
rooms and school buildings a few miles from a city with overcrowded
schools serving a minority race. What incentives could a state devise
to promote the sharing of students and §pace? Or, again, does it
usually reduire a couEt order to compel a High'income city and a Tow
income minority community to saare resources? |
Since 1975 new issues compli;ate the state role in providihg
for desegregat1on

What are the respons1b1l1t1es of the state for protecting the .

educationally handicapped children of minority races? Several state
agencies noa are assisting school districts where the number of minority
children in classes for the retarded exceeds the school district
‘' minority percentage by as much as 100 percent.. Is this racism or simple |
_overreliance on test scores or a judgment about language deficiencies?
How can states reduce the number of minority students,rmaqy black and
many Hispanic, placed in classes for retarded or trainable children?l /
" How many are improberly screened and placed there? 'Can they be
"mainstreamed" out, and with what help by school professionals? -Also, /
is it rac1ally fair to make educationally hand1caoped students take /
a~required_graduat1on test or m1n1mal competency exam? A judge in

Florida ruled that more t1me (four years) must elapse before a state

could require graduates of a desegregated school to take such a test




21

-

since presumably the ill-effects of racial segregation do’not

" wash away in a few.months.

Hhat should states do to make sure that.desegregation and

compensatory education programs_reinforce each other rather thanVJ
conflict? Several state officials point out that to receive'maximum
funds for disadvantaged students, states must ask local districts
~to target those dollars and programs to schools with concentrations o
- of disadvantaged students. Desegregation policy tends to encourage
dispersal of students.by race and,iwhere'possible,,by socio-economic
status to give students a fair chance to compete. hhich value should’
prevail? Can money "follow the child" from a concentrated school to i
ia desegregated setting where the remedial program'may be all the more
urgent? | |

How should states deal with conflicts between desegrggation

‘and bilingual education? An HEW "feasibility study" of Chicago school

‘}desegregation outraged the Hispanicfconmunity because‘of the dispro-
portionate effect on their schools and the possible loss of access
to_bilingual.education programs. Again,rseveral states have sponsored
programs for bilinoual populations. Some.court-ordered plans have in

- effect broken up successful bilingual prograﬁs.‘ On the other hand,

do bilingual parents have any more right to a neighborhood one-race
school than white ethnic parents?. This issue already has engendered
serious debate between: those who would preserve cultural pluralism

and those who wish that schools would mirror the racial mix of ™

the entire city or cmnnunity What whould state policies be? How

can desegregation proceed with proper safeguards for bilingual programs?

197 -



Nill statewlmpose revenue limits on tax caps (maximums) inbede ////

or destroy school deerAgation efforts? What effect will Proposi-

tion 13 (California) /and other tax 1imits have on communities
v exper1enc1ng school esegregation? If‘desegregation costs more than
an. a]lowable average of increased taxation each year, wust a judge
prov1de a waiver o exemption7 How w111 states reconc11e the tax-
“‘payers rebellion 1th the c1v11 rights movement and constitutional
nequirements to eliminate racially identifiable and intentionally
segregated schools? What impact has Proposition 13 hadlon the se;eral
desegregating California schoolldistricts?l Have other states found
palatable,alte natives, ones that allowed no damaging losses of
dollars at su h a critical time as during desegregation?

How might state hou51ng policies be redesigned to support

school desegLegation? City school desegregation efforts have been

impeded by /the concentratidns of Tow income minorities in large
public h0351ng projects. To what extent can these pbpulations‘be
dispersed over ‘periods of five, ten, and twenty years7 Can admissions
and recruitment patterns be modified? - Can some facilities be con-
verted to other uses? How effective will scattered-site and rent

or purchase subsidy programs be by 1985 or 1990? Can new strategies ’
be adopted to persuade the'suburbsrto assume greater responsibility?

These and other issues troubie both local and state education

-administrators, éSpecially in states such as Michigan, Il1linois,
Ohio, California, and New York with substantial populations of

chool age,thiidren yet to be desegnegated. States increasingly

offer from 40 to éOvpercent of the total dollars available for school

costs. Some state boards of education now sense a need to plan for
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‘ desegnegation. State officials today are more likely td consider

positive approaches to desegregation. In fact, a number #f the chief
state schooi officers in Seuthern states heue risen fnom the ranks

of those local superintendents who successfully desegregated schools

under the court orders of the 1960s. A growing number of states ire !
willing'to play a partnership role in so]v1ng the desegregat1on pro-

. blems of the 1980s; presumably, the research egende might include

the state-local relationship and the eonditions under which state aid

~can make desegregated education possible. |

-

Local Policy Makers' Views'

" While policy is made and implemented at the state level, it is, .
of'course, equally central to:the operation of the local school district.
Before'the symposiun in whien they participated was convened, some local

- school superintendents expressed their intenests related to their roles
in school desegregation. | | ] |
DaVid De Russo, chief deputy superintEndent of the'Jefferson
“County, Kentucky, Public Schools posed four major interests in the form

of quest1ons j

1. What is the extent of the comm%tment 1n'Amer1ca to
integrate its schools rac1ally, economically, and
socially?

2. What has the business and prgfeSS1onal commun1ty in
large urban/suburban areas done to prepare .its leaders
‘and future leaders to seek a joint partnership with
business and governmental and community agencies in
overcoming the-problems of /integrating schools,
h0using, and other public institutions?

3. What is the extent of preyious research efforts to
find out the effects of desegregat1on on the graduates
(and dropouts) of our scﬁools systems?
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4. What do the legislators, economists, social scien-

tists and educators believe are the alternatives to

_ the current school desegregation requirements, and
is there reason to prepare for a radical change in
the public education enterprise7 |

De Russo asserted that the public schools and other appropriate
public and private institutions need to begin now to prepare for a
different type of public school system~of'the future. The court
mandates for- desegregating school systems have been reasonably
successful. Nithout these mandates, we could not have integrated
our schools to the degree we have during the last decade.

He also obseryed that more research which compares "achieyement
of students” with pre- and post-desegregation results’is not the
answer. Researchdabout people, their accomplishments and failuresh
‘as a result of going to desegregated schools-and living in an
integrated society, should give us the historical framework to
idevelop hypotheses about the future.

In another detailed statement submitted prior to the policy
makers' symposium, James Hawkins, superintendent of the Benton Harbor,
Michigan, Schools expressed’interests and concerns. Among them were
the identification of criteria for effective court-ordered desegre-
gation: establishing standards or a,formula by which desegregation
is related to quality education; designing desegregation'programs
to 1mprove the quality of'instruction, organizing the curriculum
and guidance services to improve behav1or, readjustment, and achieve-
-ment;_allev1ating interpersonal and intergroup problems among black
and white students, parents and teachers; the abolition of the myths

that desegregation is expenSive, ‘that 1t produces Violence and that

it negatively affects student achievement, and promoting parent

i
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involvement. Faesors of special concern were idensified as eommunity
support, the communication network, and dissehination of information
so the pubh’c: Mr. Hawkins also reco@ended that a study be made of
" the effect of desegregation upon employee contracts or masterfagree---
ments, especially in a case of consolidation where each district has
its own contract and the estaoiishment of a new district means. '
» hegotiating'a new contrect for a new district. Each §roup of -
‘employees-teachens, secretaries, custodians, bus dr$vers“ food service
workers, teacher aides, etc.. - would need to go through this time-
consuming and expensive process Add1t1ona1 concerns involved the
i1mpact of a totally new transportation system on staff, students,
parents, and the board; the task of assisting teachers, students,
administrators, and support personnel in prepariog for desegregation;

and the effort toAprevent reségregation through wise funding, counseling,

-and proper iostructional patterns.

‘The Perspective of Judges

Since 1954 the courts have - ‘played a major role in school desegre-
gation policy. Each year decisions of the UrS. Supreme~Court create
headlines as the actions of the lower courts in deseoregation cases are
reviewed. Traditionally, fhe issues'brought before judges have required
~"legal research into precedents and points of law. ~Legal scholarSh%p
dﬁffers-subssantially from social research in substance, style, aod
orocess. However, the landmark Br0wh case in 1954 was decided to some
extent on the basis of social science research brought before the
courts. Moreover, if there 1s a trend with respect to the use of social

science evidence by courts, it is that courts will rely increasingly on

U]
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it in the future. One particular way in which this will occur is
through the hoed to document intehtionol segregatory practices by
school districts. The best evidence for such intentional dis-
"criminating practices often lies-in school board decisions on pupil
transfer policies,'pupil'assignuents, location of new buildings, and
changes in school boundaries over time. Clearly, there is a need
fornresearch,‘usually conducted by social scientlsts, with respect to

. §
the possible existence of these policies and procedures.

-
I11inois State School Superintendent Joseph Cronin reflected at
- length about the ooncerns of judgés. He noted that in recent years,"
some judges have been 1ntensely interested in the debate over alleged
negative effects of desegregat1on_dec1s1ons. Some nesearchers have

blamed the courts for "white flight," while others point to, entirely

\\\gjffe ent fgctors, such as federal highway and housing policies and

tozilong;stahding desire of city-&wellers for more land and privacy. .
Judges. may need to kﬁow more about the conditions under which problemsf
develop and about the'uarious remedies which are either consistent
with or contrary to the results intended. l | 5

Courts are aware of the controversy over the effect of‘magnet
schools as voluntary measures or within the framework of a compulsory
'reass1gnment remedy. Perhaps Judges would be interested in how well
.or how ooorly various programs of pupil or parental chdice actually
work. - |

Courts in desegregation cases have sometime found‘it necessary to

appoint~sbecial masters or monitoring commitfees to review_the actual

- implementation of decislons. lhe,design of'desegregation plans is a
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very technical process and frequently requires university or specialty

‘ consultants. Dronin suggested that research could help clarify how

the design, monitoring, and evaluation stages 5;e handled andehiéh
features work under what circuﬁstancesf

Judges in desegregation cases often must retain jurisdiction over

specific cases for a period of years, sometimes ten or more. How does -

a judge decide to relinquish a case or declare it "closed"? Under what
circumstances does a-case, such as the originai Topeka case, deserve to
be reopened? The Pasadena case provided the basfs for some advice re-
garding the too freduent revision of boundgry lines and attendance
patterns.  How has thjS‘decision worked in practice? What oversight and
supervisory precedures are appropriate to "case ménagement"? Should
other bodies--e.g., federal or state agencieSF-assume~sdme of‘these‘
responsibilities? |

, Research on segregation and chﬁnging demographics may also be -
useful to judges who retain-juriéaictions over cases fbr extended
periods‘of time. There remain unsolved a sgrieé of questioﬁs such as
how many racially identifiable schools can rémain in place oVer time,
how financiai solutions can best function, and how can the bufdens
of desegregation be made to fall equitably on the several races. 5

Benjamin F. Gibson, United States district judge in Grand Rapids;

suggested prior to the symposium in which he participated that the
Qmost pressing question which needs an answer fn this area is how to )
implement schoold;segregqtion where the entire school district con-
sists of minority studen;s. It is’difficult to jntegraté a sé%oé‘

system which does not have a population which is representative,of

SRR % S
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the population as a whole. It was his-belief that if a satisfactory

answer to this question is achieved, it would facilitate the complete

integration of the nation's school systems.

The Perspective Of Attorneys

Attorneys are participants in the same complioated arena as
judges and require both legal and social science evidence. Since

they prepare and pres=nt this ev1dence to the court, they must keep

abreast of current signif1cant soc1al science research as well as
legal events. , o

| Prior to‘the:symposium in which they participated, many attorneys
reported thatait would be in their best interest to understand a

wide range.of topics, including the effects of desegregation on’

achievenent, whether the outcomes of desegregation aré a function of

the voluntary or involuntary methods of desegregation, the effects

of desegregation on h?usfno patterns ‘on a metropolitan scale, and -

whether social attﬁ/ydes have changed consequent to and surrounding
1

desegregation. D1mond, an attorney from Ann Arbor who has

~long been active'in school desegregation litigation, reflected at

length on the following issues that he belieVed needed to be addressed.
In communit1es with area-wide plans .0f school desegregation,
have federal, state, "and local officials and pr1vate persons and

businesses worked with school officials in the development of

.genuinely integrated learning, living, and york environments? Has

there been any decrease in residential segregation? What actions,
public and private, in addition to area-wide school desegregation,

could be taken to reverse the historic process in metropolitan

214
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location‘of industry, commerce; and weaTth and in the distribution
\

|
development of black ghettoization and white protection in the -~ -
of housing by race? What role could local bu51ness, labor, and civic

leaders play 1n supporting the 1mp1ementation of area-Wide school

desegregatitn plans and in promoting the 1ntegration of fo erly

all-white and all black re51dent1a1 neighborhoods? How could the flow

of federal and state funds and 1ncent1ves be creatively administered\‘
to eliminate the historic "color line" in hou51ng and community \
development in conjunction with area-wide school desegregation plane? :
v To what extent do 2rea-wide plans of school desegregatioh eliminate | AN
one of the histohic factors in family choice of housing on a racial
basis? To what extent have black- families and teachers assigned-to~
formerly white schools moved near the new schools7 To what extent have f
white families and teachers a551gned to formerly black schools moved near
the new schools? To what extent can school desegreg/tion plans encourage
such "majority to minority" re51dent1a1 moves7 To what extent do area-
'.w1de school desegregation plans 1nvolve greater or- fewer parents in
schooi-ébmmunity action,‘and:greater.or;fewer studehts in extra-curricular
activities, job“programs, and entrance inic higher education?e

To what extent do programs of_"ancillary relief?,actually eliminate
second generatidn‘discrimination phqblems in desegregated schools?
How can education be effectively provided to all students on a multi-
racial?basis‘within.integrated c1asses’rather than through various
- groupings or tracks'that tend to resegregate the students on a ’

racial basis? How can school desegregation plahé be Hesigned andl

administehed'to;0vercome a community custom of,Segregation in
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schools, housing, icbs, etc.? To what extent:is such a community
custom, supported‘and sanctioned by publig authority and histori
caste, responsible for ex1st1ng school (and. housing) segregation?

What is the nature and the extent of the causal 1nteract1on between

_intentional segregation of (a) schools and (b) hous1ng and cohmun1ty,“

| 1ifé7

grade sturctures? What are the specific statistical

A ment,to the formerly black schools, Part1cularly at the e rly ele-

|

mentary and high school leveis? How can the plan for pupil assignment

ahoid cateringwto the white majoritykby insuring that ba'th groups

fairly share any "burdens" of reassignment and reorganization of '

atternS'by
race, by classroom, ahd by building in the assignment/ to (or
“choice of") various educational programs and curri Ala~(e.g., tracks,
special edycatioh,'vocatibnal-tethnic§1 courseé)? Zhat are the specific /
§tatistical patterns by race and by building in (a the administration |
of discipline,.(b) the participation in extracurricular activities, |
(¢) educational achievement and advancement as asured by standardized
teéts, teacher evaTuatiohs, and entry into hithr education and jobs?
What techniques, proérams, and administrative direétions_are ayailabie
to provfdelfor effectng schooling, discipline, ektracurrfcujar
a§t1V1ty, 1earning;‘and adhancement to higher education on a multi-'
racial, genu1nely 1ntegrated basis? what remedial actions can be taken
to insure (a) fair, two-way pupil and staff desegregat1on,((b) rac1al

respect and diversity in mult1 racial classes and curriculum, and

- . 3 T
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(c) high expectations and programs for all of the school\ghj]drén ﬁy

 desegregating schools ahd*communftieé? ﬁ

" How can thé'development,programs,'funding incent ves, and
enforcement activities of HUD, DOT, Commerce, Treasury, and HEW (and
similar étate:agahcieS) be qoo;dinaféq to build on /the potential of'
school ¢2segregation plans to eliminate (rather than continue to
subsidize) ségregation in housiﬁg,!in\the'location of industry and
‘jobs, and in other aspécts of éomhunity'1ffe?

| On the basis of the folldﬁing_premiéé, Mr. Dimond posed a-humber
of other questions: if thé national policy were to replace Amgrica's '
protected whjte enclaves and isolated minority ghettoeé by ;ruly
integrated 1ivihg, learning, and work pattefns'over the ﬁextfdecade:.

1. What public and private strategies, programs, incentives,
sinctions and initiatives would fairly, equitably, and
efficiently achieve this goal? L

2. fan such strategies be developed and implemented to

- “strengthen rather than weaken the country's tempered
_traditions of federalism, localism, freedom, and free
enterprise? : . ' o <

3. whaf types of cooperation and coordination-of '
government (federal, state, and local), business,
labor, community, and family will be required?

4. What types of programs and initiatives could help to
achieve a genuinely integrated society--with respect
for cultural diversity and individual charagter in the
neighborhood, school, and work place--in contrast to
the subjugation of the racial minority in mixed rather
than segregated settings? ' '

5. What types-of integration strategies will be responsive
to the major technological, economic, energy, environmental,
international and/or non-racial social challenges and changes
that may confront the nation in the years ahead?

6. What- types of'coalitiqns and direct action movements (neigh-
borhood, regional and/or national) could help ‘to implement
or generate support for such a national policy?

Ll
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7. What types of federal:andlstate administrative, leg1s- ' l
lative, and judicial actions would promote such a : -
- national policy? . . |
Another Attorney-part1c1pant, William Taylor, Director of the - ,l
~Center for Nat1onal Pol1cy Rev1ew alsosubm1tted a number of major
concerns and quest1ons before the sympos1um began H1s 1nterests

were as follows . -

-
=7

Research on the-"non-cognitive" aspects of desegregation.

)Most-of the studies~of desegregation effects have focused on achievement; y
scores. Yet; regardless of galns on achievement tests, desegregation

may facilitate mobility‘by proyiding‘minority studentslwith access

.to better colleges or better jobs. The networking or channeling
processes»that'lead to such mobility are often acknowledgea but“

rarely studied because they arepnot easily quantjfied. Yet lt‘would |

be useful ‘to know, from existing longitudinal data; if possible,

_ whether desegregat1on 1s/assoc1ated with 1mproved mob1l1ty for minority -

,students and to examine the factors that may be 1mportant in this process.

Research on the c1rcumstances under which school desegregat1on may

foster res1dent1al 1nt4grat1on or other 1mprovements in race relations.

Case stud1es wh1ch include a focus on techn1ques wh1ch may foster this

pos1tive relat1onsh4p wguld be useful

TT————

Research on the k1nd of curriculum rev1s1on that should accompany

l

Review of curriculum has become a familiar component of M1ll1ken If‘

deseg;egat1on to make schools more ‘responsive to the needs of all students.,jf

relief, but there has been l1ttle systemat1c exam1nat1on of the types of
— ,
curr1culum changes that may be most effect1ve Th1s could provide a u5e-- ’

ful body of informat1on to school d1str1cts\\mplementing such remedies.
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’fLino A. Graglia,‘A Professor of Law at the University of Texas

" at Austin, based hlS comments on the premise that the major problem

" is not desegregation, but instead, compulsory integration, which he

~ busing on the attitudes of affected people toward judges, courts, and

the law,_and its impact on Ameritan citizens' perception of the degree

“'~strongly opposed by what he referred to as the "majority of the people"

' ‘continues to be 1mplemented . : S "

defined as the attempt to make schools more integrated than the
neighborhoods in which students live

He considered the most 1nteresting question to be why some

government agencies, courts, and private organizations fight for

compulsory integration He asserted that there is little ev1dence

f”that it 1ncreases educational opportunity or improves race relations,

and that it may actually disserve these goals. Most 1mportant, he

claimed was the faiuure of the policy of Ccmpulsory integration to

accomplish even. the 1mmed1ate objective or ucreasing school racial

v}integration The essence of his questions related to identifying the

'reasons for pursuing what he assumed to bé a self-defeating practice

In addition, he saw merit in compiling detailed city-by=city

. statistics on the cost of attempting to compel school racial inte-

figration.'»He also~1nvited ‘research on the impact of court—ordered |

to which'they control their government, their laws, and their lives. /

Finally, he recommended a study of why a policy that is so o /

. In their pre-symposia comments, all of the participants expressed

- interest in whatever research could be conducted to enhance their effective-

ness in their professional roles. Apparently, the underlying assumptions '

which led to the planning of the symposia were accurate.

2UJ




THE RESEARCH AGENDA SYMPOSIA

Im the period from January td dune, 1980, three school desegre-
.gation research-agendavsymposia were conrened at'Michigan State
University. Part1c1pants in the f1rst sympos1um were representat1vesA
of the media, as shown in Attachment A. Before they arr1ved at
’ Micmigan State University for the symposium, they received frqm our

staff a detailed.statement of the purpose of the symposium afdng wi th

a reduest thatn;yey address themselves specifically to a seé of
d

questions infe ed to probe their thinking about the need for new
research questions in<desegregatjon. The questions whicm they were
asked to"cofisider before attending the conference are’smown in
Attachmen B ” vﬁ '
' Th second sympcs1um was des1gned for school adm1n1strators and
school /board members (poticy makers), and the th1rd was planned- for
attorneys and judges who have had substant1a1 exper1ence in the area
of choo] desegregat1on -The part1c1pants 1n the second and third

pos1a are shown in Attachments C and E, respect1ve1y Again,
»participants in each of these sympos1a werg asked to consider, prior
to arrival in East Lansing, some bas1c quest1ons intended to st1mu1ate'
"the1r thinking about the need forvnew types of school desegregat1on
research. Questions.pdsed to policy makers and to attorneys and
judges are shown ih Attachments D and F, respectively. he specific
'rationales:}br the three symposia were as fbllows: .

1. Research Recommended by Media Representatives. Public

i

- perception df&déSégregation of pdblic schools can‘have a

profomnd effect on both the structure and the effectiveness of
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- a desegregation plan. Newspaper rgé;rters and representatives

of the electronic media are inter sted in communication to the

public in ﬁeaningful and interesting ways. Little research has

-been conducted, however.;to provide information that would

increase thermedia‘s understanding of the desegregation process

ard its role in helping the publlc'to understand that process. E/

This symposium should resylt in a list of topics and techniques
which media representatives might find especially appropriate. ,‘ /l

Research Recommended by Policy Makers. The airing of issues

surrounding direct po icy Judgments in educational desegregat1on ‘

'could provide a fou dation for establ1sh1ng a research agenda

/

_ to obtain information useful‘1n,mak1ng sound decisions. Involved

ln this~sehinar ould be persons in policy/decision making

‘positions, such as super1ntendents and school board members from

/

| d1str1cts wﬂ]th are under court-mandated plans as well as from

districts yﬁ1ch are implementing plans under their own 1n1t1at1ve,

, representatives of state and federal educat1onal ‘agencies which f

fund edpcataonal programs, and cdnsultants from General Assistance

Cen;ers who provide aide in crisis situations.

. Resedrch Recommended by Attorneys and Judges. Many educational

poflcies are mandated by courts in the course of rulings on

'desegregat1on Slnce these decisions are made on legalistic

,fgrounds and are based on proposals subm1tted by lawyers, school

desegregation research could spec1f1cally address quest1ons
regarding good educat1onal pract1ce for which attorneys and judges

need information. A seminar of lawyers -and jur1sts who have been

-
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involved in desegregation litigation could be convened,‘the
purpose of'which would be to formulate a relevant researchf;

agenda.

After each of the three symposia, the complete taped proceedings_
were transcribed. Then members of the project staff reviewed the typed

transcripts to extract thre questions which symposium participants pro-

~ posed for research. ‘Complete‘lists of research questions. proposed by

(1) media personnel,'(2) policy makers, and (3) attorneys and judges
appear in Attachments G, H, and 1, respectively.

One of the obvious characteristics of these three lists of research
qoestions 1s that they overlap in many ways. ' There is clearly a sub- Q
stantial‘depree of common“interest and concern among attorneys, Jjudges,
poTicy makers, and representatiVEs of the media. Moreover, these common

interests ex1st with respect to both process and outcome. questions

JThe'degree to which the interests appeared to be common across all three

symposia is reflected in the list of common issues, shown in Attachment J
On the other hand, in each symposium some unique interests were
indncated, and these are shown in Attachment K.

TOWARD A ‘RESEARCH AGENDA

It is likely,that much of the extant research’onﬁschool-desegregationl.

has gone unnoticed by many professionals in other disciplines This may

‘be because these individuals do not have easy access to this research,

even such standard references as Crain and Mahard- (1977) Orfield (1978),
St. John *1975); Stephan & Feagin (1980), and Weinberg (1977). These

works are well-known among social scientists, and perhaps they should be
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/ assessing the likelihood that meaningful research could’ be conducted ‘on
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brought to the attent107 of other professionals It is likely, however,
that even if the standdrd reference works on school desegregation could
be made available to}?ther professionals, such works might be perceived
as 1nsuff1c1ent for ealingvnth unique and perhaps even idiosyncratic
concerns. Thus, th/Z standard references would need to be suppl?emented
by additional research ’and'this relates to the utility of'the research
questions generated in the research symposia. While it is obvious that
a large number pf research questions have been generated by the partici-
pants in the three symposia, research questions alone do.not constitute
a research agénda. 'Setting an agenda implies a process of evaluating, -
ordering, and setting'priorities. Deve]oping,a'research'agenda on these

/

grounds is; of-course,-feasible, but may intrude into the process

: elements of bias and subjectivity

In v1ew of the possibility of author b1as, it may be appropriate
to accept as important that which the symposia participants thought to
be'important 'Therefore the issues judged. to'be of greatest importance
may/be inferred to bhe those shared by the maJority of participants, as
shown in Attachment J.’

// One way in which the training and experience of social scientists

contribute to the development of a research agenda 1n this proJect is y'

the,various questions. Not all questions are researchable, others may

be potentiai&y researchable if made'su?ficientiy precise and translated -

/

into operationally defined terms. , g
Rather than to attempt an evaluation of the degree to which each of

the dozens of research questions listed here is researchable, it might

.be appropriate to assess the categoriesvof questions, as listed in
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The qUali;y of education is becoming central/to the design of

desegregation plans as ancillary programs come t play moré and more
influential roles. ‘Nevertheless, the term "quality education” is
N ' sufficiently ambiguous as to mean almost anything to anycneJ Indeed,

it may be viewed almost as a projective test.

—

Thus, if educational
‘quality is to have any‘practical value as a concepc in school desegre-

‘gation research, it will need to be limited to those situations in which
the concept s operat1onally def1ned in advance.

- The grocesses 1nvolved with school desegregation can be descr1bed
'either generally or in terms of un1que case studies. As implied in some
-of the research questions, there is mych interest in geﬁeralities,
particularly with respect to the co bnalities qf plans that have been
‘implemented smoothly and to‘the comfhon characreristiés of ancillary pro-
grams that have effectively contr'buted to the success of desegregation.
Research on these issues could ipivolve the collection of new data on
spec1f1c s1tes or the reanalys1 and integration of existing data.

The resegregation 1ssue is one of the aspects of the desegregation

process, since 1t is often linked to specific polic1es and pract1ces
adopted by the schoql district. A useful and feasible research effort
would iﬁyolve the integration of information from several case studies
towarg geﬁeralitles tha wguld describe the conditions and practices

that are usually assocjated wlch resegregation.

) Ancillary relief/ is another area in which'secondary,analysls and
integraticn of exis ing data might be.feasible. The findings of research o
designed to describe: current ancillary programs might prove useful to

school districts involved 1n planning for desegregat1on and to attorneys

37[3RJ§:‘ : - and judges invgived,in tae‘legal asgffzf of anclllary programs.
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Among the issues which could be dealt with is the way in which

curriculum might be revised in the context of school desegregation.

Research sites now exist that would permit the relatively straight-

forward comparison of the effects of certain curricula against others

For example, the effects of 1nst1tut1ng a mastery curr1culum along w1th

a desegregation program couid be compared with other s1tuat1ons in which

‘no such curriculum was instituted. In cases where pretreatment data are

e -

available, the essential cond1t1ons for a good quasi-experimental study

4would be present

The desegreg_t1on-ach1evement relat1onsh1p already has been accorded

‘a great deal of attention. New research in this area might have a d1ffer-

ent focus. Novel criterion var1ables for defining ach1evement may be

. of interest, and the studies would probably be more valuable if they

. described the long-term:-effects of desegregation on student achievement.

The popularity of short-term studies of the relationship between'desegre-
gation and achievement is partly attributable to the ease of collecting
standardized test data for a small group of students over a short time
interval. | ‘ | ' N |
While the desegregat1on-ach1evement relationship has v1rtually def1ned

the paradigm of outcome-oriented desegregation research, it would be both

feasible and appropriate to extend this paradigm to other outcomes of the

t&pe listed by symposium participants. Among these outcomes are attitudes

to desegregation, especially among populatiohs about which no data yet

i exist; the effect of desegregation on school staffs; the effect of desegre-

gation on the cghmunit , especially vis a vis the educational system; and‘

-the effect of esegregation on. the level of school violence. A cautionary

‘"~note'is in'o.der, however. Some data exist‘hoW'on virtually all of these

outcome varfables, but these’data do not necessarily represent objective

e _15.



| methodological orientation. In most cases,

f0

' ;scientific research outcomes. The media has amplified the Violence angle,

for example, as well as the ways in which- desegregation may have affected .

"~ the community Particularly prominent in the media's coverage have been

accounts of public opposition to busing/desegregation, another category

- of questionstraised by symposium participants. Objective research could

be conducted on these'issues, but it would depend on the availability of

"objective data. There may be a problem, for example, in such areas as

school staff reactions to desegregation. Teachers and other staff members
will not be willing to express negative opinions or perhaps any opinions, N
if they perceive that their jobs might be placed in jeopardy as a result

There appears to -be sufficient interest as well as feasibility associated

"‘w1th an effort at large-scale opinion and attitude surveys of the general

population. The purpose of such surveys would be to investigate other

‘areas such as different definitions of deseqregation, proposed alternatives

to busing, and/demographically-based phenomena. But in addition to large-:

scale geneyal surveys, it would be desirable to survey members of. SpelelC

groups, such as school’ boards,\fureiqn language minorities, teacher S

3 (

profesSional organizations and ot\e§z that may have special concerns relative
The feasibility of such

to the processes and outcomes of de

special group surveys would depend upon\, whether members of these groups
are amenable to expressing their opinions,
| ’Most of ‘the possible areas of future resgar h have in common a general
: data would be obtained
by questionnaire. ~Since.data collected by questionnaire must involve

ihformed consent’ procedures, all respondents are volunteers, regardless
i

' of whether random sampling procedures are used In effect, this calls

_lg
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into question the,fepresentativeneSS“df many of the samples which

might be used in the desegregation reséarch,of“thevfuture, perhaps |
11ﬁ1t1n§ its usefulness. In the future, researchers should make sure to ask
the right people thé,right duestions. The staff of the College
- of Urban Developmént hopes’that these sympésia helped td define»some. ‘
- of the ri;ht questions. Now it is a matter 6f asking'%he right

',people,_and this, afger 511, is tﬂe essence of conducting research.
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STATEMENT ‘OF CHARGE
School Desegregation Research Agenda Sympos1um o

Jan, 31 - Feb 2 1980

The College of Urban Development at Michigan. State Un1vers1ty

,has been contracted by the Office of Education to estab11sh a proposed

| agenda for research on school desegregat1on that would be a gufde—

line to the Office in planning funding f future research.

~ The College‘will be conducting ide¢a- gathering seminars, in which

persons. who are or have beén 1nvolved in key aspects of the desegre-

gat1on process will offer the1r op1n ons on the need for further
'knowledge about desegregat1on Ja |
Members of the communications 1ndustry have been not1ceab1y
absent from such exercises in th past, desp1terthe hmportant role .
they play in the desegregation rocess. We at ththotiege hope'that .
you can help us correct this o ersight by participating in a closed
iworking symposium-at Michfgan State Universityxd nuary 31, 1980 '
through February 2, 1980. | ‘ -

If. you agree to become_a part1c1pant we /would ask you to reflect
upon your role in the commun1cat1on of deseg#egat1on issues and eventsi

and ask you to cons1der the follow1ng

1. Are there quest1ons regarding the effects of segregat1on
or desegregation upon students, families or commun1t1es

2. Are there quest1ons regard1ng your- potential effect upon
desegregat1on that you would Tike answered7

- ey

“,522:2 o

‘Attachment B—— SR

; that you would Tike answered? . | . 5
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3. - Is there research that you wish to be conducted to help
you or your employer make proper decisions regarding
conduct, posture or procedures while cover1ng desegregat1on7

If poSS1b1e try to estab11sh three or four p1eces of new knowledge

’ that wou1d be he1pful to you when commun1cat1ng .about desegregat1on.
Please respond to the above questions by December 15th so that we may
d1ssem1nate your wratten response to other part1c]pants;pr1or to the
'.sympoS1um. As a oarticipant, you wil1 he receiving the reaponse of
,other part1c1pants pr1or to the symposium SO that you w11’ be nrepared

to d1scuss the issues that are ra1sed
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Attachment C

PARTICIPANTS

School Desegregation Research Ageoda Sympos ium

May 8 - 10, 1980
POLICY MAKERS

Dr. James Howkins, Superintendent
Benton Harbor Schools
Benton Harbor, Michigan

 Ms. Althea Simmons

NAACP, Washington Bureau
Washington, D. C.
Dr. 0dell Nails, Super1ntendent

Pontiac Schools’
Pontiac, Michigan

Dr. Josebh A. Cronin
State Superintendent

" . I1linois State Board of Education

Springfield, I1linois

Dr. John Porter, President

Eastern Michigan Un1vers1ty

‘Ypsilanti, Michigan

(Former State School -
Superintendent, Michigan)

Dr. Elbert Brooks, Superintendent
Metro-Nashville Public Schools
Nashville,  Tennessee

Ms. Caroline Davis Gleiter
U.S. Commission on Civil R1ghts
Wash1ngton, b. C.

Dr Robert Evans, Director
K.E.D.S.

“Kent State Un1versity
Kent, Ohio

[

Dr. Leo Lucas, PreSident

‘Dayton School Board : f_ N

Dayton, Ohio

Dr. Crystal Kuykendall,
Executive Director
National Association of Black
School Educators
Washington, D. C.

Dr. Edward Scaggs;’Preéident,.

Kansas City Board of Education
Kansas City, Missouri

Dr. Joseph E. Johnson
Deputy Superintendent

New Castle County Schools
Wilmington, Delaware

Mr. Robert Johnson,

Assistant to Interim
General Superintendent of Schools
Chicago, Ill1no1s

Or. David De Ruzzo-

Chief Deputy Superintendent
Jefferson County Public Schools .
Louisville, Kentucky @ - S

Mr. John D. 0'Bryant

Vice President ‘
Boston School Committee
Boston, Massachusetts -
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Attachment D

_STATEMENT OF CHARGE
School Desegregation Research Agenda Symposium

May 8 - 10, 1980

The College of Urban beveTopmedt at Michigan State University has

been contracted by the United States Office of Education to establish

a proposed agenda. for research on school desegregation. This agenda
would serve as a guideline to the Office in planning funding for
future desegregation research. T .

“prepared to
/ to other attenders." o

. The College will be conducting idea-gathering seminars in which

persons who are or have been involved in the desegregation process
will exchange ideas and viewpoints on issues in need of clarification.

Membets of the education policy-making community (i.é;, school

board members, school administrators, and other educational leaders)
have played a cruc;;l role in the desegregation process:~ It is
important that an opportunity be provided for some of them to share
their opinions and experiences. The symposium of May 8 - 10 has

been planned witly this objective.

In order to use/the time most effectively, participants are being
asked to indicate areas of particular concern in writing, in advance
of the conference. The conference coordinators will synthesize and
¢irculate a number of these questions so that participants may come
jscuss issues identified as being of priority concern

The follo ing'ques;ions'are'posed to facilitate this process:

1, What particular questions regarding the effects of desegregation

on students, families, or communities would you like to have
discussed? (e.g., achievement, attitude change, communi ty
relations, employment of minorities, etc.)

2. ‘What factors in the school desegregation process are of particular
concern to policy makers? (e.g., community relations, teachers,
unions, legal considerations, second generation problems,
resegregation, ancillary relief, etc.? :

3. What specific research might better assist you in developing
policy with regard to school desegregation?

kY
LR
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In addition to your comments 'on these questions, we would also
appreciate receiving suggestions for three or four new areas of
possible research that would be helpful in the area of school

desegregation. These responses should be received in our office
by April 21. o : -

Conference Coordinator: Dr. Charlene Savage
' O0ffice of the Dean -

" College of Urban Development
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48824

(517) 353-9533
' 353-4601




. 51

/ 4
/o - Attachment E |
///‘ ’ PARTICIPANTS
‘ / ; School Desegregation Research Agenda Symposium
, /. . May 29 - 31, 1980
- /// / , ~ JUDGES
- ; Honorable Benjamin F. Gibson Honorable Nathaniel Jones
f ' ~U. S. District Court U. S. Court of Appeals - D1str1ct
;o . Grand Rapids, Michigan - Cincinnati, Ohio .
Sl . ~ ATTORNEYS
‘Norman Chachkin, Attorney Mary von Euler *
o p Lawyers' Committee for 3 N.1.E. National Institute of Educat1on
/o Civil Rights ~ ‘ - Desegregation Studies ...
, 4 Washington, D. C. , ’ Washington, D. C.
Jack Davis, (N.A.A.C.P.) ‘ ~Thomas Logan
Attorney at Law | " / Attorney at Law
Lans1ng, M1ch1gan .- -~ Louisville, Kentucky
Clinton Deaveaux, Attorney - "/ Margaret Ford (N.A.A.C.P.)
President, ACLU - Georgia - / New York, New York
Atlanta, Georgiaih‘m o
S - ; - David Gregory.
Paul Dimond , ; University of Maine School of Law
0'Brien, Moran & Dimond L Portland, Maine
- -Attorneys at Law: / ‘
" Ann Arbor, Michigan / James Belt, Jr.
‘ Attorney at Law
Joseph H. Duff, (N.A.A.C.Pw) Dallas, Texas.
Shockley, Duff & Hart-N1bbr1g
Attorneys at Law -/ - .. E. Brice Cunningham
Los Angles, Ca11forn1a J "Attorney at Law
/ - Dallas, Texas
Lino Gragl1a Professon _ -
University of Texas Law School - Larry Johnson, Professor
‘ Aust1n, Texas ; Harvard Un1vers1ty
/ Center for Law_and Education
Aubrey McCutcheon ' ~ Cambridge, Massachusetts
Attorney at Law / ) ,
Detroit Michigan / - - BiTl Caldwell -
, Attorney at Law
W1111am L. Taylor, Director Memphis, Tennessee
Center for Nat1ona1 Policy Review .
Catholic Un1vers1ty of America Leo Goddeyne *
Washington, D. .C. , Law Clerk for Judge Noel FOX .
5 /o U. S. District Court e

/o : Grand Rapids, Michigan ™

I
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Attachmeht F

STATEMENT OF CHARGE
School Desegregation Research Agenda Symposium

May 29 - 31, 1980

.The: College of Urban Development at Michigan State University has
_been contracted by the -United States Office of Education to establish
'"a proposed agenda for research on school desegregation. This agenda

would serve as a guideline to the Office in planning funding for
future desegregation research.

persons who are or have been involved in the desegregation process

vThe College will be co:ﬁucting idéa—gatherihg seminars, in‘whiéh
viewpoints on issues where further knowledge

_ o owill exchange ideas an
is needed.

Members of the legal profession (i.e., judges and attorneys) have
played a crucial role in the desegregation process. It is important

~ that an opportunity be provided for some of them to share their
“opinions and experiences. The symposium of May. 29 - 31 has been
planned with this objective.

In order to use the time most effectively, participants are being
asked to indicate areas of particular concern in writing, in advance
of the conference. The conference coordinators will synthesize and
| circulate a number of these questions so that participants may -

% come prepared to discuss issues identified as being of priority

' concern to other attenders.

. The following questions are posed to facilitate this process:

1. ‘Are there questions }egarding-the effects of court decisions
upon students, families or communities that you would like
answered? '

2. What legal or educational information do you wish you had
available on which to base appropriate remedies in
desegregation cases? . ‘

3. Given the achievement of racial balance in the schools,
what knowledge would you find useful in determining appropriate
“action to provide equitable educational opportunity in such
schools?  (i.e., What is necessary for determining whether
children have equitable education within a school with
balanced population?) ‘

223




53

4. Is'there specific research that you would Tike to have
- carried out that would assist you in developing cases or
making decisions regarding desegregation?

/In addition to your comments on these questions, we-would also
/ appreciate receiving suggestions for three or four areas of new
/. areas of research that would be helpful in the area of school

/  desegregation.
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Attachment G -

Research Questions Generated"by Journalists

1. How has th 1mplementat1on of school desegregat1on affected
" the way.parénts and teachers v1ew each other?

Do biack and Q
tation of dese

N
.

ite students react d1fferently to the 1mplemen- ,
agation?

w
. N

How do reactions vary among age and grade levels?

.. How does the ratio 9f blacks to whites affect attitudes?

[3,] L
..

How do parents, stude ts, teachers and community members
perceive desegregat1on? i.e. Do they see it as benef1c1a1
or detr1mental7 \

6. a. How do students, parents, teachers et al., define
- desegregat1on7

'b. How do their perceptions of desegregat1on change as the
' implementation progresses’

AN

c. 'How do these percept1ons affect ach1evement7

~
. -

Is the public 1nterested in reading (hearing) about desegre-
gation (beyond their own local - personal cases)? :

What- aspects of school desegregat1on could be better covered
. by the med1a7

(o]

N 9. a. What f1nanc1al burden does the implementation of school
~ C deseg gation impose, and how is th1s burden d1str1buted7

. b. Does 'nyone bear a d1sproport1onate or unfa1r share?

\10.  a. How oes the desegregat1o t1ne table affect the orderliness
\ - - of the process? } \\<\

\\ b. HoW'does it affect public acceptance of the process?

11. \Does the publ1c response to desegregation. vary between those -
cities/where the media and school and community officials worked .
ioget er during 1mp1ementat1on and those where there was no
coll boration? -

12. What effect, if any, does the presence of the media (e.g., TV
cameras) -have on people's behavior? (Could it have an -
inflammatory effect?) , ~

230
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13. where do students, parents, and teachers get the1r information |
about the desegregat1on process? - . ’

14. . wh1ch has mdre 1nfluence--the media or 1nterpersonal commun1cat1on7

.15, Nhat 1nformat1on is most l1kely to foster oppos1t1on to desegre-j

gation?
16. To what degree do people trust the 1nformat1on they get from ,
the media? - ' Y
e
~ 17. - Does school violence affect the dropout rate? '\\ f

18.  What is the relationship between perce1ved v1olence and actual \\\
‘violence?

19, HoW‘many students who drop out due to v1olence enroll 1n , I \

another school and how many don' t f1n1sh school7

20; Howgdoes the ratio of black to white students affect the success
of. a desegregation plan?
21. -Does the direction of bus1ng (i.e., blacks -to white schools;
whites to black schools) affect the success of a desegregation plan?

22.. Is there any correlat1on between a community's reaction to desegre-
gation and whether or not the school board is elected or appointed?

23. -What is a workable desegregat1on plan7
24. Can plans “des1gned for failure" be 1dent1f1ed7

.. 25. Is there a way to look at the motivation of those who des1gn
desegregation plans and correlate it with the success of the plans?

26. Are large c1ty schools 1ncreas1ngly black due to white flight or
because children of wh1te urban” families are beyond school age?

”27. Nhat effedt does the post baby boom decline of school age chil-
dren havelon racial mix in urban schools? .

28. To what extent are learn1ng problems among poorer populations
' due to deficiencies in the schools? To what extent do mal-
nutrition, unemployment or other social problems cause learning
problems7 . .

. 29. What are the post desegregation changes in curricu um?

\BG‘\\How have post desegregation changes in curriculum affected

learn1ng7 !
' !

: . | .
31. Has desegregation caused any changes in teachers' unions?.
' ' |
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32, Can the impact of media actually be measured? o : -

33. What are the ways that resegregation can manifest itself? -

34. How can the. communication gulf between media personnel and
education personnel be br1dged7 e

35. What is the relationship between what happens to k1ds in the
city and what happens to them in the suburbs?

36. a. where are the teachers. who were shifted as a result of
deseqregat1on7 . . \

b. How are they doing’

37. What are the effects of court ordered parent part1cipat1on, such
as in Boston?

38. How has the implementation of school desegregation affected
students attitudes toward and percept1ons of each others?

35. Do ach1evement test scores increase with desegregat1on for
blacks or for whites? . :

40. How do achievement levels compare in the North and .South after
desegregation?

41. Is there a correlation between test scores and the size of
the city?

'42. Have academic expectations for children dec]ined with desegregation?

43. Have achievement goals for the various class ‘levels declined
with desegregat1on'

44, a.$ What effect does economic integrat1on have on the success
of desegregation’

b. How does it affect ach1evement7

c. Conversely, do schools with predominantly poor student
populations tend to have poor ach1evement records?

45. What are the character1st1cs of successful magnet schools’
46. What are the characterist1cs of qua11ty education?

47. a. MWhat, specifically, are the objections to bus1ng or
desegregation? - ‘ p

b. If blacks are against it, what are their reasons?




Def1n1t1ons--e g # non-rac1a1 un1tary system, wh1te f11ght
‘desegregation; voluntary desegregat1on, court-ordered
desegregat1on.A~ .

' b. History of desegregation--List desegregatioh cases. What
cases set precedents? Salient points.of each decision.

c. .Brief descr1pt1on of the various desegregat1on plans--
' teacher and student assignment; pa1r1ng, clustering; etc

d. Cases "which courts have refused to heai.

e;V List of desegregation researchers and the1r areas of 1nterest.

t. B1b11ography

g. Research cehters--phone numbers, addresses

h. F1nanc1a1 aspects of desegregation--cost of bus1ng, legal
fees; cost per student of 11t1gat1on, cost per student of
1mp1ementat1on. .

B Status of cases still in court.

kR
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Attachment H

'Research'Questionsteneratéd,by, -

. School Administrators and Policy Makers

4 B
©

1. Is bus1ng an effect1ve “technique for ach1ev1ng equal educat1ona1

opportun1ty’ 5
.v2o In what situations-are magnet schools. successful7
3. Does desegregatjon improve achievement7
' 4. Does desegregat1on foster rac1a1 tolerance or harmory7
5. Does desegregation bring the commun1ty closer to the school or
farther from it? ,
a 6;' Has violence dncreased in desegregated schools? - ‘ o -

7. 1s white flight a myth? That is, would school populations have
' decreased anyway even if deseoregat1on had not taken place? .

8. What k1nd of education system do people want? That is, do |
- they prefer the voucher plan, magnet schools, or some’ other
arrangement?

9. What is the relationship between dec11n1ng tax bases (declining
resources) and teacher attitudes and expectat1ons for students7

10. Does desegregat1on increase political activity in an area? o -

"~ 11. Are parents willing to send kids to a "good" school even if
: it is some d1stance from their home7 ' }

’f12. Through what means is it possible to give language minorities.
-the percept1on that desegregation has something to offer them?

13. What can be done to help school board members_be pos1t1ve about
: desegregat1on7 Would some type of in-service tra1n1ng be
effect1ve7 : .

What are some techniques by which it would be possible to foster
posit1ve attitudes about desegregat1na .after-school act1v1t1es7

15. .Who are the .black leaders associated with desegregat1on7 Are g
' " they representative of black opinion, or are they chosen by .
the whi te . power structure7 o . L. A

3"‘} g
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16.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.
23.
24,
25.

2.
27.

© 28.
29.
230,

31.

";‘see as the purpose of desegregat1on? . ’ IR o R

17.

~How can school d1str1cts determ1ne what enrollment patterns

- formula for enrollment needs to-be devised so that "white f11ght"

-generation problems ‘as resegregation, quest1ons of discipline,

- major1ty student populat1on and extracurr1cu1ar act1v1t1es7

‘What is a desegregated school?

'desegregate our school districts? | -

59 e .
What do educators; parents, administrators, the media and students
see as the purpose.of desegregation? What do federal Jjudges

What has happened 'to black’ administrators in the desegregat1on .
process? Have they been demoted, promoted into "1nv1s1b1e“

,pos1t1ons, or e11m1nated as. role models’ |

?
“What effect does politics (e g., moves for anti-busing amend- - g

ments, anti-busing riders on appropriations b111s) have on the -
effect1ve adm1n1strat1on of desegregation?

Under what c1rcumstances would teacher unions be support1ve of

staff and student desegregat1on?

Is desegregat1on really prov1d1ng equal educat1ona1 opportun1ty7

Is desegregat1on creat1ng some additional educat1ona1 consequences

such as the exclus1on of some from the educational process?

How can a joint partnersh1p be formed between: the business

community, the school community, and the various interést groups,
the purpose of wh1ch would be to prepare leaders of the future?

Are we moving toward a federal school system through desegregation?
What is the tipping point on balance of racial groups that | ‘
determines whether a school’ d1str1et is reseoregat1ng? e
would have been had desegregatTon not occurred? A projectien -

cannot be used as an argument against desegregat1on

Is desegregat1on based on race or soc1a1 class’

What have school systems done creat1ve1y to avo1d such second

lack of m1nor1ty representation on faculty and in administrative

positions, lack of minority student participation, lack of '

What role have Hispanics. played in desegregat1on?

What impact do hous1ng patterns really have on our ab111ty to - I

How can school boards beveffect1ve in view of the fact that -
they are SO pol1t1ca1?

B
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When the burden ‘of desegregat1ng the schools is put on: black
students, do they suffer. negat1ve consequences7 If so, what
- are they7 . : o

. What is the role of med1a in hyp1ng up desegregat1on 1ssues7 '

What are the roles of parents and c1t1zens in- the entire process
of desegregation? ’ : ~ .

. What different impact is there in a school system in carrying
out 1ntegrat1on where the blacks are'a minority, rather than a
maJor1ty in that system’

36. What are the effects on achievement levels, att1tudes, self- :
concept, and discipline problems of black students bused to
schools where they are in the minority as opposed to those
black students who remain in the segregated school sotting?

37. What are the effects on achievement levels, attitudes, self-
concept, and discipline problems -of white students bused to . -~ =~ _
- schools- where they:-are in the minority as opposed to those
white students who remain in the segregated school setting?

38: Is there a decline of support from the black commun1ty if «
' noncont1guous schools are used for busing? E .

- 39, Can preventive programs such as early childhood education
' accomplish the same positive results as does racial integration
on achievement and self-concepts. -

40. What are the di?ferences between desegregation and integration..

41, As the median age of the Amer1can populat1on becomes older,
and as - people become more concerned with issues affecting the
aged; how is this going to impact on the education of elementary
and secondary schgol age children?

42. How are district boundary lines determined and shifted? What
is the political meaning of boundary lines as they relate to
' desegrega;1on’ What role does the state play in reinforcing
. the boundary lines and serv1ng th1s protected class?

43,~JWhat are the new and emerging trends in past.court decisions
- that have’ 1mpl1cat1ons for the development of school desegregat1on
.patterns7

44.b What 1mpact does an expert have on a Judge dur1ng desegregation
lit1gat1ons7 ,

45, - what are the r1sks assoc1ated with desegregat1on as seen by
v school board members?. Are there differences in the percept1on
~of risks between appo1nted and elected board members’

286
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=
49,
- 50.
51.

52.

46,

61

€
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" Are there d1fferences in the behav1or of appointed and elected

school boards’

~5what are the effects of desegregat1ng school d1str1ct staff

and how often. has it actually been accomplished? -

- What are the. effects of Title I.on ach1evement w1th1n desegre-

gat1ng and. desegregated d1str1cts?

What is the cost of desegregation, and. how can the cost be
broken down and accounted for?

What impact would in-service tra1n1ng have on the decision-
making practices of school board members’

Does desegregat1on result in greater 1nterrac1a1 part1c1pat1on'

in community organ1zat1ons?

fwhat d1screpanc1es ex1st between the or1g1na1 intent of court

ders—aﬂd—theer—eventualwoutcomes_oyen_tlme7

super1or to public schools?

~

Does the behavior of a school 'board vary as a function of the

racial class of its membership on school desegregat1on 1ssues7'

What is the relationship between aff1rmat1ve act1on and
“school’ desegregat1on within a school district?

In terns of academic quality, are pr1vate schools in fact"

A

e
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-What are the most effective anciliary relief measures?

What is the psychological impact of segregation and desegre-mim

62

‘Attachment I

Research Questions R

: Generated by Attorneys and Judges

What are the alternative means available for the implementation.

of court-ordered desegregation, and which are- most effective?

What eVidence is there of the leqitimacy and effectiveness of
ancillary relief programs? What is the relationship between
these programs and the objectives of a court-ordered desegre-

" gation plan?’

i

11.
12.

13.

gation on both minority and majority s+udents?

What is the relationsnio between desegregation achievement,
and self—esteem?

What is the effect of desegregation on students' aspirations
and subsequent educational and career attainment?

. Is desegregation effective in increaSing mobility ‘for minority -

students? If S0, what are the characteristics of schools which

- are effective in increasing mobility?

‘What is the effect of a desegregation remedy on the distribution

of educational resources in a community?

YT e

What is the impact of desegregation on the educational process?

How do different segments of the communi ty perceive the school
system (particularly the quality of education) following
desegregation? ‘

What is the long-term impact of a desegregation remedy, i.e. ;

a. longitudinal study of a system undergoing desegregation is
needed.

What is the nature of reSistance "to court- ordered desegregation?
What can be done to neutralize this reSistance? -

What effect do the perceptions and attitudes of the school
staff have on the implementation of desegregation, and what can
be done to improve attitudes of school staff?

el




4.
© 15,

16.

17.

)]
w

What types of in-service tra1ning programs are effective in
chang1ng or 1mprov1ng staff's 1nter-rac1al att1tudes and behav1ors? '

AN

‘what is effect1ve or qual1ty educat1on and what are the o

components of Qua11ty education?

How are educat1onal goals and objectives defined? Are they or .
should they be the same for all students? What are the differ-
ences between districts which achieve their educat1onal goals
and districts which do not? :

-

5

Are there -di fferent learning styleS" If so, how -should educat1on

“be des1gned to take these d1fferences into account?

18.

19.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

-

What are the characteristics of effective teachers and effect1ve
teaching methods?

Nhat methods of educat1on are. most effect1ve for nnnority students?

what educational model can be developed for. nnnor1ty students w__,//‘w
1?2

“other than the current compensatory or remedial educat1on mode

What 'is the effect of desegregat1on on att1tudes of white parents,
students, teachers and administrators?

How  do parents view a school system before, dur1ng. and after
desegregat1on? -

Have some school d1str1cts been strengthened as a result of
desegregat1on because of the close scrutiny the districts undergo?

What is the impact of blagk and white role models on black and
white students across races? :

" Is there a relationship between racialiattitudes and the academic4

achievement of blacks? -

Is it better to bus ch1ldren across political l1nes and/or
econom1c lines rather than across racial l1nes’

Has’ desegregat1on caused people to feel that they have lost
control of the government and their lives? If so, is this a

~local, regional, or general phenomenon’

How do parents' views of 1nstruct1onal qual1ty and qual1ty of

- materials before desegregation compare with their views after

desegregation? What changes are observable in teachers and
administrators? '

i

Does quality of -educational 1nputs affect the qual1ty of educa-

. tional outcomes?

. ;V




~/ Attachment J

COMMON ISSUES OF CONCERN

" The questions Qénerated by School Administrators and Policy

Makers, Attorneys, and Journalists during three Desegregation

Sympos1a are categor1zed below by issue.

Quality Education

= Question generated by Attorneys
A = Question generated by School Administrators

= Question generated by Journalists

1.

The

What is effect1ve or qua11ty educat1on, and what are the

components of quality education? (L, J)

How are educational goals and obJect1ves defined? Are they
or should they, be the same for all students? What are the .
di fferences between districts which achieve the1r educat1ona1
goals and d1str1cts which 'do not?. (L)

What are the character1st1cs of effective teachers and effective
teaching methods? (L)

What methods of educat1on are’ most effect1ve for minority
students? (L) :

In terms of academic qua11ty, are pr1vate schools, in fact,
superior to pub11c schools? (A)

Desegregation Process

IZ desegregatibn reallyiproviding equal educational opportunity?

What is a workable desegregation plan? (J)
Can plans "designed for failure™ be 1dent1f1ed7 (9)

Is there a way to. look at the motivation of those who design
desegregation plans and correlate it with the success of the
plans? (J) .

/
;

R4y .




process’ (J)

/6. what impact does an expert have on a Judge during dese; rega-
/- tion litigations? (A) . i :

7. What are the new and emerging trends in past court deisions
that have implications for the development of schoo desegre-
gat1ou patterns? (A)

i

8. What’ effect does politics (e.g., moves for anti-blsing amend-
ments. anti-busing riders on appropriations billg) have on
the/effective'aduﬁnistration of desegregation? /(A)

9. What-is the relationship between what happens fo kids in the
city and what happens to them in the suburbs hen desegrega-
t1on is ordered? (J) .

10. Have some schoo] districts been strengthened as a result of
’desegregat1on because of the close scrut1n the districts
/ undergo’ (L) , /

11. What d1screpanc1es exist between thé original intent of
court orders and their eventual outcomes over time? -(A)-

12; What is the 1ong-term impact of a dese regation remedy?

. , |
i.e., a longitudinal study of a syste undergo1ng desegregation |
is needed. (L) - _ -

Resegreqation

1. What»are the ways that resegregat'on can manifest, itse]f? {J)

2. MWhat is the tipping point on balance of racial groups - that
determines whether a school disfrict is resegregat1ng7 (A)

3. What have school systems done reat1ve1y to avo1d such second
generation problems as reseqr gation, questions of discipline,
lack of minority representation on faculty and in administra-
tive positions, lack of minority student participation, lack
of majority student population and extracurr1cu1ar '
‘act1v1t1es7 (R) . )

4. Is desegregat1on creating ome additional educational
consequences such as the e¢xclusion of some from the educa-
tional process? (A)




Ancillary Relief

. v'~ "1 .

[N

1.

What evidence .is there of the legitimacy and effectiveness.of
ancillary ‘relief ‘programs? What is the relationship between: -
these programs and the objectives of a court-ordered desegre--

~gation plan? (L) oo

.:“what are the most effective ancillary relief measures? (L)

What types of in-service training programs are effective in
qhangin“igr improving staff interracial attijtudes and behav-
jors? ' : :

What can be done to help school board hembers be positive

_about desegregation? ‘lould some type -of in-service training

be effective? (A)

what;areAsome techniques by which it would be possible to

B foster positive attitudes about desegregating after-school

activities? (A) '

Curriculum

- What are the bosthdesegregation changes in curriculum?

Have they affected learning? (J)

. Are there different learning styles? I so, how should educa-

tion be designed to take these differences intd account? (L)

What educational model can be developed for minorify<studenfs
other than the current compensatory or remedial education

" model? (L, A, Jd) -

Relationship betwéen Desegregation and Achievement

Have academic expectations.(achievement goal-) for school
children declined with desegregation? (J) '

Do achievement test scores increase with desegregation for
blacks or for whites? (J,‘A, L)

How do achievement levels compare in the North and South’
consequent to desegregation? (J) ‘

Is there a correlation between ‘test scores and the size of
the city? (J) -

What is the effect of desegregation on students' aspirations
and subsequent educational and career attainment? (L)

Is désegregatioh effective in increasing mobility for minor-
ity students? If so, what are the characteristics of
schools which are effective in increasing mobility? (L)

. 240




7.

'Student Racia] Ratios

Is there a. relationshi" between racial attitudes and the
academic achievemént of blacks? (L)

1.
2.

‘How does the/ratio ‘f blacks to whites

‘o

ffect attitudes? (J)

What. differe nt impact is there in a s ool system in carrying
out integration where the blacks are minority, rather than
a majority in ‘that system? '

‘What are the effécts on achievement/levels, attitudes, self-

concept, and discipline problems of/ black students bused to
schools where they are in the minority as opposed to those -

" black students/who remain in the gegregated school setting? (R)

fects on achievemént levels, attitudes, self-
concept, and discipline problems of white students bused to
schools where they are in the nority as opposed- to those
white stud ts who remain in the segregated school setting? (R)

What are the

when the Burden of desegregat/ ng the schools ‘s put on black
students,/ do, they suffer negative consequences? If so, what

How -doe's the ‘ratio of black to white students affect the
success of a desegregatign plan? (J)

Does/the(direction of busing (i.e. blacks to white schools;
whites to black schools) affect the success of desegregation
plans? (9).

/

Attitudes/Reactions’to Desegregation

Do black and white students react differently to the
implementation of deusegregation? (J, A) - .

How do reactions vary among age and‘grade'levels? (9)

How has the implementation of school desegregation affected
students’ attitudes toward the perceptions of each other? (J)

. - What is the relationship between desegregation and self-

esteem? (J)

What is the effect of desegregation ‘on attitudes of white

* parents, students,.teachers and administrators? (L)

How has the implementation of school desegregation affected
the way*parents and. teachers view each other’ (J)f

Does - desegregation foster racial tolerance or harmony? (A)
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- _
Definitions and Percept1ons of Desegregat1on

1. What is a desegregated school? (A) W
' 2. Nhat are the d1fferences between desegregat10n and 1ntegrat1on? (A)

3. what do educators, parents, adm1n1strators the med1a and
students see as the purpose of desegregat1on’ What do Federal
judges see as the purpose of desegregation? (R)

4, How do parents students, teachers communi ty’ members
‘ perceive desegregat1on? /i.e. Do they see it as beneficial
_or detr1menta1? (J) / ﬁ o \\\\

‘a. How do students, pgfents, teachers et aT define

.......

desegregat.lon? -':"." N . . B Sl -‘:‘--\\—

b. How do their percept1ons of desegregat1on change as the
. 1mp1ementat1on progresses? 1 ! '\\\\\\

c. How do these per\geptwns affect achibvement? /|

!

5. How do different segments of the communi ty. perceive the ‘
school system (particularly the quality’ of education)
follow1ng desegregat1on? (L) i

6. What effect do the perceptions and attitudes of school
staff have on the implementation of desegregat1on,/and what
can be done to mmprove attitudes of school staff? (L)

/ . - I l
/ ~ . /
Effects of Deseggat1on\on Schoo!l Staffs -

1. Nhat are/;ze effects of desegregating school district staffs

and how often has 1t actually been accomplished? (A)

2. Where—dre the teachers who were shifted as an sult of
desegregation? . How are they doing? - (J)

3. What has happened to black administrators in the desegregat1on/
process? Have /they been demoted, promoted into "invisible" /-
positions, or e11nnnated as role mode]s? (A) i

: j

4. What.isthe. 1mpact of black and white role/models on black ,f'

- .and white students across races? (L) . /l [

/
The ‘Role of Parents in Deseg*egat1on . }/,' ~ /

1. What are the roles o parents and c1t1 ens in the entire /*
process of desegregation? (A) .
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2. 'wha;\;Féthevéffects.of cour§>erdgred parent participation such
as in Boston? (A) \\\ .

' © 3. \How do pérents view a school system before, during and-aftér
' desegrggation? (y)

" 4. .How do parents’. views of instructional quality:and quality of
" materials before desegregation compared with their .views after:

desegregation? What changes are observable in teachers and
administrators? (L) I '

| - 5.',Are.parents'wiliing'to send kids to a "good" school even if it
N\ is some distance from their home? (A)

The Effect of Desegregation on tha Community

1. Does desegrebatidn bring the community closer to the school
or farther from it?. (A? :

2. Does desegregation‘reshlt in greater interracial participation’
in community owrganizations? (A) - '

3. Does desegregation increase political activity in an area? (A) -
4. Has desegregation caused people to feel that they have lost

. control of the government and their lives? If so, is this a
Tocal, regional, or general phenomenon? (L)

Economic Desegregation

1. What effect does economic integration have on the success ,
of “desegregation? How does it affect achievement? Conversely,
do schools with predominantly poor student populations tend to
have poor achievement records? (J) - .

. o |

2. Is it more preferable to desegregate along social/economic or .

© political lines rather than racial lines? How would this affect
the public's response to busing? (A, L) “

3. To what extent are learning problems among poorer populatiohs
" due to deficiencies in the schools? To what extent are they
" due to malnutrition, unemployment or other social problems? (2)

Y Language Minorities

‘ 1. Through what means is it possible to ine language minorities
- : %h§ perception that desegregation has something to offer them?
. (A . - LR :

2. Wpat role have Hispanics played in desegregation? (A)




Alternatives to Busing -

e
/ o

1.

3.

Is busing an effective technique for ach1ev1ng equal educat1ona1
opportunity? (A)

. - What are the alternative means available for the implementation
of court-ordered desegregatlon, and wh1ch are most effective? ;(L)_;

Nhat are the charactenast1cs of successful magnet schools? (J, L)
Opposition to Bus1gg/Desegregat1on B ‘ f‘j;i
1. What is the na‘ure of resistance to court-ordered desegregation?
what can be done to neutralize this resistance? (L)
’what, specifically, are the obJect1ons to busing or desegre-
gat1on7 If blacks are against it, what are the1r reasons? (J)
3. Is there a decline of support from the black commun1ty if. non-

contiguous schools are used for busing?- (A)

\‘\.

"School Violence

Has vfolence increased in desegregated schools? (A)

What is the relationship between perceived violence and actual.
v1olence7 (J) -

Does school v1o]ence affect the dropout rate? (J)

How many students who drop out due to violence, enroll in
another school and how many don“t finish school? (J)

;Demograph1c Issues

1.

Are large c1ty schools 1ncreas1ngly black due to white flight
or because children of white urban families are beyond school
age? . 31 .e., because children horn during the peak years of the
baby baom are now past school age?) {J, A)

As the median age of the American populat1on becohes older, and .

as people become more concerned with issues affecting the aged,
how is this going to impact on the education of elementary,
and secondary school age .children?. (A) .

How are district boundary Tines determ1ned and shifted? What
is the political meaning of boundary lines as they relate to

desegregation? What role does the staté play in reinforcing

the boundary lines and serv1ng this protected glass’ (A)
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,QtsjﬂuuLJnmact_do*houslngmpatterns*£3a1lv have on our ab111ty to

\'\

desegregate our school d1str1cts7 (A)

Financial

1. "What financial burdens does .the implementation of school desegre-

gation impose, and are the burdens distributed? Does anyone
~ bear a disproportionate or unfair share? (J) ; -

2. What 1s the cost of desegregat1on, and how can the cost be
vbroken down and accounted for? (A)

3. .Does the quality of educational’ 1nputs affect qua11ty of

~- éducational outcomes? (L) 5

4. What is the effect of a desegregat1on reme%y;on the distribution

of educational resources in a community? J) - '

" 5. What is the relationship between dec11n1ng tax bases (dec11n1ng

resources) and teacher attitudes and expectations for students? (A)

a

School Board Behavior _ e

;Teachers Unions

wa

1. How can school boards be effect1ve in v1ew of the fact that
~ they are so pol1t1ca17 (A) :

Q

2. Are there differences in the behav1or of appointed and elected

school boards? (A)

3. Does the behavior of a school board vary as a funct1on of the .
- racial class of its membership on school desegregat1on 1ssues7 (J3) -

: 4.i’what are the risks assoc1ated with desegregat1on, as seen by

" - school board members? Are.there differences in the percept1on-
of r1sks between appointed and elected board members? (A)

[

- 1.’AHas desegregation caused any'changes in'teachers' unions? (J) = .

2. Under what c1rcumstances would teacher un1ons be support1ve of
staff and student desegregat1on7 (A)

Media-Related Issues =y ; - " L . -

1. Is ﬂhe pub11c 1nterested in read1ng (hearing) about desegre-

gatjon beyond their own local, personal cases? (J9)

2. What aspects of school de§egregat1on could be better covered ,
by the media? {9) - ) I ’

9

G
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. Does the pub11c response to desegregation vary between those

cities where the media and school and community officials worked
together during implementation and those where there was no

collaboration? (J)

What effect, if any, does the presence of the media (e.g., TV

cameras) have on peo le's behavior? (Could it have an
1nf1ammatory effect? o

Where do students, parents, teachers get the1r 1nformat1on about
the desegregat1on process? (J) .

.. Which has more 1nf1uence--the med1a or 1nterpersona1 commun1-

cat1on7 (J)

What information is most 11ke1y to br1ng about ‘support or

7.
oppos1t1on to desegregat1on7 (J)
8. - To what degree do people trust the 1nformat1on they get from
the media? (J)
9. What is the role of media in hyping up desegregation issues? (A)
'IO,A Can the impact of media acthally be measured? (J)
11. How can the communication gulf between media personnel .-
. and education personnel be bridged? . (J)
M1sce11aneous ) i
1.” How can a joint partnersh1p be formed between the business
. community, the school -comaunity, and the various interest groups,-
the purpose of whrch would be to prepare 1eaders of the future’ " (A)
2.  Are we moving toward a federal 'school system through desegre-
- gation? (A) Q
3. What is the relat1onsh1p between aff1rmat1ve action and school
- desegregation, within a school district? (A) : :
-4, Who are the black leaders assoc1ated -with desegregation? Are o
" “they representative of black opinion, or are they chosen by '
* the white power structure? (A) . // "
5. What kind of educat1on system do people want? That is, do they . '

prefer the voucher plan, magnet schools, or some other
arrangement’ (A) o VL
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Can prevent1ve programs such as early ch11dhood edueat4em__

accomplish the same positive results as does racial
1ntegrat1on on ach1evement and se1f-concept? (A) -

What are the effects of T1t1e I on achie ement within desegre-

gating and desegregated schoo1s’ (A) /
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Attachment K

-.}.v{;

Unique Research Issues °

Questions that are of unique concern to media representatives:

-

[}

1. Is the public fnterested in read1ng (hearing) about desegre-
gation (beyond their bwn local, ~personal cases)?

2. What aspects of school.desegregation could be better covered
"- by the media? _

3. Does the public response to desegregation vary between those
cities where the media and school and community officials
worked together during 1mp1ementat1on and those where there .
was no collaborat1on7 8

k.4. What effect, if any, does the presence of the media- (e.q., TV

cameras) have on people's behavior? (Cou]d it have.an
inflammatory effect’) ' . .

5. Where do students, parents, teachers ~get their 1nformat1on "about

the desegregation process?
6. Which has more 1nf1uence-=the'media or interpersonal communication?

7. What 1nformat1on is most likely to br1ng about support or-
_opposition to desegregat1on7 !

'8. To what degree do people trust the 1nformat1on they get from

the med1a7_
9. Can the impact of med1a actua]ly be measured’

10.. How can the communication gulf between med1a personnel and .
education personnel be bridged? : . .

11, Media representat1ves ‘asked for a handbook which wou]d 1nc1ude
the following: .

a. Definitions--e.g., non-racial, unitary system; white flight;
desegregation; voluntary desegregat1on, court-ordered
_desegregation. .

b.  History of desegregation--List desegregation cases. What

- set precedents: Salient points ojvgach decision.
_c. Brief. description of the various desegregat1on plans--
~ teacher and student assianment; pairing; clustering.’
Cases which courts have refused to hear.
e: List of desegregation. researchers and the1r areas of interest.
f. B1b11ography : . .

a

. .A .. 250._
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-Research centers--phone numbers, addresses
pee%s—eirdeseqrega%%on-Aeest—ofﬁbus#ngv—lega1
fees; cost per student of litigation; cost per student
_ of implementation
i. Status of cases st111 in court.

>

" 12. ‘Journalists also c1ted,the need for a national data pool or
clearinghouse from which they could obtain information that
is non-opinionated, unbiased, and prepared by experts.
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~ Questions that are of unique concern to policy makers:

&

1. What is-the relationship betwéed declining tax bases (declining
resources) -and teacher attitudes and expectations for students?

2. Does desegregation increase po1itica1-activity in an area?

3. What can be done to help school bodrd members be positive
about desegregation: Would some type of in-service training
be effective? ‘ : L

4. Wno-are the black leaders associated with desegregation? Are
*  they representative of black opinion, or are they chosen by
the white power structure? |
5. What do educators, parents, administrators, the media and
students see as the purpose of desegregation? What do Federal
Judges see as the purpose of desegregation? : .

6. What has.happene&»;o black administrators in the desegregation -

process? Have they been demoted, promoted into "jnvisible"
pesitions, or eliminated as role models? '

7. :What effect does politics (e.g., moves for anti-busing
" amendments, anti-busing riders on appropriations bills) have on:
‘the effective administration of desegregation?

8. Under what circdmstances-would teachér unions be supportive of
- staff and student desegregation? - ' . -
9. How can a joint partnership be formed between the business
community, the school community, and the various interest groups,
.the purpose of which would be to prepare.leaders of thelfu;ure?

-10. What have~school systems done creatively to aVoid,such second

generation problems as resegregation, questions of discipline,
Tack of minority representation on faculty and in administrative
positions, lack of minority student participation, lack of
majority student population and extracurricular activities?

11. . What are the risksjassdciated'wifh‘desegregatioh, as seen by
school board members? Are there differences in the perception
of risks between appointed and”elected board members?

12. Are tﬁere differences»infthe.behavior of appointed and elected

school boards?’

13. Does the behavior of a school board vary as a function of the
' racial class of its membership on school desegregation issues?

,,,,,,,,,
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_Questions that are.of'ﬁhiqueninterest to attorneys gnd‘judges:

. . What are: the effects of court ordered parent participation

such as in Boston?

What are the new and emerging. trends in past court det1s1dns
that have 1mp11cations for .the development of school desegre-
gation patterns7

what impact does an expert wi tness have ‘on a judge dur1ng
desegregation litigation? .. ‘ N
B

. What discrepancies exist between the original intent of court

‘orders and their eventual outcomes over t1me7

‘What are the alternative means available for the implementation
of court-ordered desegregation and which are most effective?

What ev1dence is there of the 1eg1t+macy and effectiveness of
ancillary re11e?*pwegx§gs7 What is the relationship between
.these programs and the obJectxves of.a court-ordered desegre-
gation plan? ‘

What is the effect of a desegregat1on remedy on the d1str1but1on
of educat1ona1 resources in a community? -

What is the nature of resistance to court-ordered desegregation?
What can be done to neutralize this resistance?.

~— .




