DOCUMENT RESUME ’ -

ED 236 304 B | | " up 023 321
AUTHOR ‘ - Blank, Rolf K.; And Others
TITLE Survey of Magnet Schools. Analyzing A Model for

" Quality Integrated Education. Final Report of a
National Study. - .
INSTITUTION Abt Associates, Inc., Cambridge, Mass.; Lowry (James
_ ’ ~ H.), and Assoc., Washington, D.C. =7~ '
SPONS AGENCY Department of Education, Washington; DC. Office of
- ' e Planning, Budget, and Evaluation.

PUB DATE Sep 83 :

_CONTRACT 300-81-0420 o - .

NOTE 428p.; For related documents, see UD 023 320-322.

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143) :

'EDRS PRICE MF01/PC18 Plus PoStage. . S -
DESCRIPTORS Administrator Role; Admission Criteria; Case Studies;

Community Involvement; Cost Effectiveness; .
Educational Assessment; Educational Improvement;
*Educational Policy; *Educational Quality; Elementary
Secondary Education; *Magnet Schools; *Program
Effectiveness; Program Evaluation; Public Education;
*School Desegregation; Urban Education; Voluntary
Desegregation :

ABSTRACT f < ,
_ This report discusses findings from a comprehensive
national survey of the effectiveness of magnet schools in improving
the quality of public education and in assisting school
desegregation. Chapter I provides background information on the
concept and evolution of magnet schools; discusses the purposes of
the national survey and several issues—identified by the National
Commission on Excellance in Education; and explains the scope and
objectives of the survey and final report. Chapter 11 explains the
research design, research issues, and comparative case study '
methodology and describes the sampling plan and the selected sample
of urban schocl districts. Chapters 111, IV, V, and VI report study
findings on the major research questions: education quality; magnet
schools' effect on desegregation; magnet school costs; and the role
of magnet schools in urban education and in meeting urban education
problems,. particularly the relationship between district
leadership/community involvement and the effectiveness of a magnet
program. Chapter VII summarizes all the findings and outlines the
policy options for magnet school programs. Appendices contain a
summary of survey methodology and sampling procedures; summaries of
sample district community settings and characteristics of magnet
schools nationwide; data on quality of education, desegregation, cost’
data collection, and magnet schools' relationship to urban school
districts and communities; and program summaries of quality magnet
schools. (CMG)

e

- e

. PR
***********************************************************************
-

* Reproductisns supplied by EDRSﬁgie the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
-*******i***************************************************************




-

IR R

$hy

-
ARTMEN OFE

£

B

i

h

Ducartion . -

feprodyction Quality,

" ® Poimig of view or Opinions Stated in thig docy-
Ment dy not necessarily represant officia) NIE .
A position or Policy.

A e
e JIRTS

I3

= AR
SRR AT
1 5
b
TED.E
S RA bt
o e e A AATe
MODEL e
¢ VAT 3 2
Re £ ey £ 2 "~ I )

SpEd
o

o, o

i

LR
o

e

}\ﬁ‘?&?’:@ ot

o

(R
YRS

’¥ Dy
g e

R e e Tz ol

At Zoais

sarsci e Ay
oy CENIREE
i SRR el
g 2 72 T
‘ el ;m-x,,,: SEEA




~ James H. Lowry and Asociates '

Abt Associates, IncejvSubentracto:

R s

SURVEY OF MAGNET SCHOOLS

ANALYZING A MODEL FOR QUALI'I'\; INTEGRATED EDUCATION

Rolf K. Blank

Robert A. Dentler

D. Catherine Baltzell
Kent Chabotar

S September 1983

Final Report of a National Study for
B U.S. Department of Educ:_at*.-iéij
Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation

. The findings and conclusions in this report
- are those of the study contractor and do not
' 'necessarily reflect the views or policies of
the U.S. Department of Education

TN

303 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1340 - 1200 New Hampshire Avenue N.W., Suite 220
. - Chicago, Illinois 60601 SR . ' Washington, D.C. 20036 = =
. (312) 861-1800 g . (oz4ee410 =




""" ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
James H. Lowry & Assoclates has conducted the Survey of —
Magnet- Schools with the strong support and w1lllng cooperation of
a number of 1nd1v1duals and organizations.,” Flrst,_our project
officer, Dr. Paul Mes51er of the Planning and Evaluation Service,

U.S5. Department of Educatlon, has been of great a551stance through- f

out the entire study."
been invaluable. Dr. Janire Anderson, Director of the State -

and Local Grants DlVlSlon,”haS played an - important role.in gu1d1ng
the study- design process and gaining departmental approval for key
steps in the study.
of the study's 1mplementatlon.

Secondly, we must acknowledge the 1mportant part of the 15
’school districts .across the .country that were the subject of
on-site studies for the survey. School superlntendents, board
members, admlnlstrators, principals and teachers were all: _
helpful in providing information and respondlng ‘to questions, The
study would not have been possible without the support of these
people on the magnet school "@irlng llne.ﬂ -

The Advisory Panel, comprised of experts on publlc educatlon,
desegregation and magnet schools from across the country, has
guided the study staff toward addressing. the right questions and
designing the most useful methods of collecting and analyzing the
. information. We extend great appreciation to these panel members -

who played an active role in the study:
Dr. Dennis R. Lubeck
Teacher

Dr. Beatriz Arias
Professor

His creative leadershlp and support have . -

School of Education
© Stanford University

Dr. Mary E. Busch
Member, Indianapolis Board
of School Commissioners
. .and
D1rector of Communlty Services
Indiana Central University

Dr. Emeral A. Crosby

Pr1nc1pal

Northerh High School

Detroit Public Schools -

Mr, Denis P. Doyle
Director of Educatlon Policy

. Studies

American Enterprise Institute
for Public Policy Research

Mr.

" Dr.

Unlver51ty Clty ngh School
University City, Missouri
Dan w;,Merenda

Deputy Director

 National SchoolsVolunteer

Program, Inc,

Charles V. Willie™
Professor of Education and
Urban Studies
Harvard Graduate School
of Education :
Harvard University

‘Ms. Rhonda LeW1s has assisted W1th many aspects{fs

f"’i‘"



The staff of Abt Associates, Inc., our subcontractor, have
been a great pleasure to work with, Their sound theoretical,
methodological and analytical assistance has been irreplaceable, -
The Abt project staff were: ' Robert Dentler, associate project
~ director; D, Catherine Baltzell, associate investigator; Kent -

Chabotar; Isabel Alva;. Sandra Stukes; James: Molltor-'Ralph Turner,
Maureen Hume, Julita Mll;lner, Thea Moskat; and Ann Zwetchkenbaum.

The members of the Lowry proyect staff were: Rolf Blank,
project director and. principal 1nvest1gator, Patricia Fleming, -
project director in Phase I; Vicki Weiss; Wancy Sprow; Stephanie —-
Barnes; field staff: Karabelle Pizzigatti, Charles Flowers,. L

- David Gruber, and Helen Jordan- and support staff: Doris Schraft
and John Moyar. . T

8

4

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



35

'TABLE OF CONTENTS -

~Qua11ty Educatlon in Magnet Schools Does
Not. Requlre ngh Select1v1ty.......................

-

»-...v,_"_.‘;’u

. FINAL REPORT Sk
Page -
PREFACE . ' . L D i
CHAPTER I.  THE MAGNET SCHOOL'S ROLE/IN AMERICAN R
' PUBLIC EDUCATION AND THE OBJECTIVES - \
OF THE SUKRVEY OF - MAGNET SCHOOLS.................... 1l
The Magnet School and Educat:.on Issues’
“" Of the 1980'S.cccecscsccasssosssccsscecssccscaancssocs 2
'Evolution of the Magnet School in -
American Education..........;...................... © 6
Scope and Objectlves of the Study.................. Y12
Major Study Flndlngs and Pollcy Optlons............' 13
CHAPTER II. RESEARCH DESIGN, METHODOLOGY AND ‘ -
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY SAMPLE.................... 17
Research Des;gn...............:...................; 17
 ReSEArCh ISSUES...eeececacseesiorssnnsaansncasssess 19
. Comparative Case Methodology............,..ﬂ;...;.. 22
'Sampling"Procedures...;.;;..........;,....;........ "24
CHAPTER III. MAGNETS AND EDUCATIONAL QUALITY.................... 31'
~ 'Magnet Schools Offer Educatlona_ Quallty........... 33

55



o - TABLE OF CONTENTS P
) — e
o - " page - -
. o ™ T L '
CHAPTER III. (Continued)_ . '
Magnet School Characteristics Related L
to Education Quallty................................. 63
N Conclusions,....;.,....;....;.;............u...;..... 72 .

CHAPTER IV. DESEGREGATING PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEMS..ecceecccccececes 75

It

Magnet Schools Contribute to

N

Desegregatlon...;......................,............. 77
i3 .
y .. Factors in Magnet Effects on = _ ‘
Desegregatlon........................................ 84

Magnets Reduce Communlty Confllct and )
Can Help Slow White Fllght........................;.. 95°

Magnet Schools Can Offer Quality ,

Rac1al Integratlon......................;...........ﬁ 99

l
i
i

Conclu51ons.........................................3 '108

- LT ! : R

. T

CHAPTER V. COSTS OF MAGNET SCHOOLS.............................. 113 .

Magnet Schools Cost sllghtly More
than Non-Magnet Schools.............................. 116

Single-Theme Magnet Schools Cost More

Than Magnets With Combination Themes....,,..........;i 132
e e . L . ) ) I. . b ’

Higher Magnet School Costs Related to 7

Higher Educational Quality and _ i

Integratlon Quallty...........,....a................. 1361 

P7“

o

Py




CHAPTER V.-

CHAPTER VII.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

%

" MAGNET SCHOOLS' REIATIONSHIP TO URBAN - L
.. _DISTRICTS AND COMMUNITIES........................... 144

' Model of Magnet Schools Relatlonshlp ,f

to the District and‘Communlty..............;...,....:148'
Phase I: Iniiciatiox'{".';'...;......\3.-..';.;._,..;..'.- 151;'

Phase II. Implementatlon............;.............; 167 -

r . "’:.

Analy515 ofrInltlatlon and Implementatlon. g
and Educatlon Quallty............................... 192

Phase III: Effects on District Educatlon v
’ ProblemS..cceveecoceececsacaseencesseses 195 7

W
\:

! B ’ \ . : “':\_I: :
CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS...ecseacecconcensenss 210

Summary Of FindiNgS...eeeeeeceescecscecesasansancass 213

Federal, State and Local Policy'Options.......,;.};.-225



TABLE OF CONTENTS . =~ ~— . S
. Pagé;
' . APPENDICES . ; A
Appendlx I, SUMMA§§“6§ SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLING
© PROCEDURES AND SUMMARIES OF SAMPLE DIS-= . '
“ o TRICTSF.COMMUNITY SETTINGS......;............. I~1.
‘ - . ‘.u,, 5 . ! ! :
“appendix II. CHARACTERISTICS OF ‘MAGNET SCHOOLS NATION- ,
: " WIDE..... \5....................................II -1 .
- . ) ’ (;_,/'{ - ‘ ) U : ' . . ‘
Appendix III. QUALITY OF EDUCATION:.....eceveesocscnncrecss III-1
Appendix IV.  DESEGREGATION.....eeeeesosencesens eeeeneene. IV=1
' S y - .
Appendix V.. COST DATA COLLECTION......u.eeveenen. PO % |
Appendix VI. MAGNET SCHOOLS' RELATION TO URBAN DIS-
TRICTS AND COMMUNITIES........ Ceeiaeaaens ce...VI=1

Appendix VII. PROGRAM SUMMARIES OF QUALITY MAGNET SCHOOLS . . VII-1

BIBLIOGRAPHY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ... ...ueeeesnnanonns eeeeeeenn, .... Separate Volume
'GUIDE TO PLANNING, DEVELOPING AND _ s
IMPLEMENTING A MAGNET SCHOOL PROGRAM....%+e.ces...... Separate Volume
. i
M
I
¥



1
Y

LIST OF TABLES

CHAPTER I
'f¢ab1e ;L} -.'Growth of Magnet Schools in Urban “fef.ﬁi'v‘ﬁ'-giﬁ e e
T N Educatlon 1976 1982..........................'.“:“:*:‘ﬁ 10_f,“ 3
“pable I.2 Magnet ‘Schools ‘in United State - . - o
- ‘ ' 'Urban Public School Dlstrlcts....................;’11,;_ff,(
CHAPTER II o e
Table II.l school Dlstrlcts Selected for the,_ L
' ”'Survey Sample..................................... 25
Table II.2 Magnet School Themes by Type of ..

Program.........................;............i.... 26
Table II.3 ?Characterlstlcs of the Sample of g ,
: Magnet Schools.................................... 28 -

1

CHAPTER III

Table IXI.l pistribution of Magnet QED SCOreS....seeessscssss 40

. = . ¢ C N S 4‘,‘ ’ - S _;,\' R v Lo H
Table III.2 Distribution of Reading Achievement

SCAle SCOIeS.ceessscssesccscsosnsessacsssissnscanes 42

Table III.3 pistribution of Math .Achievement

—nteas

Scale Scores......................................’43

Table'IIIré Range of QED Scores WithinFDlstrlcts.t.;.,......;.'45

= ~Table III.S’ Basic Curricula Used in Magnets...;..f............‘50
Table IiI.G Program Struttere............;...;.,.;,...,...;..: 52 _e

' able .IIT.7-  Distribution of SelectiVity SCOTeS........eecesses 59.




. CHAPTER IV

‘Table IV.l -
"Table Iv.2

CHAPTER V

-Table V.1
Table V.2~
Tabie V.3
”Tabléfv;4f
 Table V:5°

Table V.6

‘Table V.7
Table V.8

.CHAPTER VI ™

e -
L/ 3

Figure'VI.l

Table VI.1l

Table VI.2

- Development..............................;......'“161-'"‘

~ (Continued) |

Dlstrlct Scores on Magnet Role, Magnet L
Implementatlon Effort ‘Magnet: Desegregatlon, e
and Quallty of System Desegregatlon............. .80

Dlstrlct Scores on Quallty of Int egratlon

and Range of 5cores w1th1n DlstrlCtS.-.......... f102'ﬁnv:f

/’?A .

Average -Total Cost per Pupil...........eeceunst. ‘118

Average Salary Cost per Classroom Teacher....... 121

Average Total Personnel Cost per Pupii,{...;;..; 124

Average.Totel Non-Personnel Cost per Pupil...... 127
- Average Pupil Transportation Cost per Pupil..... 130

‘Average Unlt Cozts for leferent Types of

-

Magnet Schools.............................-.... 133

Pearson Correlatlons Between Selected
Magnet (School Unit Costs and Outcome.

Indlcators......................................ir137'»

District Level Costs and Outcomeé;.;;,......;... 139

———

Model of Dlstrlct Magnet SChool Program -
Development..................................... 150.

Dlstrlct Magnet Program ObjectheS and L _
Strategy........................................ lseﬂ‘-

Leadershlp Consensus and Communlty/staff
. Participation in Magnet Program Strategy




f»f(Cbntinuediw‘”ﬁ

CHAPTER VI~ (Continued) o

Table VI.3 Implementatlon Leadershlp for Magnet Schools.... 169j3

‘Table’VI.4" "School Staff Involvement in Implementatlon..Q... 1723}

- Table VI.5" ’Cons;stency of Dlstrlct-Level Support of ‘4f“ s
' IS Magnet Schools....;.............................‘1774

: Table_VI,6 Community Involvement ln Magnet Implementa- f_]ﬂ"

tlon.............................3.}.......Q.;l. 181-;

Table VI.7 Characterlstlcs of Dlstrlct Magnet Program 3 : :
‘Deve10pment and Educatlon Quallty Ratlngs....... 193 :

R\




APPENDIX I

Exhibit I.1

APPENDIX TII

Exhibit IT.l
Exhibit IT.2

Exhibit II.3

‘Exhibit II.4

Exhibit II.5

Exhibit II.6

APPENDIX III

Pxnhibit III.1
Exhibit ITI.2

Exhibit III.3

Exhibit III.4

Exhibit III.5

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Page '

-

Sample Districts"Communit§ SettingSecsscsseess I-9

i

:

Population of Magnet Schools in U.S.
Urban DiStrictS...ecceceessnssosencsnssoncsosesll=3

Regional Distribution of Magnet Dis- v
EXAiCES e ceeeseasccecccacasossscssncssancsssesssll"3

Average Proportion of Students ‘in
Magnet SChOOLS.eeveesvessocacanssocsscscsasnsssnII=d

'

Magnet Schools Grade Level and Racial/ = Yo TR

Ethnlc Comp051tlon.............................

Magnet Themes by School Level..................Ii-a

Type of Magnet School or Program by
Grade Level....................................II 10

Descriptive Summary of School Variables.......III-6
Correlation Matrix, SChOOl Variableé.......,.;III-B

QED Scale Scores and Achlevement Scale

'5cores........................................III—9

Cross~Tabulat1ons, Select1v1ty by Educa- !

tional Qual;ty................................III-lo i

l i e

.“

SChool Level Multlple Regre551on Results......III-ll :




APPENDIX IV

Exhibit IV.1l

Exhibit IV.2
éxhibit Iv.3
Exhibit IV.4
Exhibit IV.5

Exhibit IV.6

APPENDIX V

“ REvhibit A-1
.Exhibit A-2

Exhibit B-1

Exhibit B-2

APPENDIX VI
Exhibit VI-1

Exhibit VI-2

Exhibit VI-3

LIST OF EXHIBITS
(Continued)

Page

Descriptive Summary of System Variables.......IV-5

Correlation Matrix, System Variables..........iv-6
Sysgem Level Multiple Régression Resultsf.....IV-7
Descriptivé Summary of School Variables.......IV-8
Correlation Matrix, Schooi VariablesS....ceee..IV-9

Magnet School Integration.Multiple Regrés-
Sion REeSULtS.cceecesscosceocccacssacscassssssIV-10

District Operating Expenditures......:seceece.. V=4
District Personnel Inventory....ses+ssseereccecne V-8

Individual Magnet School Operating
EXpendituresS..ceeeececcesscosccncssccsccsccnas v-11

Individual Magnet School Perscnnel
Inventory..................................... V-13

———

Factors in Magnet Program Initiation..........VI-1l

Leadership Roles in Magnet School
Implementation..cececseccenccsacscccscoccceesVI-g

Magnet Schools Leverage on District
ProblemS .ceceecsecoscsossosssscsssossnsccscsnse VI=-5

~



PREFACE

7

James H. Lowry & Associates is pleased to present the final

report for a Survey of Magnet Schools: Analyzing a>Modelyfoerual-

ity'Integrated Eduvcation, to theyU.S.‘Deg%%tment'df Educafion,
Office of Plengigg, Budget and Evalugtie;f

The réport responds to the Depértment's request for a compre-
vhensive, naﬁional survey of the effectivenessﬂqf magnegﬂschools in
improvipg public education quality aqd assisting School aeseéregation{
This request stems from the need of national, state eng local legis-
lators, educators and parente;'to‘know the‘effect--and potential for

effect--of magnet schools on improving public education. Specifi- .

cally, they are interested in issues such as:

"

Do students in magnet schools learn more than students -in-
other schools? ' ‘ ‘ :

- Do magnet schools provide equal learning opportunltles for
.all students’

- How does the curriculum, faculty selectlon, qUallty of in-
struction, and related academic issues compare thh other
schools or educational programs’ R

-~ What factors in a school district contrlbute to the suc-
cess of magnet schools? ‘

To address these and other issﬁésg‘phe’Survey of magnet schools
was designed for the following purposes: B "\\\\\
- To evaluate the magnet school for its contribution to the %
improvement of urban education and to voluntarlly desegre-
gating, and to the effects on students. »

1.



—— - To assess how urban school districts can develop and oper-
ate successful magnet school programs without conflicting
with the purposes of local school districts and communlty
groups.

- fTo identify what issues, plans, leaders, resources, and
support are necessary in the development of an effective
,magnet school program.

- To geveICﬂ the process for adopting an effective magnet
school program to-a‘local school district’'s. objectlves,
‘needs and interests and show how this process can: be a
means of curriculum innovation.

This design enables our national survey to serve
_both as a tool for evaluatiné\the magnet schools' success infinru

proving the quality of public education and for studying hqw the

__magnet schools' definition, deve}ppmen@uand“implementation'contrib-

utes to its success or .failure.

For purposes ‘of this survey, we have deflned a magnet school

" as follows:

1. ‘A distinctive school curriculum based on a special theme
or method of. instruction,

2. A unique district role and purpose for voluntary desegre-
gation,

3. Vbluntary ch01ce of the school by the student and the
parent,

-

4. Open access to school enrcllment beyond the regular
attendance zone.

This definition was anplied throughout all survey steps and
tasks. It should be referred to throughout the discussion of the

research issues, study design, analysis and findings.




Our survey findings are presented in a manner that will aid

the Department in its efforts tovguide national educaﬁion‘policy‘

and practice. Survey findings also are presented to aid state and
: . ihaiahaiiie

e

iocal education administrators, parents and teachers ;n-makiné de-
cisions for'educétional improvemenﬁs. Accordingl§,»th§ findihgs

+ ' are organized,and\presented,asWféllows:wmuﬁm;umm"mwmwg_”_;mm»__””wnuw

Chapter I prbvides background information on the concept and

evoiﬁtioh of magnet schools; it discusses the purpose§ of fhé
national survey.including dé£ailea information on several issues
idehtified;by the Nationél Commission‘on Exéelience in.Education;,
and it explains‘the scope ahd objectives of the survey and

fiﬁal réport;

-~ - Chapter II explains.the.res erar‘?h.fde.sui? n,-research.issues.and
comparative case methodology and deséribes the sampling plan and |
the selécted sample of urbén school districts:

Chapte:s III, IV, V and VI reporﬁ study findipgs-onlﬁhe m;jor
research questions. Chapter III explains our étudy findipgs dnl
education quality. Chapter IV aesciibes how magneﬁ schoéls.affect
desegregation. Chapter V addressés the -analysis of maghet échoél
costs. Chapter VI analyzeg the rolé of magnet schools iﬁ urban
education gnd in meeting ursan‘édupation probiems, p%tticuiariy
:the,relationship of’distriétvleadership‘and cqmmunity‘ihvolveﬁent

to the effectiveness of a district magnet program.

T 444 .
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Chapter’ VIIVsummarizes all of the findings and outlines the

Policy Options for a magnet schools program. A Guide to Magnet

School Development separately accompanies this report. The'Guide

gives an outline of the key steps in magnét program deVelmeent, E

describes major management’ challenges, and summarizes six zffective

magnet schools.
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THE MAGNET SCHOOL'S ROLE
IN AMERICAN PUBLIC EDUCATION
AND THE OBJECTIVES OF . _.
THE SURVEY OF MAGNET SCHOOLS

INTRODUCTION

The magnet school concept has grown rapidly in urban public:
education due to its appeal as an educational innovation through a

theme-based curriculum and as a method of voluntary desegregation.f

Magnet schools have developed and expanded in American puhlic edu-—-

cation over the last decade to now include over 1006 schools in more

than 130 of the largest urban»schooi districts. Many offtheladmin—
*istratorsT”school''board‘-membersT—'teachers“—’and*p_a::cents‘lb'in'tl'lese"‘d(:i.s—*";w
tricts found the magnet school to be an attractive'model for improv—
1ng educatlon quality and offerlng an alternate approach to desegre—
gation. Some urban districts have developed h1ghly successful ‘mag-

net programs, while in Sthers questions have been raised'concerning

the actual educational and desegregative benefits and costfeffect-'
tiveness of magnet schools.

Although much has been written'on the topic oﬂlmagnet schools,_f‘
this 1s the first natlonal study of the effects and degree of suc-

cess of this model across a representatlve sample of urban d1s- il

"“"\c
tr1cts that operate magnet programs. The Department~of Educatlon"

requested that the study address questlons concernlng the 1mpact

’

of magnet schools on the quallty of” educatlon and on desegregatlon,




as well as analyze the process by'whichsmagnet schools are effec-
tively developed and 1dent1fy the factors that lead to a SUCCESS~A

ful program.

_THE . MAGNET SCHOOL .AND THE EDUCATION. ISSUES OF.THE 1980'S. .. -

Thls natlonal study.of.magnet schools comes at‘a most
.lmpottant point in the growth and development of the magnet school
concept. Even more lmportantly, the study ms-belng completed-at a
time when educatlon in Amerlcan public schools has become a major_
natlonal issue. The Secretary of’ Educatlon s National Commlss;on
en Excellence in EZducation has, p:o,v;e-'@-d.ﬂmaetu._s_.. to ,;eexémaésw?, .
of ou*.commitmenf-to quality public education and consideration of
approaches to reform of educatlon currlcula }methods and support.

There are flVe central issues_in Lhe current dzscuSSLon of
the problems of public education that parallel several of the ob-
jectives of this study of magnet schools:

;' Identlfyzng models of educatlonal excellence
c' Improvzng educatlon quallty in coxe academlc subjects

- o.,Advanclng equal eduoatlonal opportunlty

° Offerlng chozce and dzversmtv ln publlc educatzon

® Regainlng tne publlc s confldence ln the;:,schools.



1. Models of Educational Excellence =~ = e
" one of the major reconmendations of the~ﬁa£ibhéfwbommis-,
sion is to encourage and develbp’edUcational:excel;ence in‘our’:
schoois} f? - |

, "We define 'excellence' to mean several related
things. At the level of the individual learner
it means performing on the boundary of individ-
ual ability. in ways that test and- pusa;back per-
sonal limits in school and in the workplace. RN
Excellence characterizes a school or college ’
~that sets high expectations and goals for all
learners, then tries in evexy way possible to
help students reach them." (1983)

The magnet school offers scnool districts ‘a method of developing
opportunities for excellence in teaching and learning based on the

idea of a theme-based curriculum that voluntarily attracts stu-

e, =t e e 4 e D

dents through their interests.

2. I@éroving Education Quality in Core Academic Subjects
A second major‘recommendation of the NationaliCommission'
on Excellence, as well as the Task Force on Education for Economdcvv
Growth (1983), is that school districts 1mprove and expand course.

'offerlngs 1n core academ;c subgects at the hlgh school level. S

The trend toward more course GIECtheS and nonacademlc-

~courses in hlgh schools reduces tlme and incentlve for baslc and

advanced courses in core areas. It 1s also well knOWn by educators{i

L

ﬁthat many students devote a large part of thelr energy, tlme and C

attentlon to extracurrlcular act1v1t1es thh the effect that aca-'-‘“

demlc studzes take secondary 1mportance. The magnet schools show ?fﬁ



strong potentlal for organ121ng and d1rect1ng the attention of
secondary education toward the academic cu.rnculu.m.‘ The magnet
school can also be a means of‘renewing the interestsvand motlva-
tion~o£\teachers\by organizing'their_efforts around a,conmon aca-
demic goal and developing inter-disciplinary currlculum planning,

writing, and quality improvements.

3. 'Equal Educational Opportunity ° -
T , ‘
The magnet school concept was develoPed as a means of

ensurlng equal 0pportun1ty through a raclally/ethnlcally mlxed

student bodg: Magnet schools offer a model of an alternatlve

voluntary method for desegregatlon. BY enrolling students accord-

ing to their interests in a currlcular thehe, magnets can volun-

".‘

tarily bring together students from different racial/ethnic groups

and -different levels of academic ability.

vt

4, Choice and Diversity in Public Education - L

A fourth issue is the extent to which‘school‘districts

R

should offer dlverslty in methods of 1nstruct1on and cholces for

' parents and students w1th1n the framework of the d1str1ct curric-

ulum. The old concept of the "alternative school” whlch‘served'

students who had dropped out or were asked te leave,"regular

.‘schools" has. g1ven way to a w1de range of 1nnovatlons w1th1n the
regular system, e. g. ogen classroom, tradltlonal or baslc SklllS

educatlon,'educatlon centers, computer-based educatlon, experlence-
.'based career educatlon, and 1ndLVLduallzed lnstructlon. The"

—S“
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magnet school provides a model for choice and diversity.- A magnet
typically emphasizes core academic subjects, but offers a different
educational approach or method through a theme-hased cﬁrficulum and

voluntary enrollment by student and parent.

5. Renewing Confidence in Public Schools

A fifth issue’ that is centraiﬁte many of:the.feeommenda-'

tions of:the National Commission, and Seﬁerai of‘the.other recent

. . . X
studies on ways to irprove public education,* is that school dis-‘~
tricts need to regain'the confidence of parents and the coﬁhﬁnity;

By voluntary'enrollment, and by the qulic attentidﬁ'that
maénet schools draw,'the cbncept has the'potential.to.siénificantly
help a dlstrlct in 1mprovtng its 1mage W1th1n the communlty and ' ‘;
.rebulldlng the reputatlon of the public schools: .A magnet schoeiw”
program maynbe a catalyst‘for.lncrea51ng communlt;_;nte;est in qualit:

education or serve asipart of a larger reform strategy. -

Relevance of the Magnet ‘Schools Study

Slnce its 1nceptlon in 1981 the potentlal 1mportance and use~
fulness of the findlngs of the_magnet school study‘have-lncreased
as more Americans have»recognizedﬂthe'Seridns,problemslthat‘conf:pntf

d" .

‘Other recent national studies 1nclude-f the Ford Foundatlon study
of Effectlve Comprehen51ve High Schools; “the- Carnegle Foundatlon.'b
study on' the American High School and John Goodlad s elght year '
study of publlc educatlon in thlrteen school dlStrlCtS acrOSS the’
; country.- U : 8 IS : ‘
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~our nation's schools. The attention focosed on the issues raised
by the National Commission has aided'educators by increasing seri-=
ous consideration of their proposals for reform'and'increased sup-:
port for education; ihus, withln the.context‘of;the current dis-
cussions on improving pﬁhlic;education,'the magnet school studyl,
provides'analysis of a model for educational Quallty:and excellence -
as it has been ooerating'in some urbanvdistricts,'and,objective
assessment of its potential as a method of imprqving orbanfeducation

in more districts and schools.

EVOLUTION OF THE MAGNET SCHOOL IN AMERICAN EDUCATION.

”ﬁhe first magnet schools{wereldeyeloped in large,urbanldis-wfj
'tricts that sought a means of reducing racial:isolation in puhlic
school through voluntary means andvas an option’to-ﬁandatoryl |
assignment. The models for magnet school curricula were based on
well-known speclalty schools that had offered advanced programs to
‘selected students for many years, such as Bronx School of Sc1ence,
Boston Latin - School and Lane Tech in Chlcago.i Themes»for the orig-
inal magnet schools developed in the late 1960's ahd early 70’5"
reflected the speciality-school themes of'science, mathematics and
performlng arts, with the major dlfference that magnetsvempha51zed '
voluntary cholce by 1nterest rather than selectlon by testlng..v

Wlth the growth of 1nterest in’ magnet schools, partlcularly

among northern dlstrlcts 1n the process of desegregatlng, a w1der
AL . .




range of types of magnet themes were deVelOped.whichireflected'
.otherikinds of educational innovations in local distrlcts{ . open

" school, alternative school, career exploration} and traditional’
schools, as well as other curricular themes such as health sc1ence,
foreign languages humanltles, bu51ness management anddcomputer
science. The basic idea of developing magnet themes was that a’
district would.determine the interests ofvstudents and parents‘in a
special theme program and develop themefoased1curricula'ln schools

-

that would attract a racially heterogeneouS_nﬁx_of students. The
concept was viewed as having great potential for solving several

prevalent problems of urban school. d1str1cts.lﬂ.,mzl i e

The entry of the federal government into support of magnet

e

school lnnovatlons 1nﬂthe mad-l970 s prov1ded a major boost to the :

growth and expanslon of the concept. The-U.S. Congress passed an .
' amendment to the Emergency School Ald Act (ESAA) in 1976 that au-

thorlzed grants to support plannlng and 1mplement1ng magnet schools
. for d1str1cts in the process of desegregatlng. | .

toe

Federal support for magnet schools had two major effects on'

. the grow1ng movement of magnet schools. F1rst, the magnet school '
concept became closely 1dent1f1ed w1th desegregatzon.l The program :f

regulatlons llmlted e11g1b111ty to d1str1cts that had a magnet

schools program plan that would reduﬁe overall\raclal 1solatlon 1n

the d1str1ct by a mlnlmum of f1ve percent.~ Addztzonally, magnet
_ \ . 1W L . ,

,'fundlng was often v1ewed as part: of the general federal support




'for desegregation'under_ESAA."The ESAA magnet grants focused only
~little attention on education‘objectives for magnet schools.
»lhe second effect'of the ESAA magnet'grants‘was to.lncrease
the 1nterest and attention of urban dlstrlcts toward magnet schools.g
A number of d1str1cts that had receLVed federal fundlng, and others
that had developed'magnet programs wlth'loca,lfgnds, formed an ;n—"

Y, S

formal assoc;atlon to share magnet des;gns and strateglesrf”More.

IS ! l '),‘

dlstrlcts gradually ‘learned of the programs that had been success-r
fully developed, e.g. Dallas, CJ.ncn.nnatJ. and San ~tego, and the
movement»expanded In the first year of ESAA m- *thfunding in’ =
1976, only 14 d1str1cts applled, but by 1980 ove1 LG. dlstrlct ap;

pllcatlons were recelved by the Department of Educatlon and

€5 programs_were funded at a total of approxamately $30'm1111°n‘per'ff
vear, o S -:‘, : | | : ,'r v :wagf”;;fﬁ

Although the'mostpattention'at the;national_levé; waQCAéygﬁeah”
to magnet schools' role in offering~voluntary.degeérégéﬁién 6Péi6n5f:

.to mandatory ass1gnment, or "forced buslng," 1nterest 1n magnet
"schools actually developed and grew malnly at the local dlstrlct

-level. In addltlon to 1nterest 1n voluntary desegregatlon optlons, R
h“/r . , .

severalvother trends 1n publlc educat:on developlng slnce the 1960 s‘

inbreased the push for'magnet,school, from parents, teachers and

'administrators- S :_'.~al;¥ﬁlw R N R

: l;’ Growth in 1nterest in educatlonal options - and d1vers1ty,
. .including d1vers1ty in currlculum teachlng methods and
school deslgn,v : :

.




2. Renewed involvement of parents and community leaders in
decisions related to public educatlon and concern with
the quality of educatlon,‘

3. ., Greater attention on the outcomes from public education, .

including more career education and preparatlon for de-
cisions on further educatlon or tra1n1ng.

By -the early 1980's, the number of d1str1cts that had zmple-
ment:dzmagnet schools had grown far beyond the federal role in.
support of programs (see Table l). . The concept had attained its
own popularity due to.the combination of urban school districts'
needs and the interests of parents; students and communitles:in
education innovation. -

The data we collected on the‘population of magnet schools
nationwide, shown in Table 2, demonstrate "that more districts‘haVe‘
now developed magnet schools without federal-support‘(74) thah re-
ceived EéAA"{-,».;agnet grants the f‘last year of funding (64.in 1981-82).

The data also demonstratn3that'magnetvschools are mainly found in

large urban- d1str1cts. 91 vf the 275 d1str1cts Wlth over 20 000

]

tudents have developed magnet school prograns _ T ' o

It is apparent that the development of magnet schools ha
' spread widely across the‘country. The absolute number of d1strlcts‘
‘Wlth magnetstls greatest 1n‘the Northeast,' Mldwest and West re-bb
gions, ‘but the proportlon of urban diStrlctS w1th magnet schools-
'1s h1ghest in the Southeast. Table 2 also,shOWswthat the sze of',‘i

e} magnet school programs vary w;dely between dlstrlcts, partly in

ﬁ'Proportlon to the distrlct size. R b L
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Table I.2

.

ST _ MAGNET SCHOOLS IN UNITED STATES
URBAN PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTIRCTS

B (1981-82)
Total number of districts with magnet -schools .= 138 .
Total number of magnet schodls = 1,019 T
Number of ESAA-funded districts with magnets = 64
. Number of non-ESAA-funded districts with magnets = 74
Number of magnet districts with enrollment of
more than 20,000 91
Number of magnet districts with enrollment of
fewer than 20,000 = 47

Regional Distribution of Urban Districts With Magnet Schools | '

Percent of

Number of Districts Urban Districts

Southeast - 24 . ' 32

Northeast 41 . o 11 _
oo - Sothwegst - “"'14 : - "“‘“’*13"““ T I I NI -
Midwest ’ 30 ' " 20 ’ ‘ -%;
West 29 . 24
TOTAL 138 '

~Averadge Proportzon of Students ‘
-in a District Enrolled in ngnet Schools

Mean Réﬂge o
Total district enrollment 54,882 3,000 to 925,000
(N = 138 School Districts) o -
tal magnet schoolsiénrollment : - 3,193 125 to 25,013"
Percentage of total district _ _
. enrollment .5.2% 1% to 37%
Percentage of total among dis- .
tricts with'B or more magnet . ' : b Lo
'schools (N = 94 districts) 13.7% 3% to 37%
Total magnet enrollment among
districts with '3 or more mag~ co S
net schools (N = 94 d;stricts)rf 6 350 ..550 to 25,013 - ...




. B . )

SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

-Based on the widely varied-local response'to-magnet—schools;“-~—
including many reports of program success ‘and failure in both the
mass media and the>education~research 1iterature[ as well as the
federal support for magnet schools in the ESAA program; the Depart-
ment of Education funded this national study in 1981 and awarded a

contract to James H. Lowry & Assoclates, and a subcontractor, Abt

C———’

Associates. The Department was interested in the study addresszng

~the educational and desegregation impact of magnetyschools‘as well- -
as analyzing the process by which magnet schools are effectiVely
developed in urban school districts. Specifically; they outlined

_four t baszc questlons for which definitive answers were deszred

e How effectlve are magnet schools in prov1d1ng quallty
education as measured by critical student character-m”“‘ B
1st1cs and outcomes? : S

-

© How effect:.ve are magnet schools in ass:Lst:Lng desegre-
gat1on efforts° !

e What factors contribute to‘a successful magnet school?

e What contributions do magnet schools make to meetlng
urban problems? .

As the study has progressed, the importance of the analyses -

and findings on_the effectiveness of magnet schools have iiicreased

due to the national attention being focused on public‘education.

In light of the major questions and issues being raised'concerning

" the apparent decline in the quality of education in our‘public

. 1ém“




_school s; the Departmear of Educatlon and the research tear.recogb
aized that the study-results_would haye'51gn1f;c§§t ;apllcatlons-;i
for planning ahdconsideraﬁion'cffmerhodslfor-improvihgedecatioa_
caatity. ) . | o .

The xelevance of the stody.to urban educacioafreforﬁ:was"reinforce

-

by the‘discovery of oﬁr field teams that the degreedof ihcerest ln;
than anticipated from;existing research andfreports. _ste local.-“
school‘boards, admihistrators} teachersrandhparents are'fihding
magnet schools to be valuable as an approach to rev;tal;zat;on and
reform of their schools; If.magnet schools‘are found ro be effec-”
tive eduCatlonal and desegrega ive iﬁhovations, the‘concept would F
serve as a useful model in erforts to 1mprove the effectrveness of

'publlc schools, and part;cularly with urban secondary sdhools.,?“*~%¥4

[

B 3
e ey

-

.'MAJOR STUDY FINDINGS AND POLICY OPTIONS

Our analysis of the"effectiveness of magoet'schools'as“a mod~f5

el for educatzon qual;ty and desegregataon innovatlon was dlrected

I P S P

~~toward answerlng fmve maln research questzons.‘ We have outllned

the major study flndlngs related to each of theselquestzons

1. How effectlve are magnet schools in 1mprov1ng educat:.on_ggal-**j
e lty in- urban school d;str;cts? s :

.5_ Magnet schools can.and do prov;de‘hlgh qual;tv educatron lni;

_ oﬁr study have hlgh educatlon quallty as meaeured by rat;ngs?

BN i rme D e e e e i e




of instructional quality, curriculum, student-teacher in-
teraction, student learning opportunities, and use of re-
sources. : : :

e A majority of the other magnets in the study exhibited some
elements of quality education processes. Virtually all of-.
f?r important educational options and choices within their
districts. However, there was wide variation in education
qualityfacross the total sample of magnet . schools,

® High education quality in & magnet school is strongly re-
-lated to three factors: 1) an innovative, entrepreneurial
principal; 2) a high degree of coherence of the theme, cur-
riculum, teaching methods and staff to form a strong program
i@entity;- and 3) épecial’treatmeht'by district administra-
tion with rules, conventions' and procedures. ‘' . . - .

e Quality education in magnet schools does not require high- .
ly selective methods of student admission: ' high quality.
magnets serve average as well as high ability students. .-

- -

o Eighty (80) percent of the 32 magnet schools in our study
that reported achievement test scores have higher average -
scores than their district averages for the grade. level. .
The magnets with the highest averages (top 15 percent)
used more selective methods of admitting students.

2. What effect do magnet schools have on desegregation through
the method of voluntary enrollment? o R -

e Magnet schools have a significant positive impact on dis= ,
trictwide desegregation iinder certain district conditions,’
including strong policy commitment and effective implemen-
tation of a districtwide plan. : .

e Magnet §choolsdhelpea reduce real and potential community.
conflict concerning desegregation in over half of the
study districts, ‘ L
e Positive racial integration is advanced within magnet
-schools: magnets with higher education quality show the
greatest progress in developing an environment with posi-

tive interracial interaction and learning,

}
B
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3. what is the importance of district and school leadership in
producing effective magnet schools and-programs? -

e Magnet schools will not succeed unless there is'strongv_
district leadership including school board commitment to
a magnet ‘schools policy and lnvolvement of the super-

intendent and key dlstrlCt admlnlstrators in "implementing = -
a district magnet plan.. Educationally effective magnets
continue to receive strong district leadership support ‘
after program implementation. S :

e Principals of effectlve magnet ‘schools exhibit strono
qualities of an’ educatlonal “entrepreneur .a.high degrme
of lnnovatlveness in development of currlculum, resource:s
"and community ‘involvement, as well as recruiting and .

v motivating teachexs and students vho are commltted ‘to the
magnet concept and theme. . . ' N

‘4. . How do the costs of magnet schools compare with. costs for
nonmagnet schools? . S o .

e The total cost per student 1n magnet schools is sllghtly
higher than for nonmagnet schools, but the quallty of
education and racial integration in magnet schools are
1ncreased by the extra spendrng. v :

e The average total cost per student in magnet schools was
approximately $200 more than nonmagnets in 1980-81, but i
the cost decllned to only $59 more on average in 1981-82 ‘

& The cost- 1tems accountlng for sllghtly hlgher magnet
costs are’ ‘average salary per classrocm teacher for sec-
ondaxy magnets. and pupil transportatlon for elementary
and secondary magnets.

e Magnet schools w;th speclflc, s;ngle themes, such as arts
or science, have lower costs than comblnatlon magnets wzth
two or more themes ln a school L

LS |
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5. What part does community support and involvement have in de-~
veloping effective magnet schools? - :

-—
—

e ~ Effective magnet schools generally have active’community
involvement in program planning, design, instruction,
and support. IR .

° COgmunity,participatioh'in'thq initial planning and

" ‘strategy for a magnet program tends to decrease. opposi-
tion and lead to higher involvement during program im-
plementation. o ”

‘e Effective magnet schools can help increase community
_confidence in public education. '

——

- policy Options

. Based on the study~findings, the research team has outlined °
several policy options that federal or'st#te govexnment$ can con-

sider in relatior tc the future of mégnet school programs:

1. A program of grants to urban school districts that en-
_courages establishing, developing and maintaining mag-
"“net schools as models of educational excellence and
integration. I '

2. Information dissemination and assistance with magnet .
A design and implementation would be.an appropriate meth- -
. .~ ‘od of federal or State support for magnet schools and
' could be effective in assisting urban districts to de-.
velop high quality magnet education. Assistance would be
particularly valuable for magnet schoools at.the sec-
‘condary level. - o T

3. To provide local flexibility in design of programs and
use. of funds, a federal or'state.magnet}p:ogram should
not be restrictive.with unnecessary regulations. .

__ 4. _To.effectively -contribute to.urban education, federal.or -
state support for magnet schools .should be linked to

—e. . district efforts to desegregate.their schools.

34
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CHAPTER II

RCSEARCH-DESIGN,-METHODOLOGY - —— = —meeriome o
AND DESCRIPTION OF STUDY SAMPLE R

1

The basic design for the.survey ofiuagnet schools Qasv
qutlined by the Departmentjin its.reguest5for a proposal;in~
‘AUgust, 1981. The study time—line, basic study approach,. |
tasks, deliverables, and staffing levels ueie defined by the
project officer and the Office of'Progran‘Evaluation. The

) study team was responsxble for applying the gene'al structure
of the research design to the study objectives,.issues,‘and '
questions, and for developing the detailed methodology, data
collection instruments, field procedures,vanalysis plan,-and‘.
- . report design; The research design and methodoiogylis'outlinedif“
as'applied in carrying out the study purpose and objectiﬁes.p .

RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design was planned to be completed in two
major phases during a two-year period-' Phase l 1nc1uded design,v

ins:rument develonment, and pilot testing, Phase 2 consisted'

'of the survey of school dlstrlcts and thelr magnet schools,

data analysis, and final report writing..‘,__5”

» The"comparative case study methodology" was.determlned by

the Department and the study team, as’ best meeting study -

:

purposes, funding, varied rnoearch questions, and the unit of

‘.\




analysis (the magnet school)."This methodology combines‘
collection of quantitative and. qualitative data from a ..
representative sample of school districts (15) and magnet
schools (45) by using a st'uctured field; guide.a Data are

collected by a study team of professionals usxng a common set

ach survey site. Comparative analyses were conducted with

I
i
e b .,.‘

data and information contained in the site case reports.

—

Phases ‘one and Two of the research design were divided
into a series of study tasks and products. In completing the
steps in ‘the des1gn, the project staff performed the follow1ng-

1. Reviewed magnet schools research literature and
..program designs; wrote paper on Issues and
. Approaches for the studnyowry, 1982) .
2, rormed Adviso'y Panel comprised of eight magnet
" school expe'ts and met to review study design and
issues,

3. Collected data on basic characteristics of magnet

- of questions and items and are organized in a case report for‘ :

programs nationwide to serve as baseline population,_~

database and sampling frame.
4. Developed draft survey sampling plan. . P

5. Designed draft field guide and’ data collection
procedures for pilot site visits._Ai,

6.- Selected six school districts for pilot test of .

comparative case study methodology and conducted
site visits.

So—— -

7. Conducted analys1s of pilot case studies.

8. Wrote Interim Report which included national data on

magnet schools, pilot study findings,
‘recommendations for survey methodology, - and summary
of research issues and questions for Phase Z(Fleming,

Blank, et al 1982)




9. - Revised methodology, field gu1de, and’ procpdures
based on pilot’ findings- obtazned FEDAC clearance.

10. Selected sample of 15 school districts according to
plan to obtain natzonally representatiVe sample.’

\

11. conducted site visits and completed case studies of"

sample districts. . 'i;

12, Analyzed data across sample sites using the-»
comparative case study approach.

_13. Met with advisory panel to review the findings and
1 study recommendations. o

14, Wrote final report. ' , . | .fff“”

These tasks and products were completed by the study ‘team over
two years and culm1nated in the lS-dzstrzct survey and the

final study report,

,Research-Issues

‘A key initial task of the research des1gn was to 1dent1fy the -

major research 1ssues and problems presented by magnet schools _ ;

Y

that would lay the foundation for the ensulng research, data collec-“

tlon, analy51s and” findlngs. The research 1ssues were defined by

o the Department's study ob3ect1ves,.our analysis of current 1ssues,;"vm
and the results of the pilot study._ The 1ssues that shape the

study are 1n five basic areas" "‘,

- For a’ full description of the magnet schools research issues and .
‘. the process used in ‘the "issues: analysis, see Lowry, Janes H., Issues;{
'and Approaches for a Survey of Magnet Schools, U.S.. Department of ‘
:Education, January 1982 U L S e
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How effective are magnet schools in improving education
quality in urban school d;strlcts?

- What effect do magnet schools have on desegregatlon

through the method of voluntary enrollment?

,How do the costs of magnet schools compare with costs

for nonmagnet schools? I

What is the importance of district and school leadership

in producing effective magnet schools and programs?

What part does community support'and involvement have in

developing effective magnet schools?

, anl;ty of Educatlon-

Effects “on Desegfegation:

- Does the spec1al theme and curriculum of a magnet
.school have an 1mportant role in educat;onal effec-
_t1veness° : : ‘ :

'~ Do student outcomes from magnet schools comparelfavor— ,'“

ably with other schools within a school dJ.str:Lct° -

- Are selective methods of admission employed by magnet
schools and do they affect student outcomes and the-
quallty of educat:.on° ‘ : : :

- Is the quallty of magnet school staff, fac111t1es and
equipment an important factor in. 1mprov;ng the quality.
of education? Does the organization, size and racial/
ethnic composition of a magnet affect educatlon quallty?

= Can magnet schools have an effect on educatlon quallty
in a district as an-education model and as- ‘an’ incentive -
for teachers, students ‘and parents to 1mprove educa=  ...__.
tion? 4 :

- Does the student rac1a1/ethn1c compos;tlon of magnet

schools refl ct dlstrlctwlde composxt;on’ o

- Can magnet schools 1mprove dlStIlCthde desegregatlon?



3

- Does ‘the locucxon, rﬁputatron and ident;ty of a magnet
' school affect its guccess as 2 voluntary means of de-
segregatron’ .

- Do magnet schools generally offer equal access ‘for all
students: 1n a dlstrrct? S T oo Pl;f

- Does a magnet school have pos;tzve rac1a1 integrat;on .

and is 1ntegratlon related to lmproved educatzon qual-'

VJ.tY? , ~ s

- Does a dlStIlCt s magnet school program reduce commu-
nity conflict over desegregatron and slow. whlte flrght?

*
8

Costs of Magnet Schools :

Are some types and themes of magnet schools more costly.':A
_than others? - : -

- 2are there spec1f1c cost items for a magnet school that SR
produce a higher total per pup11 cost as compared to .-
nonmagnets’ T .

- Do magnet schools have hlgher start—up costs wh1ch tendjﬁ{
to level off as the program cont1nues° : - -

- If magnet schools 1nvolve extra costs, does the cost-
produce hrgher educatron qualrty and rac1a1 1ntegra-
tlon? o

Leadershlp at Drstrlct and School Levels- o o

- Do urban school dxstrlcts' board nenkers, super;nten-";ﬁt
 dent, and top admrnlstrators have an 1mportant role 1n‘7~
_magnet _ success? T . s il , -

-. Is magnet program success related to d;str;ct leader-?ifﬁﬁ
, ship and support through the stages. of program desrgn,“"‘
strategy, implementatlon and operatlon? o :




l
' - Can magnet schools qperate effectrvely with leadershrp
: and management from drstrrct staff, prrncrpals or.
teachers’ ' : y' kx:’ :

.- Are there partrcular characterrstrcs and gualrtres of
' an effective leader for magnet schools’ T :

Community‘Involvenent-and Support-

- Is communrty rnvolvement in publrc schools strmulated .7Oﬂ
by a nagnet school program? ’ : - . s

- Are new types of rnvolvement from the communrty created
by magnets, such as linkages with the private sector,'
_higher education 1nstrtutrons,'cultural rnstrtutrons '

‘and communrty organrzatrons? : T :

= Is hlgh communrty 1nvolvement 1n magnet schools relatedafa
to the qualrty of educatron and desegregatron°v*' o

~ =_. Are local educatron problems related to the communr-
~— ~ = ty's response to magnet schools? “Can’ magnet ‘schools e
improve: communrty support and confrdence in publrc edu—‘ﬁj
cathnO . ~ . Slne . . o

' The research issues under these frve major areas formed the _,,.‘

basrc structure of the methodology for data collectron and the com—}ff

- parative analyses across the sample dlstrrcts.< The major_study

'rrndrngs are outlrned under these frve major 1ssues, and the

',\c‘,

sectrons ‘and chapters of_the frnal;report”correspond.to these"i

...issues P R T BT

. el -

e

COMPARATIVE CASE METHODOLOGY

ouxr proposal to the U S Department of Educatron specrfred a

"comparatrve case study methodology" for conductrng the survey ofc'



magnet schools.’ This methodoiogylwas seiected ashtheimost appropri—.'-
ate for addressing the range of questions and iﬁtéiésﬁs’Af the be-‘f
partment, and it combines the collectzon of quantrtatrve and qualr-_?x
tative data using a structured freld 1ntervzew gurde., Data were

v
collected by a team of three senior researchers spend;ng one week

—

b

'“1n each district and uszng the field gu;de to answer a common set

! —

of questrons across all sites. The researchers: a) conducted inter- ‘
vieus with administrators; board nembers,'principals) teachers, com—ﬂt‘
munrty leaders, parents, and-students; b) collectedlquantrfied dataf-
on students, staff, and school costs, and-c) observed'nagnet schooi.V
operations and rated them on educational qua;ity and racaal.inte-,'
gration.;. | B “
'Following the Department's specifications for the scope of the
study, we did not include any nonmagnet schools in thehdesign for’i
data collection or visit any nonmagnethchools. .Thus;vali’com;?fh%.“
parative analyses are.anong magnet schools.in”the studyvor.betueeh

magnets and d1str1ct grade level averages.

.

The da- a-—om each site V1s1t were organrzed 1n a case study

report that prOV1ued the data base for comparatzve analyses of mag-

net schools across the 15 d1strrcts. Multrvarrate anall
ing standard stat1st1cal technzques were conducted wzth categorrzed

and coded data on d;strzct, school, and student characterzstzcs; e
and process‘analyses were conducted wzth qualrtatrve data from ;n-

ERAR
S

t:terVJews and fzeld reports..,_s

‘\,‘




SAMPLING PROCEDURES

- To ddentify the populat;on of urban dlStIICtS operating magnet
5’hwols for purposes of samplrng, in January 1982 our research staff
contacted the 275 school drstr&cts in the country with more than
“20,000 students (since magnet schools are generally an urban school
program) , ana‘75 smaller urban districts that had applied for ESAA
magnet funds from 1976-8l1. Using this procedure, we identified a

total of 138 urban school districts and a total of ‘over 1,000 mag-

net schools.*

- The sample of 15 school districts for the survey.was selected
from this population using a stratified random selection procedure,_.'
using four district stratifying crrteria:' district size,‘number of'r'
- magnet scnools, racial composition, and region of the country. |
Table:iI;l shows the characteristics of the district sample; (Pseud;
onyms are used to protect’the'confidentiality of selected sites.)p

‘Each distrrct selected for the survey had.a minimum of three
magnet schools to meet the methodologlcal requrrements for the s1te
visits and at least tic’ secondary magnet accordlng to the De=
partment's policy interest in secondarp magnet schools. Table II.2
‘portrays the program themes of the sample of the 45 magnet schools
in the study.' In Table II 3, we have arrayed all the sample schools

-and key characterrstlcs of each magnet school.

-

’*A’sunmary 6f the data on 'the population of marnet school= in the -
U.S., based on our.data collection, is contained in Appendix II. "
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.. Table.II.1l.

SCHOOL DISTRICTS.SELECTED
_FOR THE SURVEY_SAMPLE

Tk ok ok kK kK k

District Racial 'Number of

School

District Enrollment - Composition Magnet
{by’ Region) (1982-1983) % White Schools
Northeast . Elem. Sec.
ropndry_city 46,757 4 1 11
0ld Port 17,154 = o 3
Valley City 41,855 49 13 7.
Southeast _

Steeltown 44,717 21 9 4
Midtown 107,221 _ 23 9 11
Millville 31,375 49 1.
Regional City 46,310 u aa 5
Midwest _ .

Clay City 96,311 71 0
Centerville 5,932 48

Rivertown 51,722 . 42 27 12
sister City 31,276 "8 3 2
Southwest ‘

Starville 29,141 55 13
West .

Paradise 22,531 26 2 2
Sunshine City 109,808 s0 .7 16
' Evergreen

44,795 - 52 47 11

25

To_tal '
Magnet

Enrollment

17,542°
537
4,500

7,548
6,000
1,121
4,502,

5,932 .
1,031
15,000

2,586

3,075 .

3,038
15,200

'8.0".00_ ' .
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Comleln)
HAGNET SCHOOL, THEVES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL PROGRAM

. College e S
~ Occupa-  Prep/ R
o | . “Social  tions/ ‘uncaéi . Mter- Tradl- Comb-.. -
TE © - Aty Sclences Studfes Careers ~demics native' tional nation Other * TOML

Comhbsdeol 53 . 0 0 4 3 4 &L p

[ (%]
-
[
—
[~ 2 N
[ =
(3
I~ -
—

Part-school |

w100 I T R B

= A

TOTAL 9 4 . 2  L 10«"'”'3' e 33

1Three with Academics and Arts, one with Academics and Career Edncation

'2TvO with Humanities and Arts, one with ROTC and Law/Public Service, one with Foreign Languages and
~ Computers . T |

%wmmmmmmmmmmmMMRMWMmerf

4Mass Media Lomnunications |

vvvvvvvv




An 1mportant factor in understandlng the role of magnet schools 1n
a local d1str1ct is the communlty context and in Exhlblt I 1l of Appendlx
I we have briefly summarized the context of each of the dlStrlctS v1srted

in the survey.

Assastance from the Department of Educatlon and Study AdV1sory Panel

Througbout the des;gn, plannlng and conduct of thls multl-year,
) multl-phased study, the Lowry and Abt research teams worked very

closely with officals of the Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation

at the Department of Education. Over the two-year period, they
were extremely helpful in assisting thevstudy effort and team in
many ways, including:

® Ident1fy1ng approprlate research and data collectlon
“methods,

e Obtaining access to federal records and 1nformatlon
that contributed to the analyses, '

) Worklng with state and local educatlon off1c1als to
collect information and conduct the site V151ts,

e Completing the process of . clear1ng the survey meth-.‘
ods and 1nstruments through the approprlate offlces,;e

® A551st1ng W1th analys1s of research 1ssues and study
_:flndlngs, and ‘ : »

° Interactlng with government. off1c1als and-grantees
responsible for other current educatlon pollcy stud-
ies. . L s

'Although the flndlngs of the study are the product of our data collec-ﬂJhV

'tlon and analyses, we were greatly a551sted by the Advrsory Panel
x'luof magnet school experts and the off1c1als of .he Deparment of Ed—-w

o ucatlon.' . : ‘ ";_ e ‘fj.,A .; ;E-vghgiyg_;”




District
Magnet Schodl

Foundry City

Dancer High
Achiever High

Tratel Secondary

01d Port

Arts Secdhdéry
Harbor High'

Trade High .

valley City .
Creative High

Lanier High
Peters High

Steeltown

Dorsey'High
Forest High
Tolman High

Hidtown:
Advance High

Outland High
Plains High -

. G=wCollege Prepv
" College Prep

T ——-

Table II.3

CHARACTERISTICS~OF THE SAMPLE OF

MAGNET SCHOOLS

Theme

Performing Arts.
"Acceleration/ .-
~ Enrichment"
Traditional

Creative Arts
Marine Crafts/
"Environment Science.

Interdisciplinary Career

_Exploration

“Creatiye/Performing

Arts —
~Computer Science

- JROTC

Law and Public Service

Academics and the Arts
Law and Government:
Mathematics/Science

Performing Arts

Student . " Grade
enrollment Type level
853 ..  total 5-12
801 - total  5-12°
‘997 total - . 5-12°
262 part . 5-8 .

98 . total = 9-11
177 Ctotal . 9-12
241 total = 9-12
_ 51 part 9415£

264 part . 9-12:
28 , . part . - 9=12:
593 total - 9-12 -
943 part  .9-12"
1,608 total  9-12.
493 . part -. 10-12
658 part - - 7-12
230 - part. 10-12:°




District
Magnet "School .

millville

Baines High
ponaldson

Porter Elementary

i

Regional City

Little Secondaty'
Marshland Elementary

River High

Clay City
Elmore .

Greem
Maxim’

Centerville
-pivinci Seéendary]
JacksthSecondary

sunset High

Rivertown

Y

Players High
Stage Secondary

Wilson High *

S

theme

‘Health Professions
. Fine Arts.

Traditional

Academic/Performing
Arts

Academic/Performlng
Arts

Academlc/ferformlng
Arts . -

b :r‘:
P
Performing Arts

" Alternative

Tradxtlonal/aaek to
Basics

Creatzve/Performlng
Arts

. Basics/Math 5c1ence
‘College Prep

" ‘Physical Education . -

creative/Performing.
Arts

Internatlonal StudleS'

 Table IT.3

@
Student - _ Grade
enrollment TYRE léVel“
267 ‘total . 9-12°
310 - total ~ 5-9
623 “total - K-6
982 ‘total |
0933 “total . 1-12°
s -
385 part - 9-12.
550 . . total ' 9-12
1,485 ‘total - 9-12!
141
151
243 -
.. 940
© 1,080
‘-255';;f



pDistrict
Magnet'Scnodl

sister City

Bethel Secondary
Dewey Elementary

Granite High

starville

Larriat High
Lincoln High
Lubbock High

¥
Paradise

Jefferson
_Elementary

Patton Secondary

Progressive

Sunshine City

Carpenter High
Grable High

Kenmore

Evergreen -

Madison High
Nathan High’
open R-12

AN

Table II.3.

(3)

student ..o v_ el 4 ade -

Theme . o . énrollment
Foreign' Languages . ‘224
Basic Skills/Applied 1,012
Skills . o ‘ ‘ :
Performing Arts/ 700
Others ' :
Academic/Honors .  425-
Vocational Education - -neen275 0
Academic/Honors . 476 ...

- Fundamental/Back to 524
. Basics R
Fundamental/Back to 1,605

. 'Basics . R
."Alternative" ' - .. 230
Science/Math/ - - 625 .

. Computers - ... S

' creative/Performing 1,142

"~ Arts . :

Occupational Exploration ‘_ 100{‘;f

Jﬁumaﬁi;ies/ﬂulti-Arts .0 420
. Mass Communication ... 150
~ Alternative/Open - .- 350

TYpe level

part ‘ - 71-8
total - K=-6

part 10-12

part . 7-9 .

part =~ .10-12"
part ©10-12:

tbtalfvﬂ‘;K-G'if

‘total = 7-12

o xe1z

' 'part | j7512f{
total = 4-12 -

xp

center  10-12 -

part.f o 9;iéxj
part® ' 9-12 @
total . =~ K-12.




CHAPTER III
MAGNETS AND EDUCATIONAL QUALITY

. INTRODUCTION

) Magnet school programs'haue been designed and impiemented‘in :
_over 130 urban school districts»withra"majorAgoai:of‘mahing-some
improvement in the quality of educationAin district schools.'pﬁeba':
 know that the)numbervof students and'schools1involuediin'a'magnet;'p
program‘vary widely--from less than'a‘hundred;studentsfandjoniy'one
magnet school to over éo 000 students andv75.schools.: In Chapter -
II, we noted that the types of magnet themes are: also extremely u_
varied. .But, a common thread runnlng through all of the magnet yﬁ
'programs and the district plansAand efforts w1th‘these schoolsvlsgg
to produce an 1nnovatlon for quallty educatlon that w111 1mmed1- i;;
:ately 1mprove the educatlon of some students, and potentlally 1m-‘»d
prove publlc educatlon for many more students 1f the magnet model ’%
dis effectlve. | | "

In conceptuallzlng thls study, the Department of Educatlon :

set out a major purpose of assess1ng the extent to whlch magnet

schools do offer quallty educatlon.‘ The magnet school:concept has"

”certalnly grown to the polnt that thls most baslc questlon-needs




to know if an investment in a magnet school innovation is a sound
one. At this time of national ‘discussion and debate concerning ways

to improve the quality of public education in America s schools

e

an objective analysis of the effects of magnet schools on imprOVing

~ education quality is even more important. e
. our analysis'of_magnet'schoolsuand‘educationrqualityvis de4

signed to answer three basic questions:

1. How effective are magnet schools in prOViding quality
education° L ) .

[4
i

2. Are magnet schools selecti\ S admitting suudents and
' thus serVing only a SElect"A o of students°v

3.  What school characteristics or factors are’ related to
an educationally effective magnet school’ e

;These quﬂstions state the basic interests offeducators,‘par--
ents and government officials in knowing if and how magnets improve ,
public-education. . our analySis of the data. from the survey of lS
-school districts and 45 magnet schools has been‘directed toward ‘
these three questions. The analysis ‘has also produced answers ‘con-
cerning several other questions concerning education in magnets
~which will be addressed under the chapter sections corresponding to
the three major questions. ﬂ,v"*_' : y .wbgvfa4~“J‘
The analysis of educational quality has produced several major

findings that will ‘be elaborated and explained in this chapter

o Magnet schools can and do proVide quality education in.
,urban school districts., One. third of the. magnet schools
.© in our, study have high education quality as measured by o
. ratings. of . instructional quality,’ curriculum, student- _
jteacher interaction, student learning opportunities, and"-w
‘.quse of other‘resources.v U v '




. & A majorlty of the other magnets 1n the study EXhlblted some
elements of quallty education processes. Vlrtually all offer -
important educational options and choices within their dist- -
ricts. However, there was wide variation 1n educatlon quality
across the total sample.:’

° High education quality in a magnet school is strongly
related to three factors: 1) an’ innovative, entrepre- -
neurial principal; 2) a high degree of coherence of
the theme, currlculum,vteachlng methods ' and staff to‘-‘
form a strong program identity; and 3) special treat-
ment by district- admlnlstratlon Wlth rules, conventions

.and procedures. : » :

| e OQuality educatlon in magnet schools does not requlre -
highly selective methods of student admission: kigh’
quality magnets serxve average as well as high ability
students. .-

e Eighty (80) percent of the 32 magnet schools in our
study that reported achievement test scores have higher . .
average scores than-their district averages for the
grade level. The magnets with the highest 'averages
(top 15 percent) used morxe selectlve methods of admlt-
. ting students. : - .

‘In‘the first section of this chapter,we e;plaln our approach?
.to measuringﬂeducation quality in magnets'and;present‘ouriflndings

‘on quallty across the study sample. The‘seeond'section’ istan'analysisv

| of the degree of selectlvlty in. admlttlng students to magnet schools and
what effect Selectlvlty has on'quallty, And, thlrd, we present our
‘analysis of the major faotors ln'an‘educatlonally effectlve nagnet o

and describe the importance of these factors.

MAGNET SCHOOLS OFFER EDUCATIONAL QUALITY’ IR \

Before we could analyze the extent to whlch magnets have qual--

-~1ty educatloni an operatlonal deflnltlon of quallt ha to be devel-f
;a o v . RS SRR >

fOped and we had to develop spec1f1c measures that would be valld

Land appllcable to the study



Defiming Educatibh'gualityiin Magnet Schools ]

For the purposes of,this‘study,'educatiomal uuaiity‘has an
empirically more precise and'limited meaning than either‘its'popular_"
connotation or its usage'as,a'professional‘"term:of artf?signifies;

In this context, edueational'quality'eennectsvwithia érowiné %itera_
ture om."effectivefhschoels; a large body of’research bnfinnovation.
and school improvemeht; an even larger knowiedge base on learning,
currj.culum, and ihstruction; ahd',' perhaps most imp_ortaritof al‘l’, the |
- everyday language and experience of local_educatersaas thep.grappieféi}
with the probiems‘of providing educatienal‘seryicesitedhighlyfdi;_}df‘“
verse studeht populatiens;* '. , | p:v L ._v‘

We use the phr;;e,.educatronalbquallty, to refer emp;rlcally 3
to two facets of the educatlonal env1ronment (l)vselected educani‘
‘tlonalvprocesses that eccur dally among teachers,‘students,‘and ad-»;v;
'mlnlstrators in schools and are observable elther dlrectly-or‘ |
through the traces they leave.in classrooms) hallways;_cafeter;asfs
‘and playgrounds, andt(Z{‘one suhset’ef Studeht 6ut¢dmes;;speeifi69.d

, . \ o o S ST

" ally, reading-and math achievement test scores. -

Measures of Edueation;guaiity'for Magnet'Sehbeis

For many.reasons,‘test'scores'have“severeiy_1imited"utility
‘as measures of educational effeetiveness brfeducatieual'quality;

*The RFP and deslgn approved by the Department of Educatlon for .

this- study spec1f1cally prohiblted this survey - from becomlng a -
' study of educational quallty in general, or “even of - educatlonal
. quality in magnets compared w1th educatlonal quallty 1n regular
‘:fschools.n,ni' EPRERA T R 5, .




v

practlce, others have to do WLth the fact that there are a varlety

|

of student outcomes to be cons1dered -and others revolve around

bility of magnet outcomes w1th d1str1 ot averages and to proV1de a

broader perSpectzve on- outcomes from magnets.

Our pr:l.mary emphas:Ls is on the fJ.rst measure, the educat:Lonal

processes of magnet schools, for two reasons._ Flrst, our;major*coniﬁf

ceptual interest»is in.the.interaction processj;or,What'happensﬂ"iné;

sxde the black box, for 1t 1s 1n thlS process that'learnlng occurs

Second, 1t 1s thlS process that lles at the center of all efforts

at 1mprovement, and where the magnet's theme-based currlculum and”

voluntary 1nterest are clalmed to have lﬁ?a-t and effectlveness.

‘are specified

presented and
,'bl

are'included:"

I. Activity Rate”

s25.iInteractzon Rate;

: ;5,‘ SentJ.ment Rate

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- -'." . .

-~

1. Activ:.gr Rate is a.- measure of the extent to which studen

‘are on-task" in the classroom and throughout the schoo day, as
well as the degree of ceaching activ:.ty and effort of teachers. Wa
rated the students course load a.nd d:.ff:.culty, involvement in extra-_'g

curricular activ:.ties and ava:.la.bility of events and special act:.w:.-

ties open to students, as well as the proportion of faculty tuat

spend extra time w:.th students after regular hou.rs.

3

2. Interaction Rate is an observed measure of the degreem-
of‘ student-student and staff-student dialogue ‘and dlSCUSSlOn rel‘ated.-‘
to educational matters. We also rated the’degreeto whichffaculty |
and administrators interact during the day to discuss 'programfrelated
subjects, and finally we d.etermined the‘extent of parents .and other

volunteers' assistance vwith the daily school activities.'

3. Sentiment Rate is a rating of availability and opportunity

for students to receive help and ass:.stance with their studies,

how much students are recognized for .1mprovement or outstanding effort

and students' expressed attitudes about A 'sschool. In other woxds,

this measure gives a ra ng of \«hether the school goes over and above

the daily routine to make the magent a special place where st’.r.uents

can learn well and enjoy learning.

t e

~ 4. Congruence of Tasks and Mission is the assessment of how

b

.

Fer ot

successful' the magnet school ’is at nleeting its stated goals‘ and ob— =

jecitives. For example, if the magnet is des:.gned to offer a unique
. 4 R . ,
arts program, are there available facil:.ties, studios and Supplles
: | 4

S : . . RS e
L . . . . .




and do students get to adequateiy try out the arts instruction they i

receive? Also, a component of this rating is whether the school'

reput=ation is conSictent with its intent, e.g. if the theme is SCl-.

A

ence and math, do studmnts re,eive a unique and special SCience and

math curriculum and training in science not available_elsewhere?

S. Extent of Realized Resources is a rating of howvyell the
"magnet‘adminis%rators and staff have utilized their unique’opoortu-
nity and creatiVity to develon an identifiably unique program.'VWe_
rated *heir use of ingenuity in u5ing space, how much effort was
placed on seeking resources’and support from the district-level and
the community,‘and how supportive the magnet staff.isufor yarying
routines'and creating nen learning opportunities‘outside’of standard

grades,'time schedules, or procedures}_

This set of five ratings and suo;measuxes of‘the Quality Edu;
cation scale‘(QED) established the dimensions for.determining.a:
magnet with high education quality, and, in fact, a high quality
education in any school We did include rating items and measures
that would capture the elements of quality that preVious studies
and reports on magnets indicated were a benefit of this innovation,‘
and made it a quality education ayoroach.“ In u5ing these rating
'scales our staff set high standards for assessing the magnet schoolsg
~we studied, and thus we. could be sure that a school receiVing a

’ high rating (lo of lO) on all five items in each of the five scaleS' o




would truly be anvoutstanding school by virtually anf measure. By
summing the ratings across,all“five scales, we would be able to
identify the magnet schools that are outstanding examples of maénet
educational effectiveness. - | |
| ‘We selected these five processes as key for three reasons..
Flrst they are constructs which apoear repeatedly in the growxng
llterature on effectlve schools (e.g., Congruence),’ ‘on long-standlng
sociological llterature on effectlve organlzatlons (e. Ges Reallzed
Resources), and in the teaching and learning llterature (e.g,, Ac-
' tivity Rate) . Second, they come up repeatedly‘in'conversatlons withv.
educators about educational quality. For instance, when‘asked in
conversatlon, "What is a good school?“, teachers, admlnlstrators,
and educational pollcy makers w1ll often unhesxtatlngly reply,i"One
where chlldren and staff are actlve and busy and focused on.learn-
ing. Thlrd these processes emerged in our pilot study as self- g
determlned points of intervention‘of districts and schools pursuing
educational imorOVement. _And, this was consistent with our‘experi—
ence in several other studies,'

In total,';e”have used three measures of educational‘quality:

(1) the QED Scale, which is made up of five subscales based on ob-

servations of the behavxors and activities of magnet staff and stu—

dents (2) the Readlng Achlevement Scale, which compares the average

readlng score of each magnet w;th the averages read;ng scores of the"

-t
A

d1str1ct, and (3) the Math Achlevement Scale, whlch does the same

for nathematlcs. In short, the QED scale measux res the "quallty" of

o7




the educational‘process. Ihe Readlng and Math Achlevement Scales
measure how each magnet's academlc achlevement compares to 1ts own

dlstrlct average. *

Magnet Schools with High'Education Quality

Our analyszs of the magnet schools 1n our study show that
approxlmately one-thlrd of the schools GXhlblt h1gh educatlon qual-f‘
ity as measured on the quallty educatlon ratlngs, or QED scale.v
The dlstrlbutlon of QED scores in Table III 1 shows that lS magnetsull

atta1ned scores over the 75 percent level (out of a possible lOO).'f

This group possesses all the

;mrlstz.cc; of a qual:.ty school, .
sco*;ng h1gh on all f1ve of Lur‘La*1ngs, and can he con51dered out;%”
tandlng quallty models.“ | - -
A magnet of h1gh educatlonal quallty that atta1ns thls level
of rating could be characterlzed as.‘a) a magnet where the studentsufg
and staff are actlve, in c1assuand out;i'b)_the adm;nlstratcrs,tﬂ?f' g
fteachérs, and students interact-and communicateﬂregularly:yith one
~anothe: on education matters, and not'just‘in theuclassroom;”fbe

c) taff and students share and expre s a sense of communlty,

[

d) dally act1vzt1es are con51stent wzth ‘the stated goals and alms

oi: the program, and e) resources, both symbol:a.c and mat.erlal . are ‘

tully utlllzed Ihese magnet schoole not only stand out ;n an’ ob-

'Jeotlve rat;ng In f1eld vislts, they can be clearly recognzzed as‘-

*The QED is presented in detail in Appendlx III, Notes on the Qual-gj
ity Education Scale. The Reading and Math Arhzevement ‘Scales are.
also descrlbed in Appendl III List~of SChool Varlables.““'
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haV1ngvassembled all of the. 1ngred1ents for an outstandrnglschool,
but ln addition show the unlque 1dent1ty and theme proV1ded by thev":
magnet degrgnatlon. ' : i-‘ | _'} N »

- On the reading achlevement scale (Table III 2),.over.éo per-
cent of the magnets in the study equaled or exceeded the average
for their distrlcts. . But, 44 percent_exceeded the1r d1str1ct aver-r
age by lO or more’ pOlntS, and seven outstr1p 1t by at least 30 . .
points. - Thus, a s1gn1f1cant proportion ofvmagnetsfshowed h1gh_
quality in student reading_scores. R

The math achievement scalef(Tahle'III.3) aiso3indicatesithat;h
-magnet students typlcally do very well in comoarlson to dlstrlctb‘
averages, and thathigh quallty magnets are far ahead of the(d1s~':"
tr1ct.v Forty-one (41) percent of the magnets 1n our study erceeded

dlstrlct averages for grade level by 10 pOlntS or. better and 51x

magnets were over the distrlct averages”by 30ﬁpo;nts orvmore.

*Academlc achlevement data were avallable for 32 of the san@led mag—‘“
nets.  In addltlon, these 32 schools. (in 1l d1str1cts) varied great-‘
. ly in both the particular test administered and.the: metrlc reported
" For Lnstance, five d1str1cts used the . Callfornla Achlevement Test--7~"
. three, the California Test of Basic’ Skills; one,. the Sclence Research
. Associates Cbgnltlve Tests; and one, the: Callfornla Test of Basic '
- Skills for Secondary Grades and the Callfornla Achlevement Test for_;;
,elementary - Slmllarly, seven districts. reported scores’ ‘in. percen-fgtj
tiles; one,-in terms of. _the. percent of students performlng above
‘national norms; and thrae, in. grade equlvalents -As spec1f1ed in-
Appendix III, our: academic achlevement scale ‘does not attempt Uo-“
‘ equate these various- “tests’orx: metrlcs.. Rather, the- scale is. s;mply
~the raw dlfference batween ‘the distzict: average “and the magnet score
- for the"ﬁ'gresentative gradﬁ Jevels tested by -the district. (Hz.gh
Schools,. were ‘tested at. grﬁd@a 10 oy 11;. 1ntermed1ates at grades 6 orﬁ]
8; and elementarles at- grads & 1=“Inlaum, our. scale serves as a rough
.-benchmark of. comparatlvh 1 EvEment O , CoE
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Table lII 3 Dlstrlbutlon ol Readlng Achlevement Scale Scorosa

Bf" | = " (Ascore of 22 means thal reading achievemen equals the distict average
“o ascore ot Iess than 22 means that readmg achrevemenl Is below lhe drslnct average)

aData Were ol avallable ror those 13 magnols oot shown

Magnel program scores were nol vallable; The veporled score i tor he enlrre school lvence. caullon musl oe
i v used In rmerpretlng thls score, for the magnet program may serve ontva small portion ofrhe school‘s’student
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Tab Ill 3 Dislrlbullon of Malh Achlevement Scale Scoresa
(A score of 22 means (hat math achigvement equals the district average;
2 score of less than 22 means that math achlevement is below the district average)

o aDara Were nor available lor rhose 13 magners nor shown Y

e bMagner prograrrr Scores were not avallable; The reporled score Is for the entire school. Hence, caution must be:
o @"“d in Interprellng rhls score for the magner program may serve only‘a small porrlon of 1he school's studems
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Thus, according to. our three'measures of education quality, the,
process quallty ratlngs (QED), the readlng scale,4and the mathematlcsf
quallty educatlon.‘ Some magnets ‘do very well on the readlng or math.'
scales but do not have as hlgh scores on our quallty ratlngs and some:
scored hlgher on the process ratlngs. But, in sum, we f1nd that
across the three scales, there 1s ra core group of one-thlrd “of the
magnets tnat prov1de hlgh educatlon quallty._ In our estlmatlon,
lthese magnets would stand out as h1gh quallty schools on any ratlng h:
- of publlc schools. | |

: maun:mpletely analyze educatlon quallty 1nkmagnets, however,l'
we mush a~ .0 conslder the extent of quallty across the total rangei:a

ofischools in our study.

1

Varlatlon in Educatlon gualqu

Our ratlngs of educatlon quallty 1n school processes kQED)
1nd1cated that a majorlty of magnets were grouped around the study
'mean. ';lfty-SLX (56) percent of the magnet schools had QﬁD scoresb
ffw1th1n 10 polnts of the ‘mean score (68 3) for all 45 magnet schools.;T
:Thls flndlng 1nd1cates that these schools had a comblnatlon of some
auallty educatlonal processes and characterlstlcs and some that
'were weaker.» However, based on our ratlng standards,'aﬂschool at
; the mean certalnly shows ev1dence of offerlng a‘quallty educatlon.‘:“

‘A magnet school 1n thls m;ddle range of quallty mlght have

it students, faculty, and staff that 1nttract well and often, and havel:f

“creatlve and approprlate uses made of avallable space, materlals “Vgi




and equ;pment. But, in compar;son to h1gh quallty magnets, fewer‘ff
students m1ght be "on task" in the classroom, there mlght be less
congruence between the goals of the school and the act1v1t1es of p
students and staff or less prov1slon m1ght he made for recognlzlng
student performance.v | | N
Our”study sample magnetbschools.had wlde variatlon,infthei

read1ng and mathematlcs scales, even though a majorltv.were‘over
‘d1str1ct averages. Approxlmatelv 35 percent of the schools were
very close to d1str1ct averages on ach1evement test scores, and

about 10 percent were below dlstrlct averages. If we look at thejf:L
“sample schools below the - one-th;rd of h1gh quallty, or superkacaf”g;
dem1c ach1evers,“‘1t can be noted that the rest of the sample 1s

within one standard deviatlon from.the mean on the readlng‘andbmath~”'

scales. ' ' o,

An 1mportant quest;on related to the degree of var1atlon in

feducatlon quallty among magnets 1s how magnets 1n the mlddle rangeﬁf.f
'of qual:.ty compare to regular, nonmagnet schools._ S:ane th:LS study s

des1gn excluded non-magnet schools, 1t 1s 1mposs;ble to do more than

‘speculate about how m:\gnets mJ.ght compare to regular schools :.n

terms of quallty of educatlon., However, based onlour experlence 1h’““

'studylng and v;s1t1ng schools for other stud1es, and 1n comparlsonf_,;
oo e . R T A B L
w1th the frequently c1ted character1st1cs of "effect1ve schools
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- our view that the magnet schools* clustered around the mean on our

'ably w;th good legular schools. Most of_these magnets possess char-f

nschool w;thln the dlstrlct, and even from classroom to classroom

;on basxc skllls, c) a'system of lnStruCt1°nal:0bJect1,egf*‘

\eUwaiy 4I09; “lalK, LOTTO & mcuartny, lucu, bdmonds 1979) bod 1t 1s

\,.. . i

ratlngs of qualxty (56 percent of the sample) would compare favor-})~

acterlstlcs of effectlve schools, but llke most regular schools have”_

some weaknesses.v (ﬂle hlgh qualltyfmagnets would rate hlgh on all

the 1nd1cators of effectlve schools )

.

All magnets partake of certa1n general deflnltlons and stan—*_h

e i ot ‘tg v : : 3

3

dards of qualxty that are rooted 1n the tradltlons and her1tage of

Amerzcan publlc educatlon.‘ Regular publxc schools vary'enormously"

in . educatlonal quallty from dlstrlct to dlstrxct, from,school to

.* The main school-level character;stzcs of effectlve schools most
often c1ted are- a) school cllmate conduc;ve;to 1 g,

”[b) school-w;de emphasls

:tlves for ‘high perfornance' ;




% Table IIL 4

RAngeiéf QEDVScoEés'withinlDistricﬁs_ I jvﬁ
: wr 0 ’ o . i _;‘(.,‘

S~

v _District Minimum/Maximum < |°  Fange .
District. QEQJScore‘ Magnet QED Scores (Mean .= 17y

Rivertown 81-91 o 10

Sunshine City 70-91 o=
1Regional city | & ie R 77-81 A a
‘Valley City. . 76 , 50-88 R .18
,Mill§ille | 72 ' 56-92 o b 36 :

Midtown |- 72 - - 65-78 13 e

&
<

[V ks
1 .

sister City ;5: 72 ~  §7-80 1 1
Clay city 70 62-76 ‘_ 14
.{EVérgreea‘ 71{ . 68 64-73 T 9
old Port ., 67 59-81 22

——

. Foundry City 48-70 _ 22

‘Starville 75*74g¢4$5A ‘2

‘ .Steeltown ' 53-62 S
. Centerville | - 56 |- 3967 . |- 28 .}

Paradise.. a2, o 32e51 | o190 Ty




unrelated to quallty four of the 51x hlgheet rated 1nd1vxdual mag-"
Anetsﬁire in districts with wlde score varlatlon. - Only two dlstrlcts
"of the top aeven on everage magnet educatlon qualxty have low varla-A
tion in qnallty. R |

part of the variation in quality is related to mlxed objec-

tives and commitment of school districts to ma;h“uzv Only

four districts in our study--Foundry City, Si;taﬁ,oity, Evergreen,
and Rivertown--are using magnets as major tocls in a systemic drive
lfor‘reform,and revitalization of educational quality. Although

originally developed in response to exterhally imposed'deeegregation
imperatives, magnets in theee'oistricts'now play e'key role es ex-’
amples of the possible, as i\llustrations‘that' higher levels of edu~. .
cationel'quality (and quality integration) are ihdeed:achievable_in
the local context. Yet, even in these sites, staff point.out_that
while the magnets are special‘jnd have a key role to play in achlev-
ing the larger aims and goalshOf the sistem, there are many good

reqular =chools and many ways"cf‘improvxng a school other than con-

verting it into a magnet. —

VeISlty in nducatlon

Thef*pec‘alness of magnets lles not Ln one quallty educatlon

(

model bat in offerlnq a dlver51ty of tvpe: of qua’ltxﬂeducatlon.

Some magnets dlver51fy around academ¢o ﬁlselnﬁtlveness. Some mag-

vowea -

" nets speclalxze exp11c1t1y in generatlnckverv hlgh student. achieve~

ment 't:es'r scores across general academlv subjects. Others special-

"ize in hlgh achlevement in one subject area, such as science. Most

. s



speC1a11ze around-a theme but strlve to offer excellent 1nstruc-
tlon not only in that f1eld but in all subjects offered.. Stlll
others dLV8151fy around con51deratlons that aeempha51ze h1gh test
scores in favor of-other aims and‘goals.,"i“v
One clear method by wh;ch magnets offer eduﬁatlon quallty is
through a dlver51ty of types of educatlonbby creatlng d1fferent
. .

theme—based cucrricula. The 45 magnet schools in our sample‘used

five basic curricula, as shown in Table_IIl.S:

1. arts -- 10 schools; .- ‘ LT

2. sciences (including math and computers) - 3iéchools;

3. social Studies (including law, 1nternatlonal stud1es,
vfore1gn languages) -— 2 schools,

4. Occupatlons (1nclud1ng health, 1ndustr1al) - 3 schools,,
5. General academlc empha51s (1nclud1ng college preparatory/

honors" courses, traditional and fundamental schools, and
alternative schools)»-— 17 schools. '

Eight of the magnets used somevconbination_of_themes, chiefly
general academic>combined with the arts. Only two of the 45 depart-
ed from these curr1cular themes. One.of these has a marine'sciences'

and gcolagy theme, the other, a phy51cal educatlon theme.’

Another way that magne uy ls offer educatlonal le8151ty in

public educatlon is in thelr method of oraanlzat>on.; First, magnets L

offer dlfferent ways to structure the grouprng of students And staff_
“1n a bu11d1ng. Magnets 1n our sample are organlzed 1n three ways.i
Full-tlme'or "total-school" magnets, where the enLire

- school is focused on the magnet theme and all:students and'
teachers are engaged in the buSLnESs of "haV1ng ‘a magnet"
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Basic Curriculs Uswd in Magnets

Gansral

Diratraice Arcs Sciences | Studies Occupations Daphasas Compainstion Other
Sunghins City Grabls High carpin:nr Hagh xanmor s
Mideown - ‘Pum High Advancs High
v . . Qutland High
_Clay City Klaors High Green ,
Raxim High
Rivartown sn;;- Secondary a \Huwn High Players High
B o ' A
Toundry City Dancar idigh Achaievar High
’ Tratal Secondary ’ .
Ragiondil Cicy Rivaer quh"
Littls Secondary
. Marshland
Elemaentary
tvergrasn Nathan High Open K~12° Madison uqn’ !
Szeeltown Tolman High * Yorsst High nnn'cy Bigh
Vallsy City Creative High tanjer High Petass Migh®
Mmilivills ‘Donaldson Baines High Portsr Llementary
: ‘ Secondary o

Sister Citcy i
H

Dewey Klementary

Granite luqr\‘
Rathsl Secondary

\od

v‘mhm:uon of forsign lenquag
cahsna\uon of Ganaral Academic hphnn and canor lduc-"..{nn-

and &

Madison quh offers & combinastion of s humanities program and a multi~arts [COgTaR. .
hun Wigh n"lu s combinstion of an Arwy ROTC magnat progras and & law and Public Servics ngn-e proqt

&m&n #igh -ouau a vlu-:y of sagnat themes, ths primary nn-l being pcrtnu.tnq srts and humanities.
ar pznqnn.

ln:hcl sacond-ry

offars .

Starville Lincoln High Larriat Secondary
Starvills High
Parsdise - Prograssive 0
Patton Sacondary o
Jlt!..:lon
Elementiry oy
old rore Arte Secondary ' ’ Trade High® Hagbot High
Centarvills Davinci Jackson Secondary
' Secondary "sunset High
f . )
: lux :.hn- Regional City zsgnaets ars Gensrsl Acsdemic Esphasis/Arts combinacions.’
2 '




2. Full-time magnet programs within a regular school, where
a portion of the school's teachers and pupils are fully -
engaged with magnet offerings, and the remainder of the '

. school populatlon carrles on w;th "regular" 1nstructlon,

3. Part-time magnet programs W1th1n a regular school, where
magnet participants devote part of their time and energles
to the magnet offerings and the remainder to "regular"
instructions. In this model, students may commute to the
magnet from their home schools for part of  the' day, or
they may attend the school-that houses the magnet as their
home schcol and spend part of their day on magnet courses’
and part on regular courses. . Teachers may teach both reg-
ular and magnet courses, or they may concentrate wholly on
the latter.

As Table III.6 shows, the majority (60 percent) bf'our samplevare;

full-time ox total-school magnets.

The dEClSlon to develop a part- or full tlme magnet program
instead of a total-school magnet appears to be unrelated- to thematlc

consxderatlons. The dlfferent magnet’ program‘Prganlzatlonal_models
‘ Tl

Do ) . R U

are applied across-every major theme. The organizational decision

is rather.a function of district/school needs, resources, and goals.
- For example, a part-school program is often'createdgtoﬁ (1) contrib-

ute to desegregatlon, (2) "save" underenrolled4schools;gand'(3)fproeﬁ}f

vide advanced academlc opportunltles for parents and chlldren who '%

desxre them., Districts often choose to meet these demands by ‘cre-

at1ng magnet 0pportun1t1es, or programs, W1th1n exlstlng schools anq
! \”%? - _ o T S ",p»

W1th exlstlng resourcesn -

'", A second way that magnets offer educatlonal dlver51ty in organ—”‘

'1zatlon lS by 1nnovating W1th the q_ganlzatlon of grades.a Whlle 32

'of the 4l secondary schools are organlzed in conventlonal secondary :
. i . | BEERES . . . FIRE "
fashlon - mlddle/junlor hlgh (sxx schools), senlor h1gh (22 schools,,;




Table III.6

. . Program Structure -

L

T Di S&ict”"“""‘

“Total-School"
[ — Magn et._‘_...«:—--_..__ -

Full-time
Magnet Program

—Within-a-School..-.|-.

Part-time
Magnet Program:""
--Within a.School

Sunshine City Carpenter High_. Kenmore
: Grable High . S

Midtown Advance High L
Plains High
Outland High

Clay City Green Elmore

Maxim High-
& v

Rivertown

Stage Secondary
Players High

Wilson High

L

Fouﬁdry City -

Dancer High "~
Achiever High

Tfatel sééondary

Regional City

Marshland
Elementary

Little Secondary

-Dorsey High

Forest High

River High )
Evergreen Open K-12 . Madison High
’ B ' Nathan High
‘Sﬁeeltoﬁn‘ 'Tolmén‘ﬂigh  o

lﬁ 52;'  f' ‘77€1 
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District

““"Total=School" ~

Magnet

' full-ﬁima]

Magnet Program
Within a School

Part-time

f Magnet Program
‘within‘a School -

Valley City

Creative" High

- ‘Lanier High .

Peters High

,Mi%lville

Baines High

Porter A
Elementary

Donaldson

Secondary -~

' sister City

'Déwey

Elementary

.Grahite‘High
'Bethel Secondary

Starville

e r—
[P

Starville High |

" Lincoln High
 Larriat .
' Secondary
R o e

Paradise

Progressive

Patton 5gcondarj

. Jefferson
" Elementazy -

Old 3o;tj

Trade High':

Harbor High

" Arts Secondary

';Centerville

Davinci

. Secondary T -

‘Sunset High -

Jackson ;f}['
- Secondary - ¢

~—




.or. junior-senior high (four schools) -- nine serve both elementary

et T

and Secondary students;
' Innovative grade groupings are typically more‘related to mar-
keting concerns than to anflinherent feature of theme facilities.
‘For instance, one district chose to use the 5-12 ~rouoing as a de-
liberate strategy to attract students at .an early age and hold
them +hrough the high school years,-a time when many students are
. -‘ . .

’ reluctant to abandon the social loyalties and ties associated With

'; their home high schools that host friends and Siblings;, By enroll—

ing the students at an early age, when these ties are far less
"strong,'school planners built in a high school constituency as the'
“children moved through the grades.. | . |

The descriptions of qualitv magnet schools contained in Appen—
dices III and VII, provide documentation from the study srtes of
the degree to which magnet schools offer quality through diverSity
.of types of education.‘ | ‘ |

In sum, our analysis shows that one—third of the magnets"
.demonstrated high education quality that make "them outstanding
examples of models for public education. A majority of the other m
uinet schools exhibit some quality education characteristico that mak

them comparable to good regular schools. Finally, magnet schools

in general proVide quality in a district through offering a method

of innovation and diversity‘in theme and organization of education.




QUALITY EDUCATION IN MAGNET SCHOOLS DOES
~.—NOT REQUIRE HIGH SELECTIVITY

The questlon of - select1vzty has haunted magnet schools from

'|\~r_

their 1nceptlon, cloudlng attempts to assess thelr effectlveness'

- ot ﬂ -
and policy debates abouc thelr place in publlc educatlon.v Crltlcsp

have charged that magnets are little more*than prlvatizedfenclavesg
- for top students, and that magnet “success" is in’ truth academlc ;
~elitism, excrclsed to the exclu51on and neglect of the average:
vstudent Advocates have countered that thls is not the case, thatih
magnets are sin@ly a means of orreringvspeclalized educational’;
‘opportunitiesktoball interésted students--regardless‘of‘fabllityﬁ;_-n
‘and ‘that-average (or even troubled)ﬁstudents”are by’nohmeans’ex?fjaf
‘cluded‘or neglected; ’The‘selectivitv issue:becomes even'more
. clouded when the debate focuses on the preclse meanlng o;éselectlv-'
ity:“Is it student self-selectlon by the means of voluntary en-'h
_—
_ rollment? Is it appllcant screenlng as pTEctlced by prlvate pre- -
;:jparatory academies ox publlc examlnatlon schools such as the Bronn:
| e ngh School of Sclence or BOston Latln? | |
‘o;; fleld work for this study reveals'that the select1vxty
‘flssue‘ls more complex and'subtle than elther szde’has grasped.; in '

fact there are fourggypes of select1v1ty‘pract1ced among the mag-

net schools in our study (l) student self-selectlon, whlch lS

_ inherent in the magnet_concept;!(ZJnarket-focus;»which:is:expressed}

~in the ways in which magnets are marketed to the community. and con-.

o £ Tr—

sumers;'(3)applicantfscreening, whichhmavhinclude&bothhbehavioral~-‘

- 'and academic standards'fornadmission}jand:(4) poéfgéhéfyf; f‘




mechdnisms for transferring students who do not perform or behave*

:in accordance with the magnet's‘standards. Magnets can and do

- o - . Y A . » '
exercise these -four types of selectivity-“in.varying ways and com-

binations,,to varving degrees, and with varying consequences

for aducational quality., -

’Selfcselection

students self-select into all 45 of our sampled maénets.v-nq-a

‘where were students assigned involuntarily'to magnets as a matter

of district policy. ~Teachers and school.level staff we interviewed

‘ —-even those in the most highl selective, "exam" magnets--re orted
Y i

that the students who seif-selected into their magnets were often
"very average" in terms of acadendc ability. As one principal of a

highly selective magnet said. "Thank God they re not all geniuses.

"We could not stand that. . However, teachers and school staff also

»emphaSized that their students were different in one important re-

spect: they wanted to be in the magnet Our school leVel respon-

'dents repeatedly asserted that this deSire makes a difference in

the learning enVironment As one teacher said:_‘"I can teach here.

"~

I don't have to worry about mot1Vating (and disciplining) students.

rketing
student self-selection is related in part to- the -second type

s \__r

" of selectiVity practiced by magnets. the way the school is market-
' ed.' In essence, students and parents are drawn to a magnet school

or program in’ response to the way that it is presented to them

'..




1f the magnet isvpnesented as ainoneselectiye,,welcoming place,lf-
,open to and encouraging of all who are Simply interested in the

theme, a wide range of students will likely apply. If the magnet o
is presented as’'a rigorous, highly selective enterprise, the range

[

will likely narrow»considerably. These marketing images Operate
independently of whether-ordnot the magnet has stringent admis-’
'sions:criteria. Further, they may be reinformed by recruitment

strategies.‘

. To most educators, policy makers, and consumers, the essence of
the selectiVity issue is expressed by the third and¢fourth types of’
xselectiv1ty that we observed in our sampled dlstIiCts. (3) appll-?
‘cant screening, and (4) transferring students who fail to live up”to.

: {

the’ magnet s standards after being admitted. In other words, the

: most basic question is: Do magnets characteristicallv compose their

student bodies to’ avoid dealing with difficult or J_§t average'

students, even if they wish to attend?

To answer this question,wwe deVised a selectivzty inder and
coded each of the 45 sampled magneLs.~ The index is composed of
three par*s, as, described in Appendix III, Exhibit III 2. Briefly,
'the index defines a highly selective magnet as ‘one that (a) relies
substantially on some combination of grades, test scores, teacher/v
:guidance counselor recommendations; behavior‘assessments,.and-even”;

>interviews with applicants and. their parents in order to screen

‘students for admission, (b) remands or sends students back to their

'regular school if they_fajl to maintain academic performance and




O
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‘behavior standards while in the magnet; andi(c),does not host-

students at the'lowervend'of the special needs spectrum.' (lt may'
host special needs students clas51f1ed as glfted and talented )

A non—selectlve magnet 1s def1ned as one that. (a) admlts
students on a f1rst-come, flrst-served basis or by means of a
lottery, with no consideratlon of anything but 1nterest in thel

theme,,(b) does not temand Students for any reason; and (c) hostswr

"lower—spertrum.speclal needs students (e.g., learnlng dlsabled,

——

emotlonally disturbed). The lndex glves three tlmes as much welght

‘ ‘ . S, e
to. suhstantlal rellance on- admlsslons screenlng as to remandlng/not v
Y, . \L o

remandlng and hostlng/ excludlng certaln SPECLal needs categorles.
‘The d1str1butlon of select1v1ty 1ndex scores for the sampled

magnets is sho;n in Table III 7.. As these data show, at the grossest

level the questlon is answered in the afflrmatlve. Maggets are |

selectlve. That is, most (89 percent) do compose the1r student bodles

to Screen out certaln types of students. HOWQVEA, on closer 1nspec- .

\

tlon, this generallzatlon--llke many others about magrets--qu;ckly

,\

breaks open to reveal a- more complex picture.

v . B A ‘,‘.. L.
B o~
i

* Among those magnets that make use of formal ‘admissions criterla,
. there is great variation in both the elements . included and the
_str:.ng(_nc'_{ ‘with which they are applled-’ Some use all the items
mentioned above, codified into a strictly applied.formula with
rigorous cut-off scores for each element and the total score. -
Others use only grades and/or standardized test . scores, ‘and’ scan .
less for a rlgid cut-off than for evidence’ that applicants can
- perform at the level of: lnstructlon/currlculum offered. The
-lndex does’ not reflect these gradations. T : -

——3
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First, most magnets (60, percent) are only somewhat t& meﬂera,elv .

selective. While they rely on some combinatior eﬁ grades and - sce.es’

'to screen applicants, most do sc in a. rather relemed fashion. aneir

characteristic criteria for admissions are-\ (l) aeudemic k#r’ormance

at grade level, and (2) no 1mmediately apparent evhience of seriouslg
social or behav;or problems (e.g., poor attendance, frequent diﬂciw

gﬁly actions). ] . Co e

& . L Ve
A . L

pr
2’

*‘—",..A ]

. , _ . ..
average student. In fact. their fmain screeninq crite %Dn is lnterest

i

inothe theme. Most of these mildly to moderately sal rtive magnetef?f

4also hostvthe lowe -spectrum special neeﬂs students (although they

K
2

may mainstream minimally if at all), and most. 80 not remand students.

.(‘.

(dowever, a number of principals spoke of. counseling students to

voluntarily transfer if they were hBVlng severe difficulties adapt- N

«’ o

ing to or academically succeeding in the magnet )

'l Second, only a very small proportion of the sampled magnets are

—

either highly selective (l3~percent) or. nom*selectiVe (ll percent).

This suggests that the extfemes of the selectivity debate--i €e,
magnets are el tist enclaves for only top students versus magnetsl
are thematic programs open to all regardless of ability--are T

‘indeed extremes. Some magnets focus.on the "top students, although

wﬁether or not this is elitist may be a matter of one 's perspective."

T
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Soume magnets are'so?non-selective as to be virtualiy_open admis~-"~
sions schools, although student self~selectivity and mar£3€§ng.‘

- focus may blunt'theropennessto at least somebdegree.; But most (75

r.

percent) of our sample lles somewhere between these two extremes

-
"e'-—.——- . e
—_ s

on a spectrum.that appears to be skewed towards a- 1esser degree of

selectmv;ty than suggested by our p;lot study“or by,many cnitlcs ~

of magnet,sohools}":w

Selectivity'and Educational Quality

Cur analysis of the'relationship of the seiectivity_index to

our measures of educatlon quality show that selectLVLty is not re—#?7

.lated to the QED scale, but it is moderately assoc1ated W1th nlghey_i{
.readlng and math achlevement scores;_ | |

The r-orrelat:x.on matrlx (Appendlx III, Exhlblt III 2) showsv_:ff:
that select1v1ty is not srgnlflcantly correlated Wth QED, meanlng
-that magnet schools that we rated as hav;ng hlgh quallty educatlon
dld not have any partlcuiar degree of select;v;ty, i. e. quallty

magnets have both average students and hlgher ablllty studentsu

i .
e
N L

:Also, in. comparlng the QED dlstrlbutlon (Table ITT. 1) and the .

3Se1ectLV1ty Tndex ('I'ab].'l= II;.?J, we can see_that_whlle all—s;xcofﬂﬂr—“

the hzghly selectlve magnets do have above-average QED scores, 46
'percent of all the other magnets also have above-aVerage QED scores.‘:

, j -
_Quallty educatlon wathln a maonet school does not requlre hlgher

,-

ablllty students.m

,_magnets outstrlp Lhelr dlstric averages'1nfreadrng:andsmath,.'gjf_}fj




of students yields high edncational"quality in terms;of:test

g

scores. When directly tested, this relationship holds for the
highest level of selectivity (as shown in Appendix III, Ekhibit
IIl.4). However, when we ‘'extend the argument to lnclude very
selective as well as lghly sel"tlve magnets, the relatlonshlp
is lo;er. This“meanS'that all of'the more‘selective magnets‘are o
Efqot'the highest achievingyschools. ﬁven more importantlv,'the
: magnets with the hlghest academlc achlevement are not hlghly
‘selectlve. In fact half of them S Carpenter, Advance, and Out-;;"

land -- are only moderately selectlve.

* Selectivity is not'as strongly related to magnet theme as might
' be expected from reviewing the various: types of themes.,'The cor-
relation coefficient between - ‘type of theme and the select1v1ty
index was not strong enought to be included in our .correlation-
matrix of school variables (Appendlx III, EXhibit ITII.2) ,~and in- -
spection of Table III.7 reveals the reason.  Oa the one hang,

there is some relationship between theme and selectivity: most. of

the highly selective magnets are General Academic Emphasis theme,
or some combination theme that has a heavy academic thrust. How-~
ever, most of the General Academac'Emphas;s‘themes'are no more

than moderately selective. Further, the other themes are. sprln-
kled throughout . the selectlvnty levels.._

- In other words, it is poss;ble to ‘mount an academlcally ori-
ented magnet without relying on rzgozously selective admissions
criteria. For example, Carpenter, a Science magnet, is only mod-
erately selective in comparison with some of the others in our
sample. . Arts in Old Port is possibly the most non-selective
"magnet in the sample. It ranks appllcants into three academic
categories-~high, medium, low=--and : ystematlcally admits all
‘three groups.’ And, as one Arts respondent ‘said: "We take our

share of behavior problems to avold bad feellngs from other
'schools.v Lo R -

:wég; z}?v.-“f_h




In sum, the hlghest level of ftudentseelectLV1ty w1ll prob-'
ably guarantee h1gh educatlonal quallty 1n terms of academlc

nachlevement scores. However, lt wzll ‘not guarantee h1gh educa— ‘

tlonal qU“.ty in terms of certaln lmportant educatlonal grocesses.

Further, at anythlng less than the very hlghest level of selectlv- f;

ity, the relatlonshlp breaks down.h Overall, then, we conclude

that select1v1ty alone is noL surfacxent to;produce quallty edu-vv

cation, even when educatlonal qLallgyfls deflned solely-ln'terms of

_academlc achlevement scores.;y“'ﬁj B T

,quallty Now, we turn to Lh third major quallty questlcn of exam—,

produclng educatlon quallty

" The analySLS of school_factors that are related to. magnet “ed-

. e
J

'ucatlon quallty 1ncluded several types of varlables for whlch data :

ﬁ : o Ll
These varlables 1ncluded demog;aphlc factors, such as school 51ze,1

pupll/staff ratlo, years as magnet,,student raclal/ethnlc comp051-'f:

htlon, number of speclale-selected magnet staff, and staff rac1al/eff

fethnlc comp051tlon.w Second, we collected data on-a. numoer of




.....

"treatmeat factors" orsfactors specifying how‘thehschool is organ-;

ized and,ﬁdtcation?delivered, lncluding,program‘typeh(part—school"
vs. total—sc.hrol),"theme, prlm..lp 1 qualz_ty, faCJ.lltJ.ES, currlcu—
lum level (or ”rlgor"), coherence betdeen theme and program staff,‘
' curriculum,”resources,and 1dent1ty-(wh1ch we have calledvmagnet
"definiteness"); and extent of a551stance from the district (or
"special treatment"). A complete descr1ptlon of all the varlables
inithe»analysis ls,contalned in Appendlx lII;;"fL”:f;:3‘~-o
In orderrtoranalyze all of these variables'»extent offassoclrihi
atlon to our measures of magnet quallty, and‘compare the1r relatlve‘h

effects, a multlvarlate corre’atlon aralysls was conducted.v The

resultlng correlatlon matrlx,_and tnsts of 51gnl”icance for the

‘ion cneff1c1ents, provlded a stat1st1cally rellable and L

valld method of determlnlng the relatlonshlp between each varlable, -

" while controlling for the effekls of other varlables 1n the analy—f

sis. The~complete matrix showing %he'results of our‘analysls-lsf

in Exhibit II 2 of Appendlx lII (page III-8).

The results of the correlatlon analysls show that three varl-*“

“ables are hlghly related to all three measures of educatlon quallty '

17w

'(QED), reading: achlevement scores, and math achlevement scores)

RN

- These three varlables, whlch we wlll explaln and analyze below, are-:

l)"Deflnlteness,f 2) Prlnclpal Quallty, and 3)'"Spec1al Treatment "

,’We wlll focus our detalled explanatlon on these three school factors

T tvmfen s
oY ok

because they so clearly stand out as be1ng strongly related to qual-

171ty,_and because'each'has an 1dent1f1ably unlque effect on educa—”i;’

§~tlon quallty ‘in a magnet school




1. Magnet Program'"Definiteness"

A magnet school's "definiteness" refers to,the cohesiveness,‘
coherence, internalfcoordination, and viability ofbthegmagnetnpro-
gram and curriculum. wh magnet with high definiteness'is one that3v
has a strong 1dent1ty, thh the theme, currlculum, teach1ng meth-'”
ods, goals, act1V1t1es, and staffleffectlvely "meshed" to form a
‘coherent whole. lhe magnet definiteness is really the process of

f-puttlng all the 1nd1v1dual elements toqether to form a h1ghly 1den-

.

tifiable. and reputable program that students, parentsvjnd other

educators in a district and community know to be av"goodgschool,"

i

but»also'a“unique‘and effectivem'magnet school,

. var1at1on in program def1n1tene S.u

. In.a quallty magnet school def1n1te’

: veloped through spec1f1c act1ons of school planners, the prlnclpal

,and tpachers. One important step 1s to select staff based on the

/v,

' magnet deslgn and thelr commatment to maklng 1t work as a coheslve,'>

5coherent magnet with a strong 1dent1ty.: Prlnclpals seek staff who L

.fhave more than, each1ng comper nce-'they also want teachers who

. h e goals of both theme-based educat1on and rac1al 1ntegrat1on f

b‘
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and who want to,emercise initiative;tolbuild'the magnet school pro-

gram.

In an Arts magnet, "definiteness” is developed by the princi-

‘pal seeking teachers with a fine arts background or high interest o

<

in the arts, even for the academ:.r teachers in the arts magnet. In
'addltlon, the principal will try to secure the support of the boa*d
.and central admlnlstrators ‘or perm1s510n to use profe551onal art—
ists from the communlty for spec1al classes or semlnars, and pos—‘d
51bly h1re spec1allsts from thn eommunlty on a’ part;tlme or consult—
'1ng ba51s. Academlc teachers in the arts magnet w1ll frequantlyluﬂ.w

draw on upcomlng arts act;V1t1es for thelr own classroom actxvxtles o

and all staff work together to malntaJ.n flexlblllty and coorchna-

jtlon when'spec1al magnet act1v1t1es take place l staff typl—w,‘

‘“cally get 1nvolved 1n arts productlons and often_spend evenlngs and

jfweekends selllng tlckets or maklng sets. In sum, staff and stu—
dents 1n a magnet with’ "deflnlteness" have a strong sense. of what
iS eXPected,Aand what'the school has,that makes it unique andf'

special‘place'for»learning.;_'

> A magnet also ga;ns "deflnlteness" by developlng a. unlque‘anu

extraordlnarlly r1ch currlculum, such as one school we studled that
' . 5;.,

jextends its sc1ence magnet currlculum 1nto the "hlgh tech" and sc1~
entlflc communltles that surround lt.“ The currlculum was de51gned

;,by nlne subcommlttees 1nvolv1ng almost lOO people, over one—thlrd

-,of whom were from the locallsc1ent1f1c commun1ty.;:~




2. Principal Quality

A quality principal{in our study basically'refers to'leadere
!
ship qualities. A, high quality principal is an exceptionally capa- :

ble leader and administrator who has usually exercised extraordi--'lpg
lnary entrepreneurial drive and ski‘ls in buildi;g the maqnet from’
the ground up. "Based on our site visit interViews and ﬁuﬂézvations,_'
e rated the magnet prinCipals on these quality criteria.. o
Our correlational analysis demonstrated that principal qualityi
'isbhighly related to all three education.quality measures.f Princif7
‘pal qualitymis correlated with our QED ratings atr ; .56, with
reading achievement at r —‘.56, and With math achievement at r —.54
In other words the characteristics‘of the principal are closely
: related to the'extent of quality education in the magnet.a This
%gfinding is consistent With the research on effective schools, which
has'emphasized the critical leadership role‘of the principal..:v'yz

The high quality pr ncxpals in our- study were not typically g %kﬁ

; highly experienced as pr1nCipals or school administrators.. However,:;

all were widely respected within their diztricts as educators, and
. \\ . e

_all had solid backgrounds in curriculum development and leadership.:ﬁ

fFurther, the quality principals generally are very entnusiastic fd-‘”b

vaboutf keir "once-in-a-lifetime" opportunity to design and create:ﬁf

or program, and to make a real innovation

The quality principals also had full support of thefsuperin-

ﬁtendent and other top administrators, and often had high Visibil—

ity with parents and the community which became a_valuable:resource




in program development. ;TYpically, the principals undertook exten-
sive planning, ViSiting magnets in other districts, calling in ex-
pertise from,curziculum units within the district,iand forming

planning‘teams'of teachers and specialists. After several months

.of design work, the_principals selected administrative and teachingM§

staffs, which often involved extensive interviewing and consider-
R e o : S
ation of applicants. In most cases, principals select from exist-

ing distri t staff who apply, but also maintain some freedom to o

select the’best staff for,the magnet,

Pr*ncipal quality was an important factor regardless of the -

type of organization of the magnet, whether total—school or part-”

school. Generally, administrative organization and operation of.

. A,\,.
B

the total—school magnet is easier in many respects than for the

part time program models.' In order to imolement'a successful‘magffib
. A e . R

" net tha“ offers hiah educational quality, strong and specialized

leadership is required Where the magnet leader is the principal-—
as for the Lctalnschool magnet——leadership of‘the magnet is the wl'M
same as leadership of the school and there are no conflicts of

’bgoals or authority._ However where the key magnet leader is not L

the principal—-es is typical fo* magnet programs Witth schools——‘

o § AT

conflicts, conquion, and leadership vacuums can arise.- This is -

>

particularly the ‘case where the school ;rincipal is indifferent
- " ‘1 .
(or even hostile) to the magnet program or Simply drawn off by the.’

larger concerns of running the whole school, or when the magnet ;'

EE -

leader has direct access to central administration.g

ERIC
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Ihe successful magnet programs in our sample solVed these prob-
'lems by subordlnatlng the authorlty of the key magnet leader to that
of the pr1nc1pal Most relled upon a magnet coordlnator or dlrector:
_wlthln the scheel who worked closely wlth the prlnclpal. While this
.tends to d1v1de magnet leadershlp, 1t does glve the prlnclpal clear

and dlrect llne authorlty over the program. And dependlng on the

deslres and 1ncllnatlons of the pr1nc1pal and the magnet leader, it f
\

also texﬁ to give the magnet program VlSlblllty and” access to the

rschool s (and often the dlstrlct's) power centers.

BN et

However, under thls admlnlstratlve model, much depends upon the'
pr1nc1pal and the relatlonshlp between the prlnclpal and the magnet
leader. One school where 1t worked well had a prlnclpal that was

keenly 1nterested in the magnet program both educatlonally and pollt—
et h
ically. _The magnet coordlnator, who is the school s lead currlculum '

coordJnator,;

xs a hlghly energetlc and commun1cat1Ve enthu51ast for

~the,program‘ 'Ho~also has deepl, felt llfetlme tles to the school

¥ $ -
"’,”h" ; { Lo

itself. Hc c, the prlnclpal and coordlnator work together_as a dy— :

tlon quallty for the magnet schools 1n our. tudy 1s some special~

S T N .ﬂ/.'
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: innovation that works. -

’

o
L,

" how great an allocation of support and attention it receives fror

the top leadership. The forms of specia1 treatment vary, but gener-

Jally.include: some flexibility for staff time to design and ‘devel-

_

p the program, small extra funds for startup costs, allowance for
variationgfrom standard school prochures relating to staff, stu-

. dents}and curriculum, and a degree of autonomy and flex1bility for

Pt

the magnet principal The combination of these kinds of special

treatment which often are not large differences, is what gives o
magnet planners, principals and staff the assurance, as well as’,

.

the resources, that encourage them to create and'continue;a magnetf»

R

The speCial treatment variable is highly correlated with the

~three measures of quality with the following coefficients. T -.55

, 2 .
with QED; r = .44 with reading achievement scale; and’r ='.45 with

f

4

math achievement scale. Thus, the statistical analysis demonstrates

;;, ’ »~ t“.
wyod

and validates what our field. staff observed - that magnets - fv;

%

some specific and clear indications of district support and room to

‘nnovate and produce high,quality education.f The special treatment

. variable captures the - extent to which the study districts prOVided

for and allowed magnet schools to be different, and encouraged the

development of high quality programs.x _

O e LT ‘ SR
e 5 ol U SRR S .

Special treatment is typically prov ied in a way that gives
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?»ness,?'prlnc1pal quallty, and dlstr;"t spec;al treatment -— together
. explaln most of the varlatlon in qua’xty ln‘our sample schools.

?lUslng a multlple regresslon analysla, whl

advantage from the school boaxd and central admlnlstratlon. 'Many;,
d1str1cts 1n1t1ally prov;de spec;al fundlng, polltlcal support,

'exceptions for stafflng, exemptlonsvfrom d1str1ctvnormsijor disci-

P

pline andbparent relations,'and generallspeCﬁalvattention;g But;
many admlnlstrators Were fearful of too much attentlon golng to
the‘magnets. They wanted to contlnue to strlve to make all thelr
schools good and did not want magnets to become a permanent draln:

on scarce resources, both fiscal and staff. Thus, a compromlse

'posltlon is often taken,vsuch as glv;ng a “w1ndow" of spec1a1 treat-'
! » —

" ment during the start-up phase. DlStrJ.CtS emphas:.ze that thi’s“‘:.'s?"«l ;'_

e . . ~~__,,__. N"v
Ilt e PR ) . ~

A

f}customary w1th any new school or program. After approy1mately a

two-year start-up perlod the magnets become treated llkP other
schools, wlth the hope and bellef that the patterns of SPEClalneSS .
and 1nnovatlon that have begun w111 be malntalned by the pr1nc1pa1,'j

school staff,*etudents'and parents."

e

Summarxgof'school Characteristics’helatedfto MagnetlQuaiity
s ol R - e . ./ -

The three major factors that we have found most strongly re-ﬂr

eI

hflated to educatlon quallty 1n magnet schools -— program "def1n1te-'“

e———

-

1 prov1de"

cx

summatlon of

ithe three factors We have



analyzed explain 66 percent of the variation in educatlon quallty.
\—.

-

rd .
This means that in-a- large majorlty of the magnet schools, these

three factors account for most of thEII educatlon quallty.

‘We conclude, then, that when a. magnet has solld support from
the district administration and solld leadership'from-the pr1hc1pall
{(or magnet program leader), and has formed a couerent and deflnlte

1dent1ty, it is- able to dellver educatlonal quallty. Where these

elements -are absent - oxr. where one or two are so lacklng that those

present cannot compensate, magnet ablllty to offer educatlonal

i,

*:qualltygdecllnes_substantlally.~l T

. 7
4 e—r

| CONCLUSIONS e S

\;'“‘Thls chapter has dealt Wlth whether, how, and under what con-fﬁ
dlflons magnet Iohools and programs develop and malntaln educatlonal

quallty.f Magnets a“e but one of many strategles and tools avall-’Qi

" able to school dlstrlCtS in thEII quests to 1mprove educatlonal ’

‘quallty. As tools, the" greatest value of magnets may reslde 1n the

”occasioh and oppcrtunltxes for creatlv;tv and nxper:.mentatlon they

proV1de. They are flexlble and can be de51gned toiflt the unlque o

' needs'“des;res, and resources of any glven school?dlstrlct 1n any

glven year., The leerSLty of'magnets ' v1dent even ln our . llmlted.

f sample of 45--1s astonl hlng

',*See Appendlx III EXhlblt:III. :for an explanatlon of our multl-
ple. regreSSLon analysls., Appenolx III also: provldes summarles of
~the relation ‘of these factors to educatlon quallty in’ 1nd1vldual
: magnet schools 1n our study,,and how.quallty was not produced 1n:7




In response to the flrst major questlon dlrectlng analys;s for
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thls chapter,'we nave shown that magnet schools can and do offer ﬁi,f:

z.'“

e

educatlonal quallty._ One-thlrd of the magnet schools 1n our study
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‘urated hlgh on all flve of our ratlngs of quarlty“

v;_t.

'ses and had readlng and math achlevement scoresys;gnlflcantly above

.t

'dlstrlct averages,,f The majorlty of magnets whlch were nearho
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the mean on our overall educatlon process ratlng had some elements-’

.of,quality_education;‘and some weaknesses, but scored abOVe dlstrlct

'averages on test scores.— Our study has also found that most magnet L

i

:schools offer quallty lmprovements 1n thelr dlstrlct by l'sreasing:'

feducatlonal dlver51ty through unlque themes and methods'of organlz-f

Nl [P ._.__,t ' - -

‘elng educatlon, and offerlng students and parents a ch01ce ln type'k

fof education;f~-

‘students.

ihlgher abxl;ty students.ﬁd?’hu
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that is highly "definite." fhat is, it has a strong identity and
vision; clear goals; cohesion and coherence of theme, activities,
faculty qualifications, and facilities; and a consensus among fac-
ultf, staff, and students regarding whaﬁ it is about. Low educa-
tional quality magnets are typically absent or weak in all or most
of these elements.

In sum; we find that the evidence from our analysis of educa-
tional quality in magnet schools demonstrates that the magnet school
model offers much to be recommended to educators, parents and policy-
makers. Magnet échools that receive strong district and community
support, and are developed by principal;, teachers, and parents that
ha&e enefgy, interest and creativity, can produce vexy effective
effective public education. The concept does not alwzys succeed.

We find variation in quality among magnet schools as among any droup
of public schools. But, we have clearly established that magnet
schools can be educationally effective and we know what factors are

necessary to produce those quality effects.
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éHAPTER w

DESEGREGATING PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEMS

INTRODUCTION

Magnet schools evolved between 1965 and 1975 as settings in which
desegregative ideals could be practiced on a basis of voluntary choice
exercised by parents and students. As they became more Qidely-uSed,
and as federal funds stimulated their development between 1975 and
1980, magnets came to play an increasingly strategic role in fostering
systemwide desegregation. The advent cf maénet plans and practices
have affected the desegregati;n process in urban public school systems
nationwide, and by their voluntary gnrollmént have also offered a mode
for developing positive racial/ethnic integration with public schools.

Considered from the vantage point of racial/ethnic desegregation,
a magnet is a potentially powerful and versatile tpol. For a local
system as a whdle, a magnet may pull students and staff into facilitie
and piograms where.they might otherwise not enroll, and this can in
turn change the composition of many other schools. At the level of an
one school, a magnet can ke used to generate a student.and staff mix
of any kind because it can be composed deliberately rather than by re-
liance on attendance zones, age groupings, 6r c¢ther geographic and den
cgraphic 5oundariesi Both of these purposes can be achieved, moreover
on the basis of consumer choice, so that the tool is put to work in a
cooperative, free way rather than in conflictumal, coercive, or categor

ically arbitrary ways.

Yo
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Due to the strong potential of magnet schwolssés a ‘model for a
voluntary approach to desegregatiom, and the continued concern and
debate over desegregation at national, state And ;ocal government
levels, the Department of Education was very interested in having
the magnet séhogls study answer several basic questions concerning
magnets and deseyregation. The four main questions that have

directed our analysis of desegregation effects of magnet schools are:
‘

1. How effective are magnet schools in assisting the desegre-
gation efforts of urban school districts?

2. What factors are associated with magnet school effects on
desegregation?

3. Do magnet schools help reduce community conflict over de-
segregation and slow white flight from urban districts?

4. How effective is a magnet program in providing positive

racial integration withiii a school and to what extent is
integration related to education quality?

This chapter is organized to present our findings concerning these

four questions, and several related analysis questions. Ve can sum-

marize the major findings that are discussed in the chapter as fol-
lows:

® Two-thirds of our sampled districts created and maintain
magnets as real and instrumgntal contributors to deseg-
regation. The others maintained magnets as symbolic
attempts ‘at desegregations.

e Magnets can be used successféllly to prevent or reduce com- .,
munity conflict.over school desegregation.

e Magnets on some occasions help to defeat the aims of deseg-
regation, yet offer a compromise between extreme segrega-
tion and full racial equality.
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o Magnets are most highly integrated where they enjoy strong
leadership, definiteness of thematic purpose, congruence
between label and perfurmance, and special treatment or
concern from system hosts; and less well integrated where
one or more of these features is missing. -

I3

) Magnets are most productive of student achievement gains'
and of high quality learning environments where they are
highly integrated, while desegregation itself does not
correlate with learning outcomes.

How we arrived at these findings and how they are extended and sup-
ported by other findings are discussed in the following sections.
In the first section 9f this chapter,‘we |present our analysis re-
sults on the relation between public school systems, racial desegre-
gation, and magnet schools and programs. In the second section, we
examine the main factors producing effective desegregation with mag-
nets with magnet schools. Third, the role of magnets in aiding with
the community response to desegregation is examined. And, in the
fourth séction, oﬁr analysis of magnet school integration is pre-

sented and discussed.

MAGNET SCHOOLS CONTRIBUTE TO DESEGREGATION

The effects of magnet schools on desegregation must be analyzed
at two levels: first, the extent of desegregation, or student racial/
ethnic mix, in the magnet schools theméelves; and second, the larger
districtwide effects -of the overall magnet program; Before examining

the findings, it is important togélarify how we defined desegregation.

N~
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N

Study Definition of DeSegregation

A fully desegregated public school system is defined for this
study as one in which all studehts receive equal treatment, includ- -
ing equal access to educational opportunity. Beéause all 15 of the
systems we studied have at one time practiced racial/ethnic segrega—‘
tion and discrimination (or still do; our’defintion can be made more
precise: A school system that hgs remedied past segregative .and

discriminatory practices is one that has redistributed students,

staff, and resources, as well as modified its programs, so as to
elmininate sources of unequal treatment ._ This definition does not
extend to the policy of racial balance necessarily, although that
policy may be used, but it does presuppose equalized access, and
“substantial mix of students and staff, and piograms that foster in-

ter-group respect and social learning.

Desegregation of Magnet Schools

The analysis of racial/ethnic balance among magnet school stu-
dents in the 15 study districts shows that ﬁve; two-thirds of the
schools are fully desegregated and the other third have a substan-
tial mix of students by racial/ethnic subgroups.

In Table IV.l, the measure called "Magnet Desegregation Sum
Score" is displayed showing the distribution of extént of desegrega-
tidn of the magnets in our study sample. This measure includes the
extent of racial/ethnic mix, voluntariness of student enrollment,

extent of faculty racial/ethnic mix, and quality of integ;ation
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within the school. A score of 100 on this scale would indicate high
magnet desegregation.¥

" The data reveal that two-thirds of the systems take pain§ to

see that their magnets are racially and ethnically balanced; that is,
fully representive of white, bléck,vand other minority student pro-
portions systemwide. The other third ensure a stable and substan-
tial mix of students by racial/ethnic subgroups, but have a lower
overall score. |

Whgre magnets are not desegregated in their student mix, more-
over, system officials defihe magnets as problematical. Tﬁey take
steps to "improve" studeht proportions, and where these do not
change enrollments, they tend to question the desirability ox viabil-
ity of the magnet itself. In other words, with few exceptions, stu~
dent desegregation becomes a critical staﬂdard for gaugirg the worth
of magnets.

.SChool data on Etaff composition show that magnets are preaict-.
ably staffed by a mix of white, black, and other minority adminis-
tracfors, teachers, and support personnel. However, districts do
not pursue policies of'staff racial balance, nor do they make the
staff composition congruent with the student mix. Systems operating
under court orders--ll cut of 15--pay as much attention to staff
desegregation-as the tremendously varied orders require. Without
exception, ther, a visitor can "find" a magnet by noting that its

staff is at least partially mixed.

* Full descriptions of all variables are contained in Appendix IV,
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“Table IV.l

District Scores on Magnet Role, Magnet Implementation Effort,
Magnet Desegregation, and Quality of System Desegregation

yr—

Magnet - » Magnet - Magnet . Quality of
_ Role in Implementation Desegregation System
District Desegregation Effort Sum Score Desegregation

starville 95 50 70 50
Sunshine City | 90 80 x'was 65
Rivertown 90 ' 65 ' 80 4 50
Foundry City 90 100 68 75

old port 80 75 36 10
Regional City 75 .100 .73 70 ’
Steeltown 75 60 8l 50
Evergreen 65 75 7.;3 T 80
Sister City 60 65 79 50
Midtown 25 ' 75 8l 40
Valley City 25 30 62 40
Centerville 25 65 . , 41 - ™ 60
Millville 15 100 67 80
Paradise 10 50 82 80

Clay City 5 . ' 50 : 67 80

Mean | 55 - 69 72 59
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Districtwide Desegregation Effects

In order to analyze the larger district effects of magnet
schools on desegregation, we firsﬁ hadrto assess the extent to which
th# fSsgnet program was designed as a tool in district desegregation.
Each of the districts was rated from O to 100 on the degree to which
it relied on magnet schools for district desegregation:“'ﬁﬁe disfri—
bution of this measure is shown in Table IV.l under "Magnét Role in
Desegregétion."

Gt ¢

'Théyécores on Magnet Role in Desegregation show that 7 ol the
15 districts place high reliance on magnet schools to desegregate
district’schools {75 or over). In other words, the magnet program
has been developed with distxictwide desegregation objectives. 1Two
other districts (Evergreen and Sister City) place consideréble empha-"
sis on mégnets although they use bther metﬁods of desegregétion,*
such as zoning,'twb-way busing, and pairing. The six districts with
lower séores use magnets as a smaller part'of,their»desegregation
pian.

The 15 systems host an average of 13.7 percent of their stu-
dents in magnets, with a range from 3 percent in Old Port to 37 per-
cent in Foundry City. On average, the syStéms operate 16:4 magnet
scﬁools or programs, with a low of 3 and a high of 58. fhe number

of magnets and students enrolied is associated with the size of the

magnet role in desegregation.

In order to determine if district emphasis on Magnet Role in

Desegregation actually. produces greater desegregation across dis-

trict schools, we compared the scores with our measure of level of
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desegregation in all district schools, "Qualitévgf System Désegrega-"
tion." Tr;is measure gives a district score on a scale from 0 to 100
that indicates the extent to which district desegregation plans and
operations are designed to desegregate all schools and students. The
15 district scores on this measure are in the last column of Table
v.1.

Four of the seven districts (Sunshine City, Foundry City, Re-
gional City, and Evergreen) that rely heavily on magnets have attain-
ed high levels of systemwide school desegregation. In contrast,

Clay City, Paradise, and Millville use magnets incidentaliy and in
small numbers (low scores on Magnet Role in Desegregation) but
achieve very high levels of désegregation using the tools of rezon-
ing, two-way busing, and mandatory assignment of students and staff..
Starville, Old Port and Steeltown represent a third option. They
operate mény highly segregafed schools along with a few voluntarily
@esegregated magnets. |

Thus, our analysis shows that magnets do offer an extraordinar-
ily flex;ble and pqwerful tool for use in desegregating public school
systems. However, their presence in a district does not signify that’
the tool has been used for‘this purpése. . Our measure of the Qualify
of System Desegregation does not correlate with the emphasis on mag-
nets as an element in the district desegregation effort. Closer in-

spection of where the systems fall on the two measures shows why.

Seven systems among the 15 have attained high levels of system deseg~

regation, as shown in Table IV.l. Three of these seven place a low
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emphasis on magnets. Among the other eight systems, four place a

high emphasis on magnets.
Our sample is too purposive to fully test the question of mag-
net effect on desegregation. The question requires a representative

sample of urban systems to be answered completely. Nonethéless, we

have a notewotthy partial answer: Systems can desegregate quite

comprehensively by relying heavily on mhgnets<9;Apyiéther means. .

Th%_best-or highest desegregation level was attained in seven sys-

tems that used a combination of tools, including maghets. In these

districts, pairing, rezoning, two-way busing, and mandatory assign-

ments are reinformed in one sense and eased by magnets in another
sense.

Foundry City illustrates this finding. Its student enrollment ié
47 percent black. It relies alm&st totaily on‘its 21 magnets to

comply with a fairly stern federal court desegregation order. Foun-

dry City nearly succeeds in this attempt. It leaves about 20 per-~

cent of its 47,757 students racially isolated, but this is a tremen-

- dous gain relative to perhaps 60 percent isolation a decade ago.

Magnets have been maximized; they cannot take up the remaining slack.
Plaintiffs have continued to press for alternative remedies for a
few schools, but the judge has already announced his satisfaction
with "four-fifths of a loaf" in terms that suggest he will put the
remedial case on inactive docket status in 1584.

In the Far.West, where the enrollments are much more multi-

ethnic, magnets are easier to install and yield results at least as
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extensive as those in Foundry City. _SunShiné;City uses 26 magnets
and Evergreen uses 58, whére the percent black students is 16 and 23
percent respectivgly. Neiﬁher system attains full citywide desegré_
gation, but both regch high levels. Sunshine City hosts over 35,000
Hispanic and Asian-American students, and Evergréén is 25 percent
other minority, which helps to increase magng# desegregation.

We must revise our Interim Report f£inding that "magnet schools

...have minimal impact on districtwide desegregative plans™ (Fleﬁing,
Blank, et al, 1982, p.172). The impact can be very great and can
generate high equity gains; or it can be an impact which defuses con-
flect and generates a few smallbgains. School bbarés and superinten-
dents are not alone in choosiné between these options. The U.S. Qf-
fice for Civil Rights, the Department of Justice, federal and ;tate
courts, and state agencies all co-participate in complex, protracted,
and sometimes contradictory decisionmaking in this regérd. These
policy centers insist on more, or settle for less, remediation of the
wrong of segregation as they go along, and no regular.trend}can be
discerned.

In the next section of our analysis, we examine several district

factors that are associated with magnet school effects on desegrega- .. .

tion.

FACTORS IN MAGNET EFFECTS ON DESEGREGATION

ﬁsing'a correlational statistical analysis method, we used coded
district and magnet school data to help identify the factors that are

associated with magnet effectiveness in advancing desegregation. The
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—correlation matrix in Exhibit IV.2 of Appendix IV displays the re-
sults of our analysis across a number of variables {(summarized in

Exhibit IV.1l). The results show that five variables are positively

associated with system desegregation: Magnet Implementation Effort, -

Percent Other Minority Enrollment in a District, City Size, Magnet

School ILocation and Desegregation Policy Effort. We examine each

of these factors separately.

1. Magnet Implementation Effort

This factor refers to the level of effort devoted to building
the magnet program in a district, as gauged by disfrict commitment
of time and résources to magnet implementation. Each of the 15 di;—
tricts was scored on a scale from 0 (no effort) to 100 (full-scale
effort) . Tﬁese scores were based on the resulés of our interviews,
observations and site reports. The range of scores on thig measure
is sho&n in Table IV.l, with the scores varying from 30 in Valley
city to 100 in Foundry City, Regional City and Millville.

The correlation analysis demonstrates that Magnet Implementa-
tion EffortAis highly correlated with Magnet Student Desegregation
(r = .52). This association means that in districts that have made
a strong commitmént to magﬁet schools and established effective dis-
trict systems and procedures for iﬁplementing the progxam, it‘is
more likely that the magnet schools are fully'desegregﬁ;ed: In other
words, individual magnets need strong district support and‘effgig_
towardvdesegregation in order for the schools to voluntarily attain

a racially/ethnically balanced enrollment.
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2. Percent Other Minority Students

Qur analysis indicates that i; disfricts that have a multiethnic
student population (significant proportion of students other than
black or white), it is easier to desegregate magnet schools. High
multiethnicity is associated with higher mégnet desegregation‘(r>=
.44). It is also posit;velf correlated with a higher extent of open
access to the magnet, or "voluntariness (r = .45) .- One main reason
for this result is;that districts that are‘highly multiethnic,

rather than biracial, have more options on where to place magnet

schools, i.e. it is easier to find a neutral location.

3. gize of District

One of the strongest correlational associations with Magnet De-
segregation was with the district size factor (r = .54). Larger ur-
ban syétems have been more effective in desegregating magnet schéols.

Our sample contains only two systems that enroll fewef than |
20,000 students. The mean'enrollment for the 15 systems is 47,500.
We have ample evidence from our pilot survey of systems to conclude

that magnets are a byproduct of large, urban school systems. There

were only 244 public systems out of more than 15,000 in the nation
with enrollments of 20,000 or more in 1980, yet those 244 hosted
about one-third of gll_puﬁlic school students, and they accoﬁnt for
more th#n nine-tenths of all magnets. -

Size éorrelates positively with magnet implementation effért

(r = .56). Very bi¢ systems can plan harder, invest more, and

103

86



exercise more degrees of autonomy in develcping magnets than can
small systems. Big systems also accomplish higher levels of within-
magnet staff desegregation than de¢ small systems (r =.44). Ang, big
systems can devise greater "voluntariness" in their student selec-
tion procedures (r = .55), because bigness makes product differenti-
ation for wider parentsl choice feasible. Still, the quality of -
overall system desegregation is not correlated with size, nor do
larger systems achieve higher quality integration within magnets.
System size is perhap; lit;le more than a proxy variablevfor

urban concentraticns of biracial and multiethnic populations. Mag-

nets had their origins in just such congcentrations, where educators

have had the resources ahd fhe polifiéél disp;sitién téké#yéfiment
with specialst schools in the United States for more‘than a century.

Magnets are é natural extension of this tradition, but.they“néed not

be confined to it.

Neither ouf pilot study nor this survey gave evidence to support
the idea that magnets are suitable solely for large urban systems.
‘This survey does disprove, however, an hypothesis we presented in the
pilot study report (1982, p. 113), which stated that very large sys-
tems create magnets but tend not fo usé them to achieve system deseg-
regation, while small systems that create them do use them for this
purpose. A larger sample has shown this to be an artifact of the

pilot sample.
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4. Magnet School ILocation

Where a system locates its magnets--that is, in neighborhoéds
that are racially unsegregated or totally identified with one racial
or ethnic subgroup, and in neighborhooﬁs that are affluent, mixed
income, or impoverished--influences kie desegregative potential of
each magnet. ’

We rated our 15 systems from 100 percent location of magnets in
relatively unsegregated and'mixed ihéome neighbqrhoods, to 0 percent
where magnets were uniformly based in impdverished minority neighbor-
hoods. Our measure correlated negatively (r = -.47) with our mea-
sure of districtwide desegregation quality, and negatively (r = -.45)
with our measure of district policy efforts to desegregate. However,

! [}
there is no significant correlation between magnet location and de-
segregative success within magnets themselves.

These results indicate that magnet location is not critical for
desegregating individual magnet schools, i;e., magnets can be desegre
gated regardless of location. But, we also find that if districts
put magnets in racially and socioeconomically neutral or mixed sites
that foster magnet desegregative success, this action can detract
from districtwide desegregation of schools. This happens when mag-
nets draw students away from segregated schools in ways that increas:
racial isolation, and when system leaders do not make comprehensiye
planning efforts (policy effort correlates with system desegregation
at r =.75)7

All systems in our pilot énd final samples display the knowledgs

and skill to locate magnets in ways that are instrumental--ways that

.
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are likely to get the results desired. These may not give strong
weight to system desegregation, however,.but may nave ﬁrimarily to
do with serving a constituency in one part of the city, satisfying
some "outside"” authority such as a court, or pursuing a program
innovation. Systéms do not need lesspns on how to locate magnets in
order to achieve local policy aims. Where maqnets'are located in'
facilities or neighborhoods that detract from desegregative potential,
something regarded as politically more desirable is going on:

o A'fﬁcility hés been closed for school use but has been

"mothballed" rather than demolished or sold. A magnet is
preferable to standing emotv.

© A wealthy white neighborhood loves its walk-in elementary.
) A magnet is preferable to losing it and to being lured
elsewhere.
' . An impoverished, black neighborhood contains a séhool that

is all-black. A magnet program is installed that will
draw whites to the school.

° All groups want an elite high school for competit:ively
gifted students. It is installed wherever a facility,
" appropriate or not, can be found.

° The magnet preceded all aspects of desegregation and its
location is a by-product of early land use. Its popularity
is conserved by continuing it desegregatively but apart
from other parts of a system's plan.

These are five examples of how other concerns intrude upon

locational decisions. There are others, including court-ordered

placement of magnets whether they will draw or not, simply to
symbolize remediation. Taken together, they suggest that locational
decisions taken to place magnets in facilities situated to attract-

students across racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic boundaries enhance
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their desegregative potential and simplify other planning efforts;
yet many other concerns and interests confound the process and pro-
duce trade-—-offs. ILocation matters, then, but not enough to over-
ride other competing factors. FoundryFCity, Millville, and Sunshine
City were examples of districts where magnets were often unfavorably
located, yet they flourish desegregatively and programmatically be-—

cause the systems invest hard effort toward these goals.

5. Magnets and District Desegregation Policy

The four factors we have identified above are strongly related
to magnet effects on desegregation, but the strongest factor in pre-
dicting overall desegregation of the district (Quality of District
uesegragatlon) is the desegregation policy effort of the dlstrlct
leadsrship. Policy Effort is a measure of the board and administra-
tion's degree of effort to desegregate, coded from 0 to 100. Dis-
trictwide deccyregation was correlated with Policy Effort at r =.75.
Thus, magnets can play an important role in distriot desegregation
to the extent they are part cf the district's strong policy effort.

Some school desegregation researchers (Wlllle, ‘1984) have con-
cluded that effective systemwrde plans usually include a careful mix
of involuntary and voluntary elements. This view corresponds close-
ly with experience in such cities as Boston,_St. Iouis, Dallas, snd
Milwaukee. Our findings do not support this proposition fu;ly, ak-
.though again this.may stem from our purposive sample. For our sam-
ple, two-way bLsing is correlated negatively with the_roie of mag-

nets (r = -.78) and with magnet student desegregation (r = ~.44),
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but it is uncorrelated with all other variables. Where magnets

play a larée role, moreover, community conflict appears to be lowef
{(r = -.59). Quality of'desegregation depends on the policy effort
expended and not on two-wqy busing or the role of magnets. Thus,
there is no simple relation between two-way busihg and magnets ex-
cept to say that as the scope of ohe expands, the scope of the other
declines. As noted previously, the districts with the highesf rat-
ings of district desegregation used a combination of tools.*

Our evidence suggests that magnets alone can achieve high but
not full levels of system desegregation and that magnets alone are
most workable when a city is multiethnic rather than biracial. It
further suggests that magnéts predominate in systems where eariy
conflict is intense and school officials are unwilling or politi-
cally unable to press through the conflict and into the zone of ra-
cial equity. In some of these settings, high reliance on magnets
fuses with low overall equity improvements.

It may be useful to examine some case study results from a few
districts in our study where magnets did not advance desegregation

to see the factors opérating in these districts.

Magnets Sometimes Defeat the Aims of Desegregation

Any po;icy alternative can be adopted or used in ways that de-
feat one of its ostensible aims. Educators informed about magnets
have been familiar for a decade with the misuses most often associ-
ated with them. They are reviewed in the literature on magnets.

(Lowry, 1982) and may be summarized as follows::

. *Appendix IV provides several case examples of magnets that played
a role in desegregation. v
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) Magnets are adopted as a "shell game" to create appear-—
ances of desegregation.

e Magnets are introduced as a stall or a sop in the course
of litigating Fourteenth Amendment disputes or complaints

based on Titles of the Civil Rights Act.

) Magnets are set up in ways that provide havens for parente
opposed to some aspect or consequence of a local school
desegregation plan.

° Magnets succeed internally but draw off students, staff,
or resources from regqular schools struggling to comply with
desegregation requirements.

o Magnets appear to be desegregative but in fact use elitist
selection criteria which reduce minority access to the best
available learning opportunities.

° Magnets admit minority students but then fail them, counsel

them out, or remand them to inferior schools, thus providing
a new source of relative deprivation.

Each of these possibilities except the last one materialized to
some extent, large or small, in one or more of our sampled systems.
The last one is exemplified in Boston,Awhere the State Board of

Education recently monitored such trends in that city's- oldest, most
famous special school, Boston Latin (Commonwealth, 1983). There,
the federal court has required admission of black and hispanic
students with qualifying scores on the admissions test, but their
numbers are thinned out annually through_faculty practices that haye
not adagted to multicqltural.concerns. J -

éteel;own has resisted desegregation in countless ways since
the Brown decisign of 1954. A Deep South city with a very long .
record of intense adherencé to racial separation, Steeltown remained
fully segregated by school board policy until 1967, when it a@opted

a freedom of choice assignment plan, approved by a_federal judge.

In 1968, that plan came ‘into question as a result of the Supreme
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Court Green v. County School Board decision, which ﬂefinea freedom -
of choice plans then in use as unconstitutional. Rezoning, pairing,
clustering, and school closings came into court—-ordered use bgtween
1970 aﬂd 1976. The Départment of Justice proposed citywide cross--
busing in 1979. Locai'reactions were so negative that the school“
béard and black plaintiffs agreed upon a settlement ﬁhat fo;ecloéed
this ieﬁedy. The court then .ratified a consent decree which rests
on putting magnet programs into several one-race schools. The
leadexrship of one of the reyion's most virulent Ku Klux Klén kléverns
: .
literally stood behind the seated members of the Steeltown Board of
Education as ;hey deliberated on the magnet compromise. In addition,
thé compromise appealed to black leaders who had become exhausted by
twenty years of struggle for desegregation. The magnets.serve in
Steeltown as a symbolié token of désegregation.

In Valley City, the Board of Education avoided désegregation
pressures exerted by a state agency from 1970 to 1978. In 1978, it
adopted a magnet plan on 2 5-4 vote in hopes of satisfying the state
agency. The state agency termed the plan too sligﬁt to promise
remediation and, a year laterh demanded a more comprehensive plan.
The number of magnets was expanded from é5 to 32, 15 schools were
closed, and cross-busing was introduced. The new plan is noQ in
place. Thus, in Valley City, magnets were devised as a sop, yet
they took théir legitimate place later on-in a full-scéle remedy.

As this happened, some.of the magnets became exemplars of quality

desegregated education.
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Magnets were created in Paradise as small havens for pérents
opposed to thef;ourt desegregation order. They were stbuls of that
opposition, rallying points for those who were '‘educational conserva-
tives. Thdse persons did not oppose racial or ethnic mixing of

students or staff. Their magnets were neither segregated nor

'9xclusionary on ability standards. They did offer relief from manda-

tory assignment, however, and they had some recruitment advantages.
white students enrolled in nonpublic schools or new to Paradise got
prefgrred admission to the magnets. Over tihé, these advantages
disappeared, the magnets changed internally, and all three bacame
known simply as program 6ptions fér parents.

Magnets were created in Sister City as a way to avoid community
conflict over cross-busing. It was augmented by p;iring sets
of elementary schools wifhiq neighborhoods. When the magnets
began in i974, Sister City schools were 8 percent black and hispahic.
The mégnets worked to desegregate and they flourished educationally.
The system is at iﬁpasse now. It cannoﬁ spend more monef on more
magnets without depriving the regular schools, and it cannot desegreé
gate using the present plan. - A brief ieprieve was échieved b&
redefining Asian students as non-minorféy, but the state has now
cited thé system once again for segregative trends in'a few schools,
including_one magnet.

Centerville uses m&gnets in order to attract and hold whiie
families in an increasingly black'city. Its schools are 49 perceﬁt

black now and the city has lost 17 percent of its residents siace
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1970, near;y all of them white. Its nine magnets are 32 perce?t
black; thus they serve as devi¢es for reducing black aécess, hénce
equal access to opportunity. There are other'systems that use
magnets in this way where.minority enrollments are under -represented
by virtue of special admissions standards.

We have illustratgd the mahy ways ip which magnets are used to
achieve'particular local aims. In five system cases,. however,
larger aims of desegregation hgve not really been phrsued. Even in
Steeltown, where over 70 schools remain extremély_segrégated,

magnets have stimulated gains not achieved by other means during 23

years of litigationf Their.succéss there could forestall further
gains, but then the entire §urrounding state is reverting to active
forms of racial discrimination in this era, ;ccording to‘several of
our responden£s. our question should thus be answered this Way;
Magnets rarely defgat the aims of desegregation,.butlthey can do so

wherever local policy makers devoutly seek this end.
In the following section of the desegregation analysis, we -
R rd
present findings on magnet effects on the community response to de-

segregation. -

MAGNETS REDUCE COMMUNITY CONFLICT AND CAN HELP SIOW WHITE FLIGHT

Magnets were invented as tools that would work to avoid, re-~
duce, or mitigate community conflict over school desegregation
methods, and, in some urban districts, it was hoped that magnets

would reduce the l.oss of white students and families.




Magnets and Community Conflict

ot

The measure of conflict is a coded va:iable (froﬁ>0 to 100)
indicating the level of intensity of white resistance to‘desegrega-
tion. Our measure of conflict does not specify points in a time 

i . :
series. Thus, we only know qualitativeiy"thé historical relation.

Our measure of conflict is correlated with city size (r = .49).
There are exceptions such as Clay City, where conflict ové;-éourt—
ordered desegregation was extremely intense fp; the first three
years, but ithese exceptions are rare. Generally, community con-
flict is moét intense where cities have populations below 250,000.

We f£ind that conflict correlates negatively with percent
othe; minority enrollment in district (r = ~.46); with reliance
on mégnets‘in overall district desegregation (;‘= -.58); and with
lével of effort in implementing mﬁgnets (r = -.50).

Examining our field reports, we find that high levels of con-
flict led to the adoption of magnets in eight systems. The adop-
tions in seven of these played an important réle in reducing coh—
flict. In three others, we havé evidence to suggest that magnets -
helped prevent or head'off conflicts that were very vqlatile if-

latent in those communities. Therefore, our sample disposes us to

answer the question affirmatively.



N

How does the process work? Citizens have been subjected to
thirty years of political rhetoric about "firced busing,” destrﬁction
of "the neighborhood school,” and coercive intrusion into local

N
control over education,_not by invisible voices but by neighbors,
kin, mayors, dovernors, and presidents. Aé the impérativg to

i
desegregate takes hold in a community, therefore, residents brace
for the worst to happeh:' The rhetoric leads voters toward the
equivalent of a man-made disaste;. Against the backdrop'of this

vision, magnets appear to be urgently desirable. A magnet can be

designed to be receptive,'hospitable, safe, educative, and desegre-

gatively la&ful. It may require a longer commute, buﬁ it stands
apart froﬁ the arena of confl}ct. Stated differently, it improves
'~ upon the devices of open enrollment and free choice used widely in
the Deep South before they were declared unconstitutional in |
'1968 because they placed the burden of remedy on-black students.
Mégnets equalize that burden of choice and initiative.

In a second stage of development, where.magnéts are well
designed ;nd implémented, public confidence is';aised and new
_interest in quality integrated schooliﬁ§ is kinéled. Where they are

poorly designed or left to malfunction, magnets can stimulate new

o
e

- tensions and resentments. -

.1"
o
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Magnets' Role in Slowing White Flight

|

Some systems deploy magnets in order to prevent, étem, or
reverse so-called white flight-~the outmovement of whites from
public schooi attendance within desegr-egating districtsQ ESAA
magnet grants were offen awardeﬁ in part because of this. Presence
of an ESAAR grant correlates positively with percentAof whites
enrolled in the district (r = .44) and negativel§ with location of
magnets in mixeaAor "neutral".neighborhoods (r = -.54)« ESAA
officials thus'investéd most often in the "whitest" gchool systems,
but funded the systems which placed magnets ;n‘lower income, minority
neighborhoods. Magnets are thus intended to be "value added"
programs”that of fset white fears of declines in instructional
quality in schools they would ofherwiée perceive as‘inferior.

We have three measures of change in proportions over time: ‘one
for systems, one for citiés,'anhéone for whole metro areas. High
white enrollment declines‘érerassociated with the«integfative
quality of magnets (r>= «69). .So, too, metro area growth.is corre-
lated with the."voluntariness" of magnets (r = .75) and with
magnet desegregation (r = .56). In other words, systems based in;

regions of growth develop. magnets that are more accessible or open .

and they compose the student mix more effectively. Metro area

i
i .
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population decline reduces the degreés of freedom available for de-
plofing and composing magnets.

Our analysis suggests the inference that magnets are most work-
able when fhey enjoy a systemwide mix of white, black, His?anic,‘
Asian-American, and other ethnic groups. Under these.circumstances,
‘magnets can help to hold all groués in the public schools. foundry
City is an example of an import;nf exception: its urban population
is shrinking severely, its multiethnic‘mix is low, and its white en-
rollments aré‘dwindling, yet itg'magnets arr \ desegregative success.
The level of efforf to implement magnets i . - dry Ciﬁy has been
tremendous, coétly, and multiplgx, and this has offset the odds
againsﬁ workaﬁility éf the plan.. It is also the case that Foundry
City is 20 percent bléck, whiéh-is considerably lower than manj ur-
bah districts, particularly ih-the South.and Northeast.

We ancludé that magnets ggg;help a school system reduce white
flight. Regional City and Centerville show, in fact, that magrats
can helb re-attract whites to public schools by making some schools
competitive with nonpublic and suburban schools néarby. This is
easier to accdmplishjjxmultiethnic than in biracial settings and in
regions where population growth is occurring ;n tandem with economic

opportunity, but it can be done undex varied circumstanées.

MAGNET SCHOOLS CAN OFFER QUALITY RACIAL INTEGRATION

As indicated earlier, an integrated 'school is not the same as

a desegregated school. Integration refers to coequality among
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students, -to intergroup respect, to inclusiveness toward all stu-

dents, and to educative use of cultural differences.

Study Measure of Racial Integration Quality

ﬁsing procedures described in Appendix IV, we developed a rat-

¢

ing scale that incorporates estimates of a school's tendency to:

Place value on its racial/ethnic diversity.

Include all r;cial/ethnic groups in its activity systems.
Use multicultural resources in its curriculum.

Expressly communicate the value of racial/ethnic diversity.
Mix student; fully in all programs and classes. ‘

Avoid ability érguping and tracking.

Eliminate racial/ethnic assumptions about academic per-

formance expectations.

Conve: high expectations to all students.

Disseminate news of student success.

Promote students according to clear performance criteria.

A magnet with a high score was posited to be one which welcomed

diversity, generated intergroup‘réspect, made educative use of

cultural differences, focused on equal access to participation,

avoided sterectyping in its academic treatment of students, encour-

aged success ‘for all students, and was firm yet fair in its‘promo-

tionbpolicies. in Appendix IV, we explain how our field researchers

rated the sampled magnets on Quality of Integration, or QI. These

ratings were averaged for system seores on the QI.




Quality of Integration and District Factors

The sample mean score on the district QI was 64.6 and ranged
from 49 to 76 out Of a possible 0 to 100. As shown in Table IV.2,
integrative quality varies greatly across magnets in %ile districts.
io determine what district factors are related tc differences in
quality integration in magnets, we conducted a multivariate analysis.
of QI with all the district-level variables (Exhibit IV.1).

Two district factors were found to be highly corre%ated with
average quality-of-integration:- (1) percent of white enroilment
change in district from 1979-83 (r =.69) and (2) implementation
effort of district leaders with magnets (r =.56). To further ana-
lyze these relations, we conducted a multiple regression analysis of
variation in QI, and found that these fwo variables plus the percent
of students enrolled in magnets have a multiple R of .81 (i.e., ex-
plain 81 percent of the Yariation in district average QI). These
reéults indicate that school systems achieve high integration in
their magnets when thiey are most stable in their racial/ethnic ;om-
position, make most extensive use of magnets, and try hardest to im-

plement their magnets effectively.

Two systems tied for .the high sca¥e on our QI, Foundry City and
. Regional City, and Millville nearly matched them. All three are '
roughly 50-50 black aha ;hite systems which have‘cﬁt their thte
student losses since 1979 through strong efforts. All three have

worked exceptionally liard and well developing their magnets, but of °*
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Table IV.2

District Scores on Quality of Integration
and Range of Scores within Districts

District Minimum/Maximum
District QI Score Magnet QI Score Range
Foundry City 76 72-81 9
Regional City 76 _74-79 5
Millville . 74 72-77 5
Rivertown 72 68-77 9
Valley City 69 60-80 20
Clay City 68 59-82 23
Midtown _ 66 64-70 6
Evergreen 66 64-70 6
0ld Port 66 48-87 39
Sunshine City ' 65 60-68 8
Sister City 62 . 55-69 14
Paradise 55l 42-69 27
Centerville 54 42-68 2
starville 51 39-63 1 2
Steeltown 49 32-58 26
Mean 65 16
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the three, only Foundry City makes very extensive use of them for 37
percent of all.students.

Steeltown got the lowest QI score. Desegregation has yet to
reach thaé system, hence integration is far behind. Starville also
got a low QI score. While its white enrollments are stable, only 11
percent of students aremenrolléd, and its efforts to %mplement are

desultory at best.

Selectivity/Voluntariness Not Related to Quality
of Integration or Magnet Desegregyation

One fear of magnet critics is that voluntary choice of school
actually will not be totally open.and that it leads to informal
methods of tracking and segregation of racial groups within magnét
schools. We measured to what degreé systems made their magnets vol-
untary by rating their magneé schools from 100% for completely
accessiﬁle.by éhoice (e.g., as %n a lottery), to 0% for totally

selective.

We found that voluntariness does not correlate with our mea-

sures of magnet desegregation and integration. Thus, differences in

¢
{

how magnets admit students are not related to their effectiveness in

" desegregating or providing racial integration within the magnet.
Voluntariness/selectivity is correlated highly with metro popu-
lation change (r =.75), ‘city size (r =.58), and enrollment (r = .55).

Thus, big systems in cities and regions undergoing population growth

tend to set up more open, accessible magnets. They have greater

103 128



fleﬁiﬁility and can be more casual about open gates. Voluntariness
is also associated with pefcent other minority (r =.45), indicating
that a wide range of many students eases the selection process.
Voluntariness is not correlated with implemgntation effort or
with desegregation effort, however. Our qualitative evidence sug-
gests that systems make highly Varied decisions about who geté into

magnets without this detracting from desegregation.

School Factors in Quality Integration

'

We have concentr;ted on district factors and differenges up to
this point in our analysis of desegregation and integration, These
factors surround and shape events within schools, yet.schoql-level
analysis is important because the échool is the setting where teach-
ing and learning cohere Most emphafically and because particular
schools do a better or worse job of desegregating and integrating
the@selves than one would expect from examining the systém.

Our analysis of school ghaiacteristics paralleled our analysis
of system characteristics in that it included demographic, organizﬁ-
tional, and desegregation measures. Thefvariablés themselves |
differed somewhat because we wanted to éocustah factor§ amenable to
system cdﬁtrol, but Q1, our measure of quality of integration,)
remains the main variable to be expléined, this time from our sample?
of 45 méénet schools and.programs rather than the 15 systems.

Other key schobl variables used in our analyses were defined in

Chapter III. They include: selectivity of magnet admissions;

principal quality; special treatment by the school district;
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directness of magnet programs and purposes;.discrepancy between the
implemented program and its advertised claims; ana lastly, three
educational outcomes measures -- educational qualit§ (or QﬁD), read;
ing achievement, and math achievement. |

The 45 magnets in oﬁr Qamplé received a.QI_mean score of 65
and ranged from a low of 32 to a high of'87, with a standard devia-
tion of 11.9, on a measure with a maximum possible score of 100 for
an ideally integrated school.* | |

[

We found five schoollfactors are highly correlated with gqual-

ity of integration: (1) racial/ethnic -composition, (2) principal

quality, (3) special treatment, (4) definiteness, and (5) discrepan-
cy. Education quality is also correlated and will be discussed in

“¥he next analysis section.

1. Racial composition of magnet students affects integration.

At the system level, QI correlated positively with QI (r = .36) and

-

percent white correlated negatively (r = =-.34).

o1

Low High
25% or Less. 9 1l 10
% Black Students T _ ‘
- More than 25% 13 22 - 33
22 23 45

i o d. = .44

* Four schocls that scored between 80 and 90 on {I are described
in detail in Appendix IV. Another four that scored below 43 and
as low as 32 are also described.
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The cross-tabulation clarifies the association. Only 10 of the
magnets h;ve 25 percent or léss black students (5 of thgllo have 15
percent or less), but 90 percent of these have low inteération
scores. Among the 35 magnets with higher percentages 9f blacks, 22
or 63 percent have high integration scores: Willie's concept of ;
necessary critical mass (1978) helps explain this. When the most
depr ived minority group falls bélow 25 percent of the whole, its
ability to influence the wholé is severely diminished. Conversely,
among tﬁe 3 magnets hostiné 58 to 80 percent blacks, none has a high
integration score. The association betweeﬁ racial composition and
integration.is a sﬁatement about the dependence of integration
upon desegregation. Percent other minori£§ is important where
schéols are multiethnic for the same-reasoﬂ.' Other demographic fac-
tors, including type of magnet (whole or part), grade levels served,
and size, are not consequential for integration.

Qur analysis yielded exceptionally rich findings on organiza-
tion variables associated with integration quality. There are three
highly intercorrelated features of magnets which go a long way toward

accounting for ‘differences in'levels of integration.

2. Principal quality, rated on the basis of their reputed .ability éé

instructiqpal ana administrative leaders,.correlates with 9I (r = .54).
Tﬁere is the possibility that integrated schools help principals 1ook
like strong leaders, but this is ﬁot borne out b} our fiéld studies.
P;incipals who run effective magnet schools and proérams tend to in-

duce student and staff integration as one part of that effectiveness.
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3. Special Treatment given a magnet by its host system and as

‘defined in Chépter III, correlates with QI (r = .48). That treatment
constitutes a measure of seriousness of board and‘superinténaent in-

tent, and where the intent is strong, integration is high.

4. Definiteness of the magnétA(see Chapter III) correlates with
01 (r =.33). Thus, the coherence and intggrity of the schéol pro-
gram and the fit of staff into the program;s purposes attracts students-
who are treated and who work withbone another in harmonious, coequal

ways.

5. Discrepancy, defined as a school's departure érom its adver-
tised thematic claims, cérrelates negatively with QI (r = -.37);m We‘w‘
might réverse the measure and say that the more a magnet is in ob-
servable fact what the system says it is on paper, the higher its

level of social integration is likely to be.

These four organizational féatures are intercorrelated frqm a
logical high between Diécrepancy and Definiteness'(r = -,73), tola
significant—-yet weak--low between Discrepancy and Principal (r =
-.34). Aall amplify somewhat divergent features of school organiza-
tion, yet they combine into a reasénably patterned account of the
lgogditions affecting intégration. : (

To illustrate this, we computed a mﬁltiple correlation of QI on
percent Black Students, Defiﬂiteness; and Principalship, and found
an Rlvalue of .60. This is strong fér a dependent variable built up

out of field team ratings of something as subjective as level of ra-

cial/ethnic integration.
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Integration Related to Educational Quality

Our system analysis Aisclosed that QI was s£rongl§ correlated
with QED, our measure of education#l quality of magnets (r = .63).
At the school level, the two measures are equally correlated (r = .62).
Thus, a magnet that is racially ané ethnically integrated is also a
magnet with a highly effective learning environmeht.-

Our ability to pin down this relationship when comparing
magnets goes beyond these measures, however. Integration (QI) is
also significantly correlated with reading achievement (r = .44) and
mathematics achievement (r = .43) as measured in Chapter III.
ﬁecause these are measufes'of differences between magnet outcomes
and systemwide scoré averages, we may say witk confidence that |
racial/ethnic intggfation, independently méasured, corresponds with
the array of achié;ement gaiﬁ; due to magnet schooling: A highly
integrated magnet tends predictably to be a goodhacadémic learning
environment. So, too, a magnet with more than 25 percent black
students tends t§ have better learning gains. fhis démographic
indicator correlates .29 with reading andk123 with mathematics
achievement.

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has dealt with whether, how, and under what con-
ditions, magnet schools and programs contribute to the policy goals
of racial/ethnic desegrpgation and integration. We have shown that

magnets evolved in rxec#*t years as one deseg;egative tool in a
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multipurpose tool-kit of devices for preventing, remedying, or_miti-
gating the wrongs of segregation, racial iéolation,vuneQual opportu-
unity, andiethnic éiscrimination. One concernmgf thigistudy has
been to guage with some exactness the extent to which the tool.has
worked. Anothgr has been to identify some of the factors that en-
able it to work well in shapihg desegregation.

With respect to our first analysis question on magnet effects

on desegregation, we conclude that:

® Districts create and malntaln magnets as real and’ 1nstrumen—
- tal contributors to desegregation in’ two-thirds of the cases
and as symbolic attempts in all others;

o Magnets either begin and cotinue on a fully desegregated
basis or districts come to strain toward this goal over time;.

® Magnets can have a sigﬂificant role in districtwide desegre-
gation. - Among the 15 study districts, we found the following
results: ' .

- Four rely heavily and successfully on magnets for deseg-
regation and achieve fairly complete systemwide desegre-

gation;

- Three desegregate fully by other means, but utilize mag-
nets incidentally;

- Five give great emphasis to magnets, but have yet to de-
segregate their cities successfully; and

- Three do not emphasize magnets, and have not fully deseg-
regated.

® In a few cases, magnets defeated the aims of desegregation,
yvet offer a kind of compromise between extreme segregatlon
and full racial equity.

Our findings on the effects of magnet schools on the community

response to desegregation were that, first, magnets do successfully
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prevent or reduce community conflict over school desegregation. Sec-
ond, many districps use magnets to allay white fears and attract and
retain white students, while enlarging black and other minority learn-
ing opportunities.

We found that several district-level factors were‘related to a

system's degree of success in desegregating with magnet schools:

e Magnet effectiveness is associated with the district's degree
of implementation effort with the program and its objectives
for desegregation. \

t

e Districts that are larger and have a multiethnic student pop—
ulation have more success with magnets for desegregation.

e Magnets are easier to implement when the district is not cop-
ing with decline in the metropolitan area populati®on.

e Districts can obtain a desegregative effect thiui.gl location
except when other policy factors override this coFrern; but,’
over the total sample of schools, magnet desegregation is not
strongly related to location. Highly attractive lecations
for magnets can detract from districtwide desegregation.

Our analysis of racial integration within the 45 magnet schools

"and programs in the study supported the system analysis and led to

the following conclusions: = . | ‘ ‘

e Magnets' success in integration is a function of their stu-
dent racial composition. Those that enroll from 26 to 58
percent blacks are most highly integrated.

o Highly integrated magnets: enjoy strong leadership, defi-
niteness of thematic purpose, congruence between lable and
performance, and special .treatment or concern from system
hosts. Less well 1ntegrated ones have one or ‘more of these
features mlSSlng.

e Magnet schools are most productive of student achievement
gains and of high quality learning environmerits where they
are highly integrated, while desegregatlon itself does not
correlate with learnlng outcomes.

o g
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In sum, our analysis of magnet schools and programs ip 15 urban
districts shows that there is substantial méaning in the term "qual-
ity integrated education,"” and thaﬁ local public education leaders
and educators know how to design and attain the ideal when and where'l
they want to do so. Poorly integrated magnets tend to be direct re~
sﬁlts of inﬁifference towgfd, or deliberate policy choices of depar-
tures from this ideal, sometimes because racial inequities are still
cherished by white decision-makers and sometimes because.competing
ideals . outweigh desegregation:-

Cur analysis also illuminates the relation between desegrega-
tion, integration, and quality education. Desegregation‘is a pre-
condition of integration, but the two are by no means the same thing.

While desegregation does not "predict'" gquality, within magnets a ra-

‘cial balance does predict academic gains. Integration and quality

are highly associated; each is a correlative facet of effectiveness.
When the evidence in Chapter III is co;bingd with fihdings in
this chapter, a local aecision issue about the value and workability
of magnets gains in clarity and resolution. When school béards,
superintendents, and parents debate this issue, the§ often do so
without benefit of comparative analysis.
We have informed the two-sided issue of desirability and feasi-

bility of magnets in several respects. First, a district whose

leadership gives priority to the implementation of QuAIity inte-
: /

grated education can make effective use of magnets as a powerfully
facilitating tool. The tool can be'used to attain other aims as

well, but it is well suited to this aim in particular.
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Second, magnet development will not produce eithef instrucﬁion—
al quality or racial/ethnic integratioﬂ in some mechanicqi way .
These aims must be built into the decision, planning, and implemen-'
tation process, but when they are and when‘the endeavor is earnest
‘and adapfed to local practicalitiés, the results are positive and A
predictable. Third, the decision to create and maintain magnets for
these purposes, to yield these results, must be reached in tandem
with decisions about their planned.relation to reqular orlnon-magnét
schooling in the dis;rict. Otherwide, magnet development can impede

the growth of improved teaching and learning opportunities.

.+ And finally, racial/ethnic integration fosters effectiveness.

It cannot be left to chance or to the vagaries of a policy of neu-
trality. It must be designed into magnets if their potentiality as

learning environments is to be made optimal.
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CHAPTER v
COSTS OF MAGNET SCHOOLS

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF FINDINbS

Historically, magnet school advocates have been more concerned
with issues of educational design and effectiveness than with
measuring or controlling the costs of their efforts. It fell to the

business management of the district to account forvthe funds used

and to keep the operation fiscally responsible. Federal cutbacks;_i’
inflation, and 1ocal taxpayer initiatives have put increased demands

.on schools to conSider costs more seriously when deciding whether

and how to implement educational improvement strategies like the
magnet option. The cost issue is espec1ally important with respect
to magnet schools in that they tend to introduce experimentatlon and
diversity into curriculum and instructional deliverylsystems that
have been not oniy comparatiyely uniform but also easier to controi
financially. | |
The question of magnet school costs is not directi? stated as
one of the four main research questions«for this study. ”Hogever, it‘
is of central importance. ’dn the one hand,”“What do they cost?" is
‘_frequently the second pollcy question asked about magnets (the

first being, "what are magnets’"). On the other hand, the'cost

~question is implic1t in two of the four main research auestions.
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1. What factors (e.g., expenditures) contribute to success-
ful magnet schools?

2. What contributions do magnet schools make to meeting
urban problems (e.g., the cost of education)?

The purpose of this chapter is to facilitate the use of cost
data in decision-making about magnet schools by examining four key
cost questions:

1. Do magnet schools cost more than non-magnet schools?

2. Do specific types of magnet schools cost more than
others?
3. . Do magnet schools with higher costs have better outcoOmes

than magnet schools with lewer costs?

4. Did federal funding affect local expenditures for magnet
schools and quality outcomes?

The data for this chapter were -gathered frem eight school
districts which represent a range of student populations and geo-
graphic locations: Millville, Steeltown, Foundry City, Clay City,
0ld Port, Valley Ci;y, Sister City, and Eve?g;een. The chief
fiﬁancial officer'in each district was asked to providé data on

annual ~xpenditures and personnel for Academic Years 1980-81 and

)

1981-82. At the district level, data were reguested on line item
expenditures and personnel for all magnet and non-magnet elementary,
intermediate and secondary schools. At thq school j.av:i, similar

expenditure and personnel data were collected from the three magnet
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schools visited by the study team. A more technical description of
our data collection ef fort is in Appendix V.

OQur analyses of these cost questions yielded several main

findings:

1. In terms of total cost per pupil, magnet schools cost
about 8% more than non-magnets, particularly at the
secondary level. ‘

2. However, this difference narrows over time, suggesting
that while start-up costs are greater for magnets, post
start-up operating costs tend to egualize.

3. Magnet schools in our sample had 27% higher pupil trans-
portation costs than non-magnets.

4. High financial investments in magnet schools were asso-
ciated with higher levels of integration and educational
quality.

How we arrived at these findings and how they are extended and
supported by other findings are discussed in the following sections

of this chapter.

Definition of Cost

our definition of cost includes all personnel and non-personnel
resources used by schools, regardless of whether the resources were
purchased‘with a local appropriation, state aid, or ESAA grant.
It also includes not only direct costs easily &nd conveniently
attributable to individual schools'but also an equ;table portion of
the district's administrative overhead and other indirect costs. We

use this broad definition of cost because it describes the "full"
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costs of magnet and non-magnet schools and because otper stﬁdies of
educational organizations, such as the change agent study condﬁcted
by Berman and McLaughlin.(1977), note the importance of identifying
"hidden" operéting costs. For example, an analysis of direct school
costs would concentraie on instruétional supplies and classroom
teacher ﬁalaries in that they are readily assignable to individual
schools and can account for 60-70% of a district's totéi budget.
(Dentler and Chabotar, 198i; Dentleri éhabotar, and Cole, 1983).
However, measurement of direc£ costs alone overlooks other costs
incurred at the district level but attributable to the schoolé,
€ege, thé salaries of district administrators and major purchased
sefvices like pupil transportation. Sucb indirect costs represent
real and measurable costs of operating both ﬁagnet and non-magnet
schools. In this study, expenditures that were not conveniently
attributable to individual schools were first classified as either
district level overhead (e.g., superintendent's salary, data pro-
cessing) or other indirect cost (e.g., pupii transportation,
utilities) and then allocated to individual schools based on relative
shares of total district expenditures; classroom teacher staff, or

pupil enrollment.

MAGNéT SCHOOLS COST SLIGHTLY MORE THAN NON-MAGNET SCHOOLS

.

The question of comparative costs is simpler to pose than to answer.

There are many different types of cost to be compared, both personnel



and non-personnel. 1In addition, the costs have to be expressed as
unit costs réther than as aggregate costs so tha; differences in
district or school size do not produce misleading variations in
educational costs.

Analyses compared magnet versus non—magﬁet schools on five
types of unit cost: (a) total cost per pup%l, (b) salary cost per
classroom teachef,A(c) total personnel cost per pupil, (d) total
non-personnel cost per pupil, and (e) pupil transportation cost.per
pupil. Costs wiil be reported for 1980-81 and.i981-82 in constant
dollars in order to remove the effects of inflation from the analysis,
with the all-urban consumer price index used to deflate the 1981-82
dollars £q their equivalent purchasing power in 1980-8l.

A. Total Cost Per Pupil

Table V.l compares the average.total cost per pupil in magnet
schools with the average costs in non-magnét schoolskfor 1980-81 énd
1981-82. It also disaggregates these costs by school level:
elcmentary, intermediate, and secondary. Costs are expressed in
constant dollars. By "total cost," we mean the dir~7% and_indirect
costs incurred by the district on behalf of the schiizis for salaries,
employee benefits, purchased services, supplies and materials,

capital outlay, and other objects.
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Table V.1

Average Total Cost per Pupil 4

School ELEMENTARY . INTERMEDIATE | SECONDARY ALL SCHOOLS
School Lavel —
Type 80-61 al- 82 80-81 -8l=-82 -80-81 -2 80-81 al-82
MAGNET $2 ,2.53 2,308 2,978 2,791 3,503 2,953 2,652 2,618
NON=MAGNET E 52,268 2,401 3,348 3,240 2,667 2,787 2,452 2,559

One important finding from the table is that magnet secondary

schools in particular cost more than secondary non-magnets. As will

be discussed, higher classroom teacher salaries and higher non-
personnel costs were the principal factors underlying these higher
magnet school costs. The magnets cost more than the non-magnets in
both years of the analysis although not by as much in 1981-82 as in
1980-8l. Comparing all magnet schools with all non-magnets in the
eight districts reveals that the average cost per pupil in 1980-8l1
was $2,652 for the magnet schools ahq $2,452 for the non-magnet.
schools, or a difference of $200 or about 8%. This difference
narrowed in 1981-82 to $59 ($2,618 per pupil for the magnets and
$2,559 for the non-magnets) or about 2%. .

To illustrate the impact of such cost differentials on a school
district's operating budget, take the hypothetical‘c;sé of a
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diétrict with 10,000 pupils enrolled in magnet schools and 40,000‘
in the regular program. In 1980-81, the 10,000 magnet pupils would,
at $200 each, generate an extra $2 million in expenditures and add
about l.6% to the budget. 1In 1981-82,. the extra e&penditures
attributable to the magnet pupils would droé to $590,000 and a
budgetary increment of .4% {10,000 pupils @ $59 each). Whether or
not these additional expenditures are acceptable depends on the
ability of the school budget to absorb them, on the availability of
state or federal aid to fund selected expenditures (e.g., pupil
transportation) and thereby lower the incremental cost to the
district of-the magnet program, éhd, most importantly, on the extent
to which the additional expenditures buy additional benefits in
terms of student achievemeht, integration, and other outcomes. (The
relationship between magnet school costs and outcomes is examinég:;
later in this chapter.) The same considerations apply if ﬁhe a
district is contemplating the expansion of magnet programs beyond’
the 10,000 pupils currently enrolled.

For magnet schools'in general in 1981-82, Valley City had
the highest total costs per pupil at $3,832 and _Stéeitown the lowest
at $1,602. A major cause of Valley City's high costs was thaﬁ it had
the lowest pupil/teacher ratio for magnet elementary and intermediate
schools among the eight districts at 16:1 and 12:1, respectively.

Indeed, this study found that total costs were ‘influenced most
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significantly by pupil enrollment (r=.53) and by the éercenﬁage of
white students-(r=.38). As enrollment and the peréentége of white
students increased, total costs per pupil decreased. The strong
relationship between enrollment and total costs suggests the impécf;
of economies of scale.

For ;econdafy schools, the differences between magnet and
non-magnét'schools were more substantial. The aver;ge total cost
per pupil in 1980-81 was $3,503 for magnet secondary schools and
;nly $2,667 for non-magnet secondary schools, or a difference of
$636 per pupil. However, this difference also. narrowed by 1981-82
to $166 ($2,953 per pupil for magnet secondary schools and $2,787

for non-magnet secondary schools).

A seci i finding is that on the elementary and intermediate

i

levels, magnet schools cost less than non-magnets due mainly to

lower personnel costs (salaries, employee benefits). oOn the elemen-
tary level, magnet schools cost $5 less per pupil than non-magnets

in 1980-81 and $93 less in 1981-82. 1In percentage térms, magnet
elementary schools cost about .02% less than non-magnets in 1980-81
and about 4% less in 1981-82. - On the intermediage level, magnet
schools;dost $370 or 1ll% less in 1980-8l and $449 or l4s less in
1981-82. On both levels, valley City and/Foundry City tended to
have the highest total costs per pupil while Steeltown and Clay City:
had the'lerst. For example, the totél costiper maghet elementary

and intermediate pupil in 1981-82 was $4,513 in Valley City. 1In
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Clay City, the cost per magnet elementary pupil was $1,543. In
Steeltown, the cost per magnet intermediate pupil was $1,416.

A third finding is that between 1980-81 and 1981-82, maghet

school costs generally decreased and non-magnet school costs

increased. (The only exceptions were the small increase recorded on

the magnet elementary level and the small decrease on the non-magnet
intermediate level.) All non-magnets increased their costs by 4% in
constant dollars while the magnet schools descreased their costs by

1% which reflects to some axtent the loss by six of the eight

_districts in the sample of their ESAA operating funds in September,

los8l.

B. Salary Cost Fer Classroom Teacher

The salary costs of classroom teachers constitute the single
largest expense of operating a school. Table V.2 depicts the
average unit costs incurred by magnet and non-magnet schools for

classroom teacher salaries. This cost includes regular salaries and

" overtime but not fringe benefits..

‘Table V.2

Average Salary Cost per Classroom Teacher

School ~ ELEMENTARY INTERMEDIATE SECONDARY ALL SCHOOLS
School Level . -
Type 80-61 8l-82 80=81 sl-82 80=-81 8l-82 80=81 8l=82
MAGNET 20,182] 19,761 | 23,403 | 22,696 21,527| 21,623 | 21,055 | 21,202
NON=MAGNET kSlQ ,572| 20,411 ] 24,967 | 22,130 | 20,373] 21,202 20,016 | 20,507
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The table shows that magnet school teachers in general'earned

higher salaries than teaéhers in non-magnet schools. In 1980-81,

magnet school teachers earned an.average $21,055 per year while
non-magnet teachers had an average annual salary of $20,016 or a
difference of $1,039 or about 5%. This difference narrowed to $695
or about 3% in 1981;82 when average annual salaries were $21,262 for
magnet school teachers and $20,507 for non-magnet schoql teachers.
In examining salary cost variaéion by school level in 1981-82,

" magnet school teachers earned more than non-magﬁét school teachers'
at the intermediate level ($22,696 vs. $22,130) and secondary level
(s21,623 vs. $21,202) and less at the elementary level ($19,76l vs.
$20,411).

Evergreen paid the highest average annuai salary-for magnet
school teachers in 1981482 at $29,956. Foundry City's $32,007 was
the highest average annual salary for non-magnet teachers. For both
magnet and non—mégnet school teachers, Millville paid the lowest
salaries at $16,735 and $15,600 respectively. The variance between
the districts with the highest and ldwest paid teéchers could not
be attributed to différences in the cost-of-living. For example,
Evergreen's magnet school teachers were paid 79% more on the averagé
than magnet teachers in Millville, while the difference in consumer'
prices was only 3%. Salary differences were due more to local
custom (e.g., the two districts with the lowest avgragé salaries

were in the Deep South), commﬁnity support for education, and the
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disfrict;s willingness to pay higher salaries for magnet teachers
specializing in ;hematic subjects or honors programs.

In addition, the study uncovered a significant correlation
befween avergge salary costs per teacher and the racial compésition
of the teaching staff. The larger the percentage qf white teachers,
the higher the average teacher salary at the school level (r = .45).
The negative ;orrelation'between salary costs and the percentage of
personnel costs among the eight districts at $1,714 per pupil due in
part to its ;5:1 pupil/teachér ratio in the elementary magnet.
salary costs for classroom teachers also had the highest percéntages
of black teachers. 'These‘were districts in the South, where teacher
salaries tend to be much lower than in the North or the Far West.
Furthermore, black teachers often earpeé less than white teacﬁers
because the black teachers were hired more recently in response to
affirmative action and staff desegregation pressures (or court
orders) and thus haQekless seniority.

C. Total Personnel Cost pPer Pupil

The average costs.per pupil incurred by the eight districts
for the salaries and.fridge benefits of classfoom teachers,,#dminis-
trators, specialists, and other’professional and clerical staff are
presented in Table V.3. Fringe -benefits include retirement contribu-
tions, paid insurance, tuition aid/inservibe, workmen's compensation,
sabbatical leave, and social security. These personnel costs-were
assigned directly to magnet and non-magnet'schools based on work

location or allocated to the schools as an indirect cost when the
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staff assignment involved more than one school, e.g., central

district staff or specialists.

Table V.3

Average Total Personnel Cost per Pupil

School ELEMENTARY INTERMEDIATE SECONDARY ALL SCHOOLJ
School Lavel -
Type -8l e1-82 80=-81 8l-82 80-81 ) K v] 80-al | 8l-8&2
mcm $1,512 1,524 2,028 1,887 2,193 1,868 1,775 1,709
. a7
NON=MAGNET $1,545 1,626 2,348 2,231 1,863 | 1,935 1,686 1,751

~Overall, magnet schools had lower personnel costs than non-

magnets. In 1981-82, the average cost per pupil in all magnet

schools in the survey was 51,709 versus $1,751 for the non-magnets.
The differences beﬁween magnet and non-magnet schools were greatest
at the intermediate levei ($1,887 per pupil for magnets and $2,231

for noﬁ-magnet schools) and.the least at the secondary level (51,868
vs.'sl,935). Given' that magnet schools had higher salary costs for
classroom teachers than non-hagnets, the lower overall personnel costs
for magnets were due in part toylower fringe benefits. In fact, as

a percentage of salaries, the fringe benefit rate in magneg schools
approximated 15% and in non-magnets 18%. It seemed that magnet

school teachers incurred lower fringe benefit costs for tuition

-~
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aid/inservice and unemployment compensation due to higher retantion
rates.

Between 1980—31 and_l981-82, magnet school persoﬂnel costs per
pupil decreased in(zonstant dollars while non-magnet s;hool costs
increased.* For example, the avérage for all magnet schools declined
from $1,775 per pupil in 1980-81 to $1,709 in 1981-82 during.the
same time that non-magnet personnel costs rose from $1,686 to
$1(751. These trends were due largelylto disproportionate changes
in total expenditures and pupil enrollménts and to sharp éutbacks in
ESAA magnet funds during this period. R

| Evergreen had the.highest personnel éosts per pupil for all
magnet schools ($2,653) énd on the secondary level ($3,003). On the
elementary‘and intermediate levels of mﬁgnets, Vallef City's $2,816
per pupil was the highest. Sister City incurred the lowest personnel
. costs per pupil for eiément;ry magnets ($594) whilé steeitowﬁ had
the lowest costs on the intermediate ($1,215) and‘secondary ievels
($1,353). Magnet schools in Sister City also had the lowest ovérall
personnel costs among the eight districts at $1,714 per pupil due in

part to its 45:1 pupil/teacher ratio in the elementary magnet.

* This statement pertains both to school costs in general and to
costs on specific levels with two exceptions. Personnel costs
per pupil in magnet elementary schools increased from $1,512 to
$s1,524 and decreased in non-magnet intermediate schools from

$2,347 per pupil to $2,231. o s
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D. Total Non-Personnel Cost Per Pupil

‘Nop—personnel costs are incurreé for purchased services,
supplies and materials, capital outlay, and other cbjects. Each of

these objects incudes a wide range of goods and services: |

s

Non-Personnel Object Includes Items Such As:

PURCHASED SERVICES
Pupil Transportation

Other Purchased. Services Professional and technical
services
- Property services (utilities,
maintenance, etc.)
Travel and transportation
Communications (telephone,
postage, etc.)
Advertising
Tuition (special education,
vocational ‘education, etc.
Data processing services
Printing and binding -

SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS . Supplies (office, classroon,
- vehicle, maintenance)
Textbooks
Library books and periodicals

CAPITAL OUTLAY _ Building repair and renovation
Equipment
Furnishings

OTHER OBJECTS Memberships

Insurance and judgments
Extra-curricular expenses
Cafeteria subsidy

Other

School districts which participated in the éurvey varied in

their capacity to assign non-personnel costs to specific school
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types or individual schools. A few districts were able’to assign
all or most of these costs directly to the schools ;hat ihcurred
thep; At the other extreme, most districts could assign few of
these costs directly to specific schools and they or we used pupil
Aenrollment and similar allocation bases to allocate-total expendi-
tures in each non;persohnel object amoeg'school types and levels asb
an indirect costs. The resulte of these direct assignﬁents and

indirect allocations are depicted in Table V.4.

Table V.4

Average Total Non-Personnel Cost per Pupil

.School . ELEMENTARY " INTERMEDIATE SECONDARY ALL SCHOOLS
School Lavel - 1"‘"
Type 80-81 ] LARY: ] £0-81 -0 80-01 al-82 80-81 al-82
- @ s I\ groniT -
MAGNET $751 | i s4 950 an% J 1,310 | 1,085 | ‘878 509
NON-MAGNET | $723 776 1,002 | o4 v)" 805 852 766 808
g

i

The table discloses that magnet schools had higher non-personnel

costs than non-magnets except on the intermediate level, The
average non-personnel cost per pupil in magnet intermediate schools
in 1980-81 was $950 while non-magnet schools at that level spent

$1,002 per pupil. This difference increased in 1981-82 when magnet
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intermediates decreased their non-personnel costs to $904 per pupil
and non-magnet costs increased to $1,009.

Magnet schools in general had non-personnel costs of $87é per
pupil in 1980-8l and $909 in 1981-82 while non-magnet schoclx also
increased their non-personnel costs from $766 to $808 per éupil.
However, the difference between magnet and non-magnet scﬁ;nls wa#i
most significant on the secondary level. Non-personnel cosfs‘ﬁm;
magnet secondary schools were $505 higher per pupil than non-mégnets
in 1980-81 ($1,310 vs. $8059) and $233 higher in 'AY 1981-82 ($1,085
vs. $852). Much of the difference in non—-personnel costs was

attributable to larger capital outlays by the magnet schools for the

—equipment—needed—to serve their special missions, e.g., computer
hardware and printers for a science magnet, radio and télevision
eQuipment for an arts magnet, and medical equipment for a health
occupations magnet. These data suggest that thé difference in
non-personnel costs is a major reason why magnet schools in general

and secondary magnets in particular hadjhigher total costs than

i
' ‘

(
i

non-magnets. , 4 .

However, there is evidence that'magnet‘schools incur their
highest non-personnel costs in their initial :years of existence and
that these costs decline over time. This makes practical sense in
that schools make large purchases of equipment, furnishings, and

textbooks in order to open and make these purchases much less often

in later years. 1In addition, this study found a statistical
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relationship between the numbax of years that a magnet school had
beenAopérating and its nom-personnel costs per pupil. The higher
the number of iuars in_operation, the lower the non-personnel costs
({r = -.48). This suggests that if this cost stndy compared magnet
and non-magnet school costs again in a few years, the magnet schools
wouid be more likely to have the bulk of théir non-personnel expenses
behind them and therefore be less likely to have higher non-pe}sonnel

costs than non-magnets.

Millville had the highest non-personnel costs per pupil-for all- -

magnet schools in 1981-82 at $1,606 and Steeltown the lowest at

-

—-$255. Many of Millville's non-personnel costs were'attribuﬁable.to
the new Baines health magnet which incurred $2,615 per pupil in
expenses for laboratories, computers, and équipment needed for its
many practicum and advanced courses in the health profeésions.
Although federal funds had been used originally to construct and
equip the laboratories, ;ocal funds were now being used to maintain
them. Baines also had a very low pupil/teacher ratio of 8:1, which

' was lower than the ratios in the other schools in Millville (19:1)
or in comparable magnet schools.:

Oon specific levels of magnet schools, Valley'bity'had the
highest non-personnel cost per pupil at the elemenﬁary level ($1,697) -
and Steeltown the lowest ($253). Steeltown also had the lowest
non~-personnel costs én the intermediate ($201) and secondary ($275)

levels. Sister City had the highest non-personnel costs per pupil
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on the intermediate level ($1,896) and, predictably, Millville
incurred the highest costs among magnet secondary schools ($2,615).

E. Pupil Transportation Cost Per Pupil

Pupil transportation is a purchased service which is uswally
paid from district level funds rather than school level funds.
Hence, it was often necessary in this study to allocate pupil
transportation costs indirectly to schools bas;d on pupil enrollmept
which is insensitive to the magnet school vs. non-magnet school
issue. Only three of the eight districts were able to assign even a
portion of these costs directly to the schools based on pupil

ridership or actual and estimated mileage. Table V.5 presents the

average pupil transportation cost per pupil in magnet and non-magnet

schools.
Table V.5
Average Pupil Transportation Cést per Pupil i

School ZLEMENTARY INTERMEDIATE SECONDARY ALL SCHOOLS

School Lavel
Type 80-61 gl-g2 80-81 sl-e2 80-81 gl-82 00-61 gl-82
MAGHET s162 200 161 182 153 178 140 175
NON=MAGNET $124 145 158 162 127 138 128 138
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Magnet schools had 27% higher pupil transportation costs than

non-magnets. The average for all magnet schools was $175 per pupil-
and $138 per pupil for non-magnets. This difference is not sur-
prising given that while some districts operate magnets on an

attendance zone basis, most magnets draw students system—-wide ;
which tends to drive up pupil transportation costs. The magnitﬁée
of the difference can be illustrated by examining a hypothetical
disprict with the same total pupil transportatidn budget as the
average district in our sample ($6.5 million). If this district
has 15% of its pupils»e%ﬁ&f&ﬁd in.magnet schools and has to bus all
of them, the difference uf 337:per pupil in magnet vs. non-magnet
school transportation éosts adds approximately $275,000 to the
transportation budget or about 5%.
Magnet elementary schools had the highest pupil trénsportation
costs at $200 per puéil and magnet secoﬁdary schools the lowest at
$178. All schools experienced slight increases in transportation
costs between 1980-81 and 1981-82 (even in constant dollars) although
the increases were 'considerably larger for non-magnets than for magnets.
On the elementary and secondary levels, Sister City had the
highest transportation cosfs per pupil, $307 and $384 respectively.
Clay City had the highest costs on the secondary level at $336 per
Ipupil. For magnet schools in general, Evergreen's $310 per pupil was
the highest among ;he eight districts surveyed. The lowest cost for

pupil transportation was incurred in Steeltown at $24 per pupil.
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This was due to a variety of faétors, including using;attendahce
zones for magnets, contracting out fgor transportation services, and
busing students ffom central distribution points rather than frpm
home to school. | |

.In summary, mégnet schools cost more than non-magnet schbols.
Magnet secondary schools cost more than non-magnet secondary schools
while magnet elementary and intermediate schools cost less than
non-magnets. Most of the difference between magnet and non-magnet
séhools is due to higher costs for magnet school ciassroom teacher
salaries and non-personnel expenses. The highest costs for magnet
schools were incurred in Valley City and Evergreen and the lowest in

Steeltown.

SINGLE-THEME MAGNETS LESS COSTLY THAN MAGNETS WITH COMBINATION
THEMES

The second question asks about cost variation among‘magnet
schools. Using 1981-1982 data, Table V.6 compares unit cost among
magnet schools specializing in arts, science, social studies,

" occupations, general academic, a combination of subjects, and
others.*

The table shows that, among magnet schools; occupations magnets

had the highest average total costs per pupil ($4,846) attributable

mainly to extraordinarily high non-personnel costs per pupil ($2,615).

* None of the districts that participated in the cost study
included a business magnet. .
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Table V.6

Average Unit Costs for Different
Types of Magnet Schools

Unit Cost ‘ . < ‘ AVERAGE
AVERAGE | AVERAGE AVERAGE PUPIL
AVERAGE SALARY TOTAL TOTAL NON-| TRANSPOR~
TOTAL . COST PER PERSONNEL PERSONNEL TATION
Magnet COST PER CLASSROOM | COST PER COST PER COST PER
school Type N . PUPIL TEACHER PUPIL PUPIL PUPIL
¢
ARTS | 6 $2,686 $24,823 $1,836 $ 850 $171
SCIENCE 2 2,214 18,593 | 1,521 693 . 118
SOCIAL STUDIES 1 1,899 19,055 1,534 365 24
OCCUPATIONS 1 4,846 18,525 2,231 2,615 186
GEMERAL ACADEMIC 8 2,408 23,854 1,734 674 238
COMBINATION 4 3,358 23,848 1,960 1,398 : 214
OTHER 1 | 3,798 25,468 2,520 | 1,269 200
133




However, the one‘school in the occupations category was the Baines
health magnet in Millville which was discussed previously and may be
atypical of other magnets in this category.

Four magnet school types are represented by more than one school
, in the table: arts, science, general academic, and combination

magnets. Among these magneté, combination schools were most expensive.

they had the highest average cost per pupil ($3,358), personnel cost
per pupil ($1,960), and non-personnel cost pef pupil ($1,398). This
suggests that districts seeking to offer a "supermarket" of subjects
at magnet schéols must be prepared to incur higher costs than those
incurred by mégnets that are foéused more narrowly. Diversity has
its costs as well as its rewards.

Arts magnets had the second highest average cost per pupil
(s2,686) and paid the highest average sala;ies to classroom teachers
($24,823). The most expensive arvs magnet‘mas Naﬁhan in Evergreen,
which cost $3,490 per pupil in 1981-82. It had a radio and television
facility with on-air broadcasting 12 hours ber day, complete graphics
production, and fully equipped photography.léb. Blmore»iﬁ Clay City
was the least expensive at $§1,487 per pupil. Although its theatre
arts and drama facilities were eﬁcellent, its total costs were
reduced by releasing its pupils ﬁo a neighboring high school ﬁpf
regular academic instruction, ailowing higher than average pupii/

teacher ratios, and bsing lotaled in a district with low educational
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expenditures in general. (Clay City had the second lowest avérage
césts per pupil for the eight districts in our sample.)

The least expensive magnets were in Social studies, with total
costs per pupil of $1,899. BAmong the four magnet school types with

more than one school, science magnets had the lowest total costs at

$2,214 §er pupil and paid the lowest salaries to classroom teachers
at $18,59§. The generalizability for this finding is somewhat
questionable in that the average total cost for science magnets
represents an average between two extremes: Lanier in Va‘.llej,7 City
with its total ;:ost per pupil of $2,954 and Tolman in stéeltown at
$1,474. Lanier had outstanding materials and equipment with what
the qistrict claim:s is tt{e best equipped computer science lab in the -
United Sﬁates. The lab contained a Data General Elipse S/200
computer, a line printer, a matrix printer, a ca.rd reéder, key punch
machine, and 23 terminals. At the other extreme, Tolman was located
in the district with the lowest average costs in the sample. Its

relatively low costs per pupil were also attributable to its poor

maintenance and, more importantly, to its pinimal adaptation as a

science magnet with only four advanced placement courses and two
gscience electives distinguishing Tolman's curriculum from other high

schools in Steeltown.
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HIGHER MAGNET SCHOOL COSTS RELATED TO HIGHER EDUCATIONAL QAALITY
AND INTEGRATION QUALITY

In an era of governmental fiscal austerity, the guestion
of whether magnet schools with h;gher costs have‘better outcomes
than magnet schools with lewer costs has significant policy implica-
tions. As reported earlier in this chapter; magnet schools in
general'and'magnet secondary schools in partieular cost more than
non-magnets. If it can be demonstrated that magnet school costs are
not signifcantly related to magnet school outcomes, perhaps'their
costs can be cut without necessarily impeiring their effectiveness.
On the other hand, a significant relationship between costs and
outcomes may justify higher expenditures for magnet schools on the
grounds that "you get what you pay for."

Table V.7 presents the results of Pearson product moment‘corre-
lations between selected ‘magnet sehool unit costs and outcomes. The
unit costs selected were average totel'cost per pupil and average
salary cost per classroom teacher for 1981-82. Selected outcomes
‘were the scaled values for quality of integration and quality of
education at the dist;ict and individual magnet school leveis.
ﬁinimum acceptable level for statistical significence was p < .05.

| The table demonstrates a significant relationship at the
"district level between total costs per pupil and both quality of

integration (r = .34) and quality of education (r = .38). It

appears that higher financial investments in magnet schools
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Table V.7

Pearson Correlations between
Selected Magnet School Unit Costs and Outcome Indicators

Indicator QUALITY OF INTEGRATION QUALITY OF EDUCATION
District School District School
Level Level . "Level Level
Unit cost (N= 8 ) (N = 23) (N= 8 ) (N = 23 )
+.34 +.23 +.38 -.09

AVERAGE TOTAL
COST PER PUPIL p < .05 , p < .03

AVERAGE SALARY
COST PER
CLASSROOM
TEACHER

+.15 +.28 -.10 -.20
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were associated with higher levels of integration and educational -

quality. These strong correlations are especially noteworthy in
that they reiﬁte quantitative dollar values to scaled outcome values
based on qualitative interview and observaéional data.* Moreover,
the cost and outcome data were compiled and analyzed by independent
research teams.

A look behind the coefficients at the cases that produced them

confirms the strength of the correlation (see Table V.8).

Valley City's outlay of $3,832 per pupil in its magnet schools
not only ranked it first in total cost but also is related to its
ranks of third in quality of integration and first in quality of
education.** Under considerable pressure from the state to deseg-
regate, Valley City invested comp#ratively high sums in staffing
and equipping its magnet schools in order to attract a racially
diverse pupil population. Ité'location in a northern industrial
state was also a factor in increasing its costs. Located in a

southern agrarian state, Steeltown incurred the lowest outlay '

* An earlier study (Chabotar and Sjogren, 1981) using the same
mix of quantitative and qualitative data found no significant
correlation between total cost and outcomes in the Research and
Development Utilization Program (RDUP) sponsored by the National
Institute of Education.: Outcomes included extent to which
schools incorporated a rational problem-solving process, extent
to which problem was solved, -and measures of personal and
organiz.ation impact. :

** Rankings-relate only to the eight districts that.participated in
the cost study component of the survey of magnet schools. Of all
15 districts in the overall survey, ‘Valley City ranked fifth in
quality of integration and fourth in quality of eduction.
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Table V.8

District level Costs ahd Qutcomes

' COST INTEGRATION EDUCATION
DISTRICT ';Zt;alPucpoislt Rank IQnutaelgl:a%::fgx:m Rank %ﬁtiatgloif '
| Valley city $3,832 1 69 3 76
:Lcn:t 3,734 2 66 5.5 67
‘:V;:g¥een 3,279 3 66 5.5 | = 68
Millville 3,026 4 74 2 72
Sister City 2',621 . 5 62 7 72
Fotmdrf City 2,394 6 76 1 61
Clay City 1,785 7 | 68 4 70
Steeltown 1,609 8 9 | 8 59
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of $1,605 per pupil and is ranked eighth and last on total cost,

quality of integration, ;nd quality of education.* Its magnet

schools generally represented minimal adaptations of the regular -

school program and lacked. the basic equipment and curricula asso-

ciated with magnet proérams in other distiicts. For example, its

Law and Government magnet at Forest High had metely added a few

civics courses to the curriculum and built a mock courtroom in order

to justify its magnet status. The Dorsey High School in Steeltown
--Was labe;led a magnet school with a special academié focus but was

in reality a comprehensive high school with. severe equipment shortages.

- INFORMATION ON FEDERAL FUNDING INSUFFICIENT TO ANALYZE EFFECTS ON
1OCAL EXPENDITURES FOR MAGNET SCHOOLS AND QUALITY OUTCOMES

Finally, the foﬁrth gquestion about magnet school costs deals
with whether federal funding affects the level of expenditures for
magnet schools ér the outcomes fhey produce. This question is
difficult to answer in the context of this study for thrée reasons:

° ESAA grants constituted less than 5 percent of the total
expenditures of the districts ‘that received them;

° Only two of the eight districts that participated in the
study did not receive ESAA funding; and

° of these two districts, Valley City ranked first in total
cost and quality of education while Steeltown ranked
last. .

* Of all 15 districts inmphe'overall survey, Steeltown ranked
fifteenth in Quality of integration and thirteenth in quality of
education. S '
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- Thus, there is insufficient evidence that the presence of
'‘federal grants made a difference in the six districts that received
them or that their absence made a difference in the two districts

that did not.

POSTSCRIPT

In conduéting‘our cost study of magnét schools, we reached
;evgral conclusions about the budget and accounting practicés in
education based on the eight Aistricts that parﬁicipaéed_in the

cost study and the seven that did not:

1. Magnet schools were not used as standa:d cost centers in
any of the diséricts surveyed. Districts could not iSolaée.their
revenues and expenditures except in those cases wherevthe school Qas
a "full magnet" and totally‘dccuéiéd a regular school building. For-
"partial magnets," districts had no reliable and readily available |
méans of knowing how much Bf the school's financial and human
resources were expended on magnet programs aﬁd how much on nén-
magnet programs. Thus, for most of the districts that pértici?ated
in the stﬁdy, the estimation of magnet school costs required a

painstaking reconstruction of budget and expenaiturg data on a school~

*by-school basis. Most of the districts that did not participate in

the cost study cited their unwillingness‘cr inability to engage

in such reconstructicns. The adoptioh of ‘a program budgeting system

which would account for the costs éf special programs like magnet
i : . . v
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schools would improve management's capacity to monitor and control
costs and evaluate the cest-effectiveness of magnet school per-

formance

2. Even disregarding the magnet vs. non-magnet school issue,
districts did nou:systematically account for the full costs of
individual schoqls, In two instances, districts reported per-pupil
costs which incigded only classroom teacher salaries, instructional
supplies and materials, and purchased services. They omitted
indirect costs .like district administrative overhead, pupil trans-

portation, utilities, and employee benefits which were deemed

>

[

district leve} rather thgn school level expehses. This implied that
pupils couid be educated without incurring these indirect costs and
thereby consistently underestimated the true costs of education.

For ex@mple, one district reported a per-pupil cost of just under
$3,000 when oﬁr own analysis which included both direct and indirect

costs yielded an estimate of over $4,000 per pupil.

3. 'Rég#;;;ess of the completeness or incompleteness of their
cost estimates; some districts could not provide them historical;y.
Either the récords were missing or accounting practices had c@gn”-é,
rendering meanipgless any multi-year comparison. Modern manaéément'
practice suggests that fiscal records from prior years should be
recast ﬁo éonform to current accounting practicgs and thereby allow
the kind of’multi-year'analysi3vwhich estéblishes txend; éné facili-

tates meaningful planning.
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4. If the school districts cqntactediduring the study were at
all representative, it seems that most business offices have not
taken full advantage of recent advances in'comﬁuter technology.
Routine budgetary and expenditure data were computerized but "
repoffed by object of expenditure, organization unit, and othe;
inflexible categories which were not pertip##: %o a cost acounting
system and could not be'manipulated by ldcﬁi ﬁiscal analysts., Both
Valley City and Evergreen repcrted that completion of the cost data
tables presented in Appendix V would require 80 person hours to
complete because they would have to be done manually. For example,
ﬁvergreen could provide operating cost information about individual
schools but claimed that its computers could not aggregate costs
across schools to estimate total costs for selected line items.
Others had expenditure data'in one data file and enrollment/staffing
data in another file and stated that they could not merge the files
to produce unit costs because, as one business manager said, fthe
money information belongs to me and the enrollpent counts beiong'to

*he attendance office down tiiz hall."
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CHAPTER VI

MAGNET SCHOOLS' RELATIONSHIP
TO URBAN DISTRICTS AND COMMUNITIES

INTRODUCTION

Ou; analyses of magnet schools' effectiveness in improving
the quality of education (Chapter III) and providing voluntary
desegregation of schools (Chapter 1IV) indicated that how the |
school district, and its decision makers, use magnet schools in
solving local educational probléms and in meeting community
interests to improve public education is critical to program
success,

Our analysis plan called for an assessment of how urban
school districts develop magnet school program objectives, |
strategies, leadership, and support to addreﬁs local problems
and issues. We conducted this analysis using a district
program develdpment model outlining district and community
factors infiuencing magnet schools initiation, implementation,
and effectiveness, Thig snidled 0s to trace how magnetlschools
are planned, organized. and shaped to meet local urban
education problems. 7

The findings presentedbin this chapter are based on
analysis of data from the 15 study districts using the program

development model. The analysis provided three main findings:




1. A key to the success of magnet schools is effective
district leadership in (a) 4davzloping magnet program
objectives and (b) establishing a strstegy for

7 implementation.

2. District-level support of magnet schools and broad
community involvement in magnet planning, design,
publicity, and operations are essential to address
district education problems.

3. Magnet school programs are effective in helping
districts increase support for public education,
improve the response to desegregation, and in raising
teacher morale. However, new problems can be created
by a district's failure to deliver on magnet promises.

In the following sections, we explain how the program

development model was used in our research and, then, we

discuss the detailed findings from the district analyses.

RESEARCH ISSUES

By reviewing existing magnet school research we identified
five issues influencing the magnet schools' relationship to
districts' concerns, objectives, and problems. They are:

1. Planning and program development. Previous studies
questioned if distric:ts had planning periods; if so,
how long do they last and what activities did they
encompass? ESAA magnet funds also were granted to many
districts to plan magnet programs.

2. Parent participation. This was identified as being
critical to the responsiveness of the programs to
student needs and to the improvement of student }
performance. ESAA drant regulations required a parent
advisory committee. '

3. Magnet school location. How does the district plan
location? Eow do location and neighborhood influence
the school's attractiveness and the racial mix of
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'students? City politics in magnet school decisions
also were included. '

4, city population growth or decline and economic status.
Urban demographics and the local economy are likely to
affect the probability of continued support for magnet
programs, or other education innovations.

5. Involvement. The degree of involvement by community
businesses, higher education institutions, and cultural
organizations surfaced as an issue because of previous
documented examples of magnet schools benefitting from
such relationships.

These issues devéIOped from the original set of research
questions and issues and were expanded as two predominant
characteristics surfaced: First, locally~-designed themes,
curricula, ané methods of organizing magnets vary greatly.
second, local school boards, administrators, teachere, parents
and community leaders demonstrate creativity and ipgenuity in
adapting the magnet school concept to expressed community
educational néeds and concerns.

Previous magnet schools research provided only a limited
view of the implications of school district and community
interests, issues, and objectives for magnet schools. ‘Studies
of indivi&ual districts analyzed the participation and response
wf parents to magnetvschools (Gittell, 1979; Levine and |
Eubanks, 1980), and several reviewed how magnets served to

- overcome urban educational problems (Levine and Havighurst,

1977; Willie and Greenblatt, 1981).
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Several studies provide a broad view of the deVelopment of
magnet programs through case analyses of single utban'distticts
(Metz, 1982; Dentler and Scott, 198l). One ﬁational mail
survey of magnet schools (Stanley, 1979) found that community
participation was important in 60 districts that implemented
magnet schools and that district objectives f0t'magnets-and the
types of schools and ptogtamé varied widely across the

districts.

Findings of the Pilot Study
- Focused the Research Questions

The pilot study and the Interim Report, completed in the

first year of the study (Fleming, Blank, et al, 1982), extended
and broadened our understanding of the relationship of district
educational issues and community roles in magnet schools.
Based on these findings, we identified several common factors
creating community ana disttiét magnet school interest. These
we;e:

l. shifting or declining enrollment

2. History of desegregation issues and pians

3. Cormunity perceptions of Aécline in quality education

4. Experience with alternative or special programs to
serve target groups.

The pilot study findings also showed a relationship

between the process by'which gchool districts implement magnet
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programs and their subsequent effectiveness. Creative,
resourceful program leadership, and consistent high-leve;
distric£ support were identified as critiéal to the success of
magnet school programs. The results of the pilot study also
showed that businesses, community organi;atioﬁs, and parent
groups oftef 3z2 closely involved in developing and
implementing magnet schools. But, we did not determine the
aegree of importance of their participation in the pilot study.

Based on the pilot studf findiﬁgs) the survey methodology

was revised to include more interview and data collection
questions concerning the district context and impleméﬂtation
process for magnet schools. The research objectives for this
part of Ehe study were focused to analyze: ‘

-~ The specific relationship between the district context
and the magnet program (i.e. What problems and issues
lead to certain magnet programs, and what is the extent
of benefit from different types of community
involvement?)

- The effects of varying methods of magnet leadership and

support in the process of implementation and magnet
school outcomes.

MODEL OF MAGNET SCHOOLS RELATIONSHIP
TO THE DISTRICT AND COMMUNITY

Survey results from the sample of 15 school districts
operating magnet schools indicate there is a direct

relationship between major district issues and problems, and
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the characteristics of the magnet school program; Recent.
events and changes in a district and community, local concerns
with the quality of public educa’. »n, and district methods of
solving problem§ are key variables in the magnet schools
‘1 operating environment. These variables also lead the magnet
school program and determine the probability of its success.
To analyze and explain the critical points at which
district and community issues, actions and involvements
influencé magﬁet schools, we developed the "Model of Magnet
School Program Development”. The model displayed in Figure
VI.l presents the three phases of development of a districf
magnet school program:
1. Iﬁitiation

2. Implementation

3. Effectiveness.

These three phases of development governed the data
analysis on the 15 sample districts. Under each development‘
phase three questions were asked:

a) What is the range of findiﬁgs on the felationship of

district and community factors to .magnet program

development? '

b) How does relationship variation affect subsequent
development phases and magnet program effectiveness?

¢) How has the relationship affected magnet schools'
success probability?
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'FIGURE VI.1

MODEL OF DISTRICT MAGNET SCHOOL PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

PHASE 1l: INITIATION/CONCEPTUALIZATION

Define problem(s)

i

Decide on district
education and desegre-
gation objectives for
magnet program’

Design strategy

for achieving
objectives, e.g.,
number. of schools,
program type, themes,

target students 44/// .

PHASE : IMPLEM

ENTATION:

Obtain school
leadership

Identify funding
and resources

>

Establish individual
school designs and
themes

Select staff and involve
them in development
Develop curriculum
Recruit students

Maintain district

~support

Involve community
groups and organiza-
tions

HASE : EF F E cCT

S

Realize progress on
original problem(s)
New problems to be
resolved

Receive unant1c1pate
benefits

Program continues,
expands, or declines
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The "Model of Magnet School Program Devalopmgnt' is based
on the accumulated pattern from all of the districts studied.
It is not a formula for éuccess, rather it is a way to describe
the process of magnet school development.

In ;he following paragraphs we describe the three phases
of model development and report our findings based on the
analysis of the 15 sites. Although the model does not depict
all magnet development steps or all key points of relationships
among the school districts, community and magnets, it does
portray the elements common to creation, growth and evolution.
Importantly, it serves as a means of analyzing §he effects of
interaction between district and community factors and‘magnet
schools and testing a set of reseatcb hypotheses on the
relationship of these factors. Finally, our analysis, based on
data from the representative sample of;ls scheool districts,
providés results that can be projected'to.the population of

other urban districts with magnet schools.

PHASE 1l: INITIATION

The first step in the model of magnet school development
is to identify problems or issues that can be resolved by
magnet schools, and to establish the magnet program
objectives. oOur basic analysis question is: How are school

district problems and issues defined in terms of objectives for

magnet schools?
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A. Defining District Problems

A typical urban school district has, at any:qpe point in
time, a range of problems to deal with, (e.g. builéing or
closing schools, responding to the changing deﬁands of parents
and needs of students, and balancing the budget). Many
problems, (e.g. declining enrollment, desegregation of‘échqols”
and improving the quality of teachiné staff), persist through
the years. District leaders, including school board members,
administrators and parent leaders, may develop and support
policies specifying different waysuto address a persistgnt
problem issue, (for example, many urban districts try to
decrease school-leaving rates through vocational education,
counseling, work study, alternative schools, sucial workers,
remedial education, career education, experience~based
education, and extra—curricuLdr activities).

A specific eduational innovation or approach typically is
developed and implemented in response to new or persi§téht

P

problems. The approach or innovation is tried based‘oné
- Quality and appropriateness -;
- Immediacy of the need f;;.solutioq
~ Interests and arguments brouéht to bear.
Although each may contribgte to a decision they are of varying

importance Egrth actual decision for a new educational

approach or program.
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We analyzed districﬁ decision—makiﬁg from interview data
~ collected from decision-makers (board members( superintendent,
community leaders) and those affected by decisions
(administrators, principals, teachers, parents, students), and
from review of proéosal and planning documents. Although we
cannot depict all the variables that enter into a decision
rélated to magnet schools, we can identify those key factors in
initiaﬁion decision; and the steps taken as a result of a
decision. our comparative case methodology allowed analysis of
the factors and steps across the sample*.
" The fir;t i&entifiable trend in cross-case analysis of the
15 districts is the similarity "in dist;i;t proplemS.
consistent with our pilot study findings, the three basic

problems that lead to_interest in magnet schools are:

1. Resolving an historical desegregation problem

2. Concern with the declining quality of education

3. Declining or shifting enrollment in the district.

All 15 sample districts idenvified one or more of these
three basic problems as leading to the decision to establish
magnet schools. No other p:oblémé were ldentified as being

relzted.

* Exhibit Vi-1 (Appendix VI) arrays the major elements in
magnet Initiation (problems, objectives, strategy,
decision makers) by the 15 sample districts. This,
serves as the basis for analysis of the Initiation
phase.




B. Deciding Magnet Program Objectives

Comparative examination of the magnet program objectives
reiated to these problems, shows considerable diversity in
types of.objectives.“ Specific local cqncerns contribute to the
use of m;gnets in treating one or more basic problems. By

grouping similar objectives across districts, six major types

of objectives for mégpet school programs emerged:

1. Reduce declining enrollment by hoiding students in the
district -

2. Offer educational alternatives, or options
3. Improve the academic quality of district education
4. pProvide a voluntary desegregation plan for the district

5. Desegregate specific schools or areas, or "focused
desegregation”

6. Provide voluntary options to the existing mandatory
desegregation plan.

Bach of the 15 sample districts expressed at least one of these
objectives and most stated two or more objectives contributed
to the decision to initiate, and to the type of program that
would be developed. Fog example:

Two districts, 0ld Port and Clay city, created magnets to
offer educational alternatives to students (while maintaining a
desegregated student body). Three districts (Sister City,
Evergreen, and Paradise) defined the objective of offsetting
declining student enrollments through the attraction of a°
magnet school choice. The objective of improving academic
quality in their .districts through magnets, usually with an.
_advanced or college preparatory type of program, was specified
in five districts (Millville, Starville, Sunshine city,
Regional City, and Steeltown). Three districts established
both the objectives of maintaining student enrollment and
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improving academic guality (Valley City, Midtown, and
Centerville), with the combination of these two objectives
having differing effects on the magnet programs, as examinad
below.

Two of the three desegregation objectives found among the
15 sample districts are consistent with previous research
findings.as to why districts enter into magnet programs:
districtwide inmprovements and voluntary options. An optional
school choice, within an existing mandatory plan, was the
objective in four districts (Midtown, Centerville, Clay City,
and paradise). Using magnet schools to provide a voluntary
desegregation plan districtwide was an objective for the
Foundry City, Valley City, Sunshine City, Evergreen, and
Rivertown districts. The third objective, found in five
districts (Millville, Steeltown, Starville, sister City, and
Regional City), was to focus the location of magnet schools in
areas, or schools, that were not successfully desegreqgated
previously. These districts decided to use the magnet concept
to bring about desegregation in areas where previously it had
been difficult to attain. Each had a history of desegregation
plans and methods, but saw in magnet schools a means of
desegregating a part of the district. Other methods of v
desegregation ‘generally continued for other schools and areas.

District leaders gefining magnet objectives must consider
‘he local interests, emohasize the elements‘of the magnet
‘concept that best fit’theuneeds (i.e.; type of program, speéial
‘theme, target students), and determine the number of magnet
schools requifed to respond to persistent efforts to |
.'desegregate and design 1nno"atiVe cu:ricula. District
"objectives reflect'~he ordered'pzxorities for change and are
expressed -in plansufor adagting‘the magnet school coneept to
needs and interests. .

To fully analyze these’ factors entering into the district
plans for magnet schools, we considered the district's strategy

for'magnet program develqpment and how decisions fqr magnet

program strategy, objectives, and plans were reached.
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Cc. Designing Magnet
Program Strategy

There is wide variat;on among the 15 digtricis Lh progranm
straﬁegy and its development. Some districits had mimimal
strategy development from the standpoint of considering program
size, school types, themes, iocations, or cooxdinagion with
nther schools and programs in Getting objeriives. Theix magnet
program moved from the objectives stage to 1inéividual
implementation with minimal central direct¥on. .Ot%@x districts
had elaborate plans and implemeﬁtation scheme§, based on a
districtwide plén.

By c¢omparing district dbjectives with stitategies and
strategy development we determinid how districiks approach
pr&gram,development given -their objectives, and how development
efforts contributéd to effectiveness.

Five dimensions enter into the stratggy approach, as
follows: E |

1, Size of the program (number of schools and students)

2. Type of magnet schools (total school, part-school,
full-time or part-time)

3. Location
4. Themes

S. Target students

These dimensions were qrganized_eitbe;ﬂasﬁ'broad'hst;ategym

or "limited®” strategy:
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. Broad stratedy. The district attempts to obtain a
large number of magnet schools, spread across the
district, to increase program use and availability.
The concern is with magnet location, theme, and target
students in order to increase student involvement and
to balance racial composition,

. Limited strategy. - The district focuses on developing
magnet themes, targeted students and schools for
specific purposes. The program usually is small and
the location typically defined by the purpose.

The matrix of objectives and strategies (Table VI.1l),
illustrates that the samplé districts' limited or broad
strategy dépended on their objeciive of implementing a
voluntary desegregation plan. Five of the six.districts with_a
broad strategy had the objective of a voluntary deéegregation
plan. The othér major grouping is the four districts with &
limited strategy to improve academic guality and to provide

focused desegregation.

Leadership and Support: A Critical variable In Strategy

The magnet stratégy's influence on subsequent program
development and operation, is affected as well by how the
stratégy is reached (i.e., who participates and what consemsus
is attained). This variable extends the analysis to include
who is involved in establishing program objectives and strategy

as well as y'"L is to be accomplished and how.

157



TABLE VI.l

DISTRICT MAGNET PROGRAM
OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY

Program Strategy

DISTRICT
OBJECTIVES Limited Broad
1) Education Options 0ld Port
2) Education Options, Clay City
Vol. Deseg. Options Paradise
3) Academic anlity,
Education Cptions, Centerville Midtown
Vol. Deseg. Options
4) Academic Quality Millville Regional City
Focused Deseq. Steeltown Starville
5) Education Options, . .
Focused Desegq. Sister City
6) Academic Quality, Valley City
Vol. Deseg. Plan Sunshine City
7) Education Options, e Evergreen
Vol. Deseg. Plan : Rivertown
Foundry City
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The pilot study determined that leadership and support
were critical to magnet school effectiveness. The analysis of
educational quality and racial integration in magnets showed
that district and school leadership and district support are
critical, Leadership and suppoart for the magnet program
objectives and strategy become established in £wo ways: a)
building a policy consensus, and, b) inviting broad
participation. We next examine these %wo step3 in program

initiation and stxategy'developmenhQ

Analysis of Disitict Leadership Policy Consensus

The degree of pclicy cPnsensus émong the district's
central leaders (the schaal board, superintendent, and top
administratérs) is critimal to magnet program initiation gnd to
subsequent decisions. ZLack of consensus can lead to risks.
For instance, at the point of decision making on district
straiegy a lack of conéénsus is likely to result in some
strategy aspecé (e:g., scheol locations, themes, or student
tafgets) continuing to be questioned as development
progresses. It can delay funding, prihcipal or staff
selection, or other critical program factors. And, it can
cause the magnet program to-be vie&ed with less certainty by
the public.

)

High consensus means board members and top administrators
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share an idea of where the program is going, what and how it
should be accomplished. This consensus is enabled when all
leaders ha«e_a role in tlre sﬁrategy process and negotiate key
strategy a2lements. Consensus particularly is critical during
_ the early stages of gaining program publicity, recruiting
sﬁudents and staff, selecting schools, and maintaining
consistent programs and future policies,

Table VI.2 displays a matrix of the 15 sample districts .

-

program strategy by the level of district leadership consensus,

Districts with low leadership consensus on district policy

have two common problems: minimal effects on district
education problems and difficulties withAtné progr%m's central
Zﬁgecticn. Centerville, Clay City, Paradise and Sister City
nave only a few magnet program3, but they have diverse themes
and differing leveis of effectiveness. Their schools tend to
be products of interest gfoups who obtained some top support
for the types of magriet advocated. Two disé:icts, Centerville
and Midtown, had differing educational objectives of impinving
academic'quality and offering options which were supported by
different groups. Magnet schools were ailowed to progress with
relatively minimai strategy development or resolution of the.
implications of these objectives.

All the districts with low leadershié\pelicy consensus hagd

relatively minimal development of magnet program strategy; the

magnets were viewed as jndividual school efforts. In some, the
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TABLE VI.2

LEADERSHIP POLICY CONSENSUS AND COMMUNITY/STAFF
PARTICIPATION IN MAGNET PROGRAM STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT

LEADERSHIP POLICY

Program Strategy

{Sister City

CONSENSUS Limited Broad

Low Centerville Midtown (Original)
Clay City (High Later)
paradise Valley City
Sister City
Steeltown

High Millville ‘Ewergﬁéan-
0l1d Port - Foundgy ity
Regional City 5 Hivertawn
Starville i" $inchlve City

';:;~u;&u7:4;-:,{;q;rr
Program Strategy '
COMMUNITY /STAFF -
. PARTICIPATION Limited Broad

Narrow Centerville Evergreen
Clay City valley City
Paradise
Starville
Steeltown

Broad Millville Foundry City
014 ¥fort Midtown
Regional City River City

Sunshine City

lel
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indiyidual magnets are educationally effective (as shown by our

educational quality ratings), but district objectives are not

f

~

accomplished. Valley City's broad sgfategy, éelated to its
desire to have a magnet-based voluntary desegregation plaﬁ,
failed primarily due to the lack of top districtflevel
consensus; ;fter three years a mandatory plan was'impiemented.
Low leadership consensus also contributed to the
questionaﬁle support for magnets. Annually these districts

discuss and reevaluate the magnet pfogram, its effectiveness

and accomplishnients. Board members and administraters must be

reconvinced of the program's value in order far conéinance.
One exception to this pattern is Midtown, which gained
consensus for its magnet strategy about fhf@a years after
initial development. This occured when a 4w superintendent
and top administrators were convinced of the magnet{s value
both for desegregation and quality of education iﬁprovaments.

Now, the board and administration consistently support'ihe

program; it has expanded each year for four ye;rs.

The eight districts with high central leadership consensus

experienced varying degrees of proéram success. However, five

of the six top districts, on our ratings of magnet educational

quality, had high consensus among their leadership on

objectives and strategy. The important measure for these

districts may be that all eight have consistent support for the
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magnet program and generally strong program leadérship. The
programs are perceived as likely to continue by both district

personnel and the community.

Community and Staff
participation in Strategy

To the extent district leaders seek participation from
principals, district and school staff, parents end community
leaders, they increase the likelihood that the program will be
well received and will gain support and involvement in the
early stages. When board members, the superintendent, or top
administrators limit magnet strategy participation, the program
is perceived as appealing to narrow interests, &nd is not
supported. The putliic relations (including publicity) benefits
of magnet schools also are hampered by narrow strategy
decisicns. |

Community and staff participation in program strategy
development differed among the sample districts. For eight of
the 15 districts, community or parent representatives actively
participated and distriet staff was involved in planning the

*vecall program.

Narrow partlcipation in strategy development does not mean

there is no community or staff involvement. Rather, the

procgram is the result of select involvement by interest groups
: S

within the community or staff. The magnet'programs in

.1.63 18 -
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Centervillé, Clay City, Paradise, and Starville resulted from
small interest groups, genérally middles-class, professional
parents, who had an active role in conVincing board members and
adminiétrators to develop a particular t}pe of magnet school or
program. 'Steeltown's program almost entirely reéulted from a
few board members and the supe;intendent deciding on the magnet
program, themes, and school loéations. The Evergreen and
Valley City districts had community regresentation through
advisory committees for their district-wide desegregation
plans. Neither of these districts’ mégnet program strategies
was based on broad input from the community. The idea of a
magnet school pféétéﬁ was a committee comprcomise; involvement
beyond the initial idea for the program was limited.

The geven districts, characterized as having narrow

participation, generally have a program planned and developed

by a few central staff and board members. It then is

implemented by the schoéls. Both central and school-level
staffs, which eventually became active in operating the
program, typically'was minimally involved in developing program
themes, selecting locations, or targeting étudents. Any staff
involvement aﬁ this stage‘was on an individual basis between
program initilators and staff, (e.g., Starville). School staff
often view this development approach as "having the magnet

imposed on them". Among district central administrators, the
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magnet pfogram is typically viewed as special or temporaty; and
is outside the normal district administrative systems and
regular instructional methods and procedures.

Steeltown and Starville were not as successfull in
accomplishing their "focused desegregation® objéctive, partly .
because of a narrow-participation approach to.development
strategy. Significant districtwide community and staff
interest in magnets was not developed 'in these districts.

Districts with limited participation from coﬁmunity and

staff are mainly those with "educational" and "voluntary

desegregation® options objectives. The program strategy, and

methods of developing strategy, reflected the goal of seeking
alternatives to current district eguc;tion and desegregation
methods, Thus, the objectives and strategy reflected narrow
and specific interests of the community and district leadership.
P;ogram strategy development in districts with broad

coinmunity and staff participation was a process that would lead

to program support and involvement. These districts typically
had objectives of a voluntary desegregation plan, focuzed '
desegregation, or educational imprové;ehtsm Positive public
relations generally were started befgre program implementation,
Often district aﬁd school lévei interests were surveyed
and the concept was promoted through many community and staff
meetings. To gain participation and support, community and

staff program interests were sStressed. For example, for
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Foundry City, River City, and sSunshine City leadership to
accomplish their prima;y objective of districtwide voluntary
desegregation, high visibility was necessary within the
community and school staff. Midtown attained a high level'of
participation in magnets to meet their objectives of options to
the mandatory desegregation plan and.quality academic programs
through communfty publicity and business and non—profit
organization support.

Districts with Yimited program strategieé were aided in

meeting their objectives through broad participation.
Millville, Regional City, and Sister City had the objective of
*focused desegregation.” Each improved the racial/ethnic
composition in the target schools or areas through magnets.
Extensive community and staff participation in 9arly strategy
and planning development aided. Slister City had a low
consensus of support from the district leadership, n .. -  high
participation by the communities and staffs where the magnet
schools are located was the key to success for two of the three
magnets studied.

Broad participation is particularly important with

*focused desegregation® or "district desegregation” objectives
because typically the magnet program is used to transform
existing schools with a part-school or total-school program.

This involves new curricula, students, and often staff.
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PHASE II: IMPLEMENTATION

A district's appfoach to implementation of thLe magnet
program in the designated school buildings is likely to
determihe program effectiveness in meeting objectives for

quality education and. desegregation. Our implementation

analysis is designed to assess the relationship between prograf
direction and coordination and schoolflevel magnet
effectiveness as well as the relationship between community A

participation and magnet effectiveness.

Al

A. Strong Leadership a Key L .
to Magnet School Implementation e

We collected data in each district on the leadership roles
of district administrators, principals, teachers, parents, and'm
community organizations in implementing the distrigt strategy
in magnet schools. Because field researchers conducted
interviews with. a broad range of school and community ey
respondents; our éésessment includes several leadership
perspectives. From the interview data, we rated leadership

across gix major steps of new progran implementation as follows:

Obtaining new or additional funding

Theme selection for the maghet

Design and planning
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- Curriculum development
- Staff selection
. Authority over program operation
For leadership ratings see Exhibit ViI-2. Ratings were used to
develop a composite of the method each district used to provide
leadership in the implementation process.

Our questions included:

- Do magnet schools have strong, resourceful leadership
throughout the implementation process? If so who
provided it?

- - How-is magnet leadership related to the district

_strategy for magnet schools (i.e., does individual
magnet leadership overcome inherent problems in
district level strategy and support, or does magnet
leadership tend to reflect the pattern established at
the district level)?

In Table VIi.3 the predominant method of magnet school -
leadership {x sategorized by the level of district leadership
consensus during the Initiation Phase.

We narrowed our analysis-of implementation differences to
district staff vs. principal. We include in district staff the
position of "magnet director," which was a designated staff
position in 50% of the districts we surveyed (often made
possible by federal funding). 1In other sites, district staff
typically filled the same role without the title. School board
and superintendent roles, typicaliy sharea with staff during

implementation,'Were fairiy constant across the 15 ;ites.

Generally they obtained funds and assisted in selecting
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TABLE VI.3

IMPLEMENTATION LEADERSHIP FOR
MAGNET SCHOOLS

Dominant Magﬁﬁtslmplementation Leader

LEADERSHIP . District
CONSENSUS Principal ~ staff Shared ’ Unclear
Low Midtown . Steeltown Centerville
Valley City Clay City
Sister City Paradise -
High Evergreen Millville Rivertown
01ld Port .Regional
Startown (2) City _
Sunshine ' e
City '
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themes. After . program initiation, top 1eadership typicdi;y;

PR

delegates most tasks to district staff or pffﬁgipals and =~

-

teachers.

: ‘ i .
Four of the 15 districts had strong principal leadership

' patterns. In these districts, the magnet schools' design,

staffing, curricula, and themé were largely the responsibility’

of the principal. WLere disﬁrict'leaders participated, it

mainly was to initiate the concept. Any unique, special, or

improved education that evolved in the school was the reéult of
p

principal-led efforts. -

Six of the districts implemehted their magnet program in

‘the schaols through the leadership of district-level staff,

Usually, the key person was anrassistant superintendent or
magnet school director assisted by cﬁrriculum superVisors. The
distfict administrator typically supervised the selectioﬁ of #
theme, design qf'the staffing and student selection procedures,
curriculum development, and(deveiapmént of‘community resources
for the program. School level staff often participated in the
process of imp;emenﬁation, but the leadership and coordination
was maintained sy district staff.

Two of the districts, Rivertown and Regional city, had

leadership shared betwéen a district administrator and
principal and school staff. 1In these districts, strong initial

leadership of therverall program was given b& a central
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administrator who supervised ‘the. process until staffing and
curriculum development, then the principal assumed leadership.
Leadership apparently was shared in a non-cenflicting manner.

Three districts have unclear leadership or mixed

leadershipﬁpatterns. In these districts, neither central staff
not principals led the magnet implementation. Decisions Were_
made by different leaders- these varied by school, issues, and
time period. Teachers in the magnet schools did not cite
either a principal or district staff person as critical to the
program. |

The distribution in Table VI.3 shows that districts with
less consensus among the district leadership, concerning
program direction and purpose, tend to have principal-led

magnet schools. Likely there are two reasons for this pattern:

o
o——y

—~ pistrict leadership may not provide strong direction,
but they may permit principals to “run with the -~
program®™ if they so desire;

- A district may have entered into the magnet program
without total agreement among school board members and
-top administrators on objectives and the program may
not be a high priority for all.

B. Involvement of School Staff
in Implementation

s
I

A question closely related to implementation leadership
ig: What is the role of magnet school staff in planning,

organizing, and developing the program?



. SCHOOL STAFF INVOLVEMENT -
IN IMPLEMENTATION

"I'TABLE VI.4

-’ .-"Ir'»"
i '
y Level of Staff Involvement .
IMPLEMENTATION o o ‘
LEADER High Average | e - Low
Principal Valley City Midtown
Sister City ‘
Evergreen
District 0ld Port Millville Steeltown
. Sunshine City Foundry City Starville. .
Shared ) ‘Rivertown
Regional City
Unclear ' Centerville Clay City
’ . Paradise
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In our analysis of quality education at magnets we found

.a strong relationshib between magnet staf‘ and g;ality
educational outcomes.» This seccion as sctsses how districts and
schools involve teachers, codnselors, and other school level
staff in the processvof developing and implementing the. -
magnet. ‘Analgsis is based'on organizational research showing‘
that.staff participation in programjinnovations_leadsvto higher
quality participation and higher program commitment. |

The cross-tabulation of ]evel of school staff involvement
by type of leadership (Table ¥I.4) provides an‘implemen-
tation/involvement analysis. The pattern, across the 15

districts, is for those magnet programs led_by principals to

have greater school—staff involvement. Magnet schools with

leadership that is district-led, shared, or unclear tend to

have a less consistentpp_ttern of 1nvolvement. Three of four

districts with strong principal leadership have high staff

involvement. Programs led mainly by district staff have
varying levels of school staff involvement, while the,shared
leadership pattern is related to average staff involvement.,
Unclear implementation leadership tends to produce average to

low staff "involvement,

S

These results respond te the guestion: How is innovation
influenced when it reacheslthose who are most directly affected

by the innovation? Teacﬂers, counselors, and other staff must

A

S TR
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provide the direct contact with students in magnet schools- .

" must integrate the theme—based curriculum into their: method of

teaching, must relate to other staff members~ and must organize
information and resources for instruction. If the magnet

progrgmwgrom the outset has the active involvement of,the staff

‘ most directly affected,kthe chances of their villing:acceptance

of the"innovations are increased. . :
- - O S

Some district s and magnet schoo)s developed g;ocedures “to

ensure active statf support and commitment to the magnet

_success.

concept following implementation. These procedures include
staff selectiong in-service training, and freguent magnet staff .
meetinos; However, ‘the degree to which a district'demands
progranm implementation with initial active staff involvement
will strongly indicate what will happen after the program is:
operational, The initial stepe in program organization also

set the pattern for leadership-staff relations that typically

T et

are continued through the program,
" staff interest, commitment and involvement are criticalwﬂw
hoth in producing positive student outcomes and in having the
school perceived by studentsiand parents as\a unique and
special program, which'imprOVes student attitude and
motivation. One way to obtain commitf? magnet staffs is to

provide them with an indication of their iufluence on program
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Additionally, there are different methods for obtaining

staff involvement. SeVeral Schools literally were produced
. Ty
from staff ideas, init1atiVe,‘and organizational efforts (eegey

"the Performing Arts Magnet in sister City Granite High,

N .
Evergreen' s Nathan miqh Communications ﬂagnet, and the Arts

it

H‘__L e
. Magnaet in Old Port); Other districts selected staffs who

pledged to take initiative in developing the program (e.g., the

Sunshine City, RiVertown, Valley City and Millville
| districts). These districts and schoolsi,policies regarding
3 P 5 —

_magnet staffs significantly aidéd‘in developing and continuing
ok . i . . h

effective programs.vv .

2

C. Importance of Consistent
" pistrict Level Support

An importa t issue for magnet implementation, and
continued, effectiVe 0peration is the consistency of high-level
support from district leaders. 'Magnet schools may be develOped
initially as an exciting public education inuovation. Staff,

students, and parents may share the high expectations for a new

/

educational 0pportunity. However, if an innovative and unique

T program does not receive consistent district support (i.e.,

/,.
'/

funds, stafl, resources, and attention) for its unique needs

).

and charactertthics, it either will not survive or itv

innovative andnmagnetic,role will be diminished.

’; """" :g 17*> - ;15955
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T o § _*f , »
Other important issues include the relationship between
who provides leadership and who continues district support; and
, e
whether the district's strategy affects continuation of support?

Table VI 5 cross—tabulates district characteristics that

are directed to these“issues. Two of the four districts with

W

.
asing

principal leadership maintained high district s_pport. Five of

. the six districts with district staff leadership_have continued

~good support from boards and superintendent, and the two shared

leadership 1atterns have high support. Predictably, oistricts_

with unclear leadership have low or mixed support from the top

P
—_

uvleadership.
There is a strong relationship betWeen the original

district strategy for magnet schools and continued leadership

'ﬁsuppott. of the six districts with a broad st1atggy (Midtown,‘
j ] » .

Evergeen, Valley city, Foundry City, sunshine City and

Rivertown), all but one continue with consistently h;gh support

from the school board and superintendent. Valley-city did not
have a high consensus on strategy and the broad strategy for a
voluntary desegregation plan failed. Three of the districts
with strong continued support have a voluntary. desegregation
plan largely basedﬂon magnet schools, and undoubtedly this
motivates district leadership tc be high1y7¢¢mmittea to.magnet

schools as an option to a mandatory desegregation plan.
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CONSISTENCY OF DISTRICT-LEVEL
- SUPPORT OF MAGNET SCHOOLS -

. TABLE VI.5 . i

Consistent District Support.

- I¢PLEMEHTATION LEADER Low" _MIXED/INCONSISTENT | HIGH =
L Principal Valley. City ‘Midtown
Sister~City- -Evergreen. -
District sStaff i Steeltown Millville - .
: - . 014 Port ,
' Starville o
Foundry City = -
Sunshine City =
Shared- Rivertown.
Regional City
Unclear Paradise Clay City
‘ Centerville
Consistent District Support
PROGRAM STRATEGY LOW MIXED/INCCNSiSTENTV HIGH
o ‘ Clay City Millville
s . Centerville 0ld Port .
i Paradise . . e
Limited . aradis Sister City Starville i
Steeltown . Regional City. -
Valley City Midtown _
: : Evergreen-. . -
Broad

Foundry City
Rivertown o
Sunshine City:
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o Possibly of more interest are the districts with limited L

prAgram strategies, but with high district-level Support.l Four

'districts (Millville, 01d Port, StarVille, and Regional city)
‘have ’support from superintpndents and school boards.v Thesej;”

districts' programs are cmall relative to district size in
/\ B

PN

enrollment and number of schools, yet the staff, parents, and
students say the district leadership has continued strong
support.

| ‘:Aicommon factor is an initial and continuing role of the
ksuperintendent'as a strong leader and supporter. These |

districts had an active superintendent in the original strategy.

-
and design development of . the maqnet school prOgram, who

continued to be a strong supporter, (Millville changed 1ts"

principals and staff were apprehensiVe about possible change in

-
’

top-level support).

: Another factor in the districts' strnng g_pport may be the

perceived effectiveness of the magnet programs. In each of the

four districts with high support, district publicity concerned
the success of the magnets relative to their original ”
objectives,_(i.e., improving academic . quality and.focused_
desegregation). These schools are‘well-known 'succeSs

stories'. istricts with less consistent support may haVe had

some success with their magnet schools, but there was not a

al)
O
o
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:high leVel of publicity or acknOWledgement of success.; Fopi5
example, two Sister City magnets Wete :ateu as quality
education ptogtams but few district respondents noted their
.success as different f:om other schools. Add‘tionally, Siste:]
city now has. continued ptoblems in balancing school tacial
composition in seve:al other schools- magnet sf:ategy is being
questioned. |

D. Community Involvement in
Magnet Schools Implementation

COmmunity tesoutces can be valuable in implementing.magnet
schools. In our tabulation of leadership roles in magnet
school implementation (Exhibit VI, 2), we noticed variation in
the degtee ‘of involvement of the community actoss the five
indicato:s. Community resources were defined to include patent
groups (fotmal or. infotmal), local business organiaations or -
individual cotporations, nonptofit educationvand cultural
‘oiganizations, and higher-education institutions. we giouped"
the various forms of participation and assistance under
'community involvement' because the two ctitical issues are,»
fitst, the effects of community participation on all magnet
schools, and second, the community linkages stimulated by
magnet schools. . |

In our pilot study design; community involyement was
" defined narrowly in terms of types of - invoIVement that are
normally found in public education. For example, we tested.the
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: degree of participation of parents in PTA, volunteer and

i advisory committees, and the degree of parent satisfaction With,?i

the program. We also’ asked if any businesses or higher~—§\5 o
‘Jeducation institutions had assisted with designing of magnét
;curricula or‘instructional methods.v Pilot study results showeab‘u

'that, in fact, magnet °choo1 programs tend to stimulate new

kinds of communityAinvolvement in public schools ‘ Thus, the

analysis of the role of the community in magnet schools should

be directed to the differences between districtsrand not to the_”

differences among schools within a district. In the survey.of,
lS distrlcts, we broadly viewed the types "of community . ”
involvement and the methods of assistance 1n order to document
those innovations. .

v Table VI. 6 provides a matrix of the types of community

~ involvement in magnet schools in the survey sample.:‘Thebfive‘”
categories of involvement were created after the rangerf'y
linkages between magnet schools and community parent’groups,A.
and private, public,band nonprofit organizations-was |
determined. - Data analysis revealed the‘following concerning

each category.

"

1. Magnet Schools Stimulate " iy .
Community Involvement SR . _ S

In every district the magnet school program stimulated"

some degree of new public school involvement by the community.

4
|
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN MAGNET IMPLEMENTATICN

- TABIE VL6

| Foundry City

 H - Centerville

Clay City

o Starville

Design/Curriculun Public Relations/ Divect Indirect/Support
DISTRICT Development Recruiting Instruction Role Role
Parents group supported | High media publicity on | Professional arts spe- | Internships at hospitals, |
| arts magnets ‘magnet objectives/suc~ | clalists public health centers | -
o Miliville District-wide interest cess | Conmunity theater, col-  Off-campus arts classes,
survey Community orientation | lege theater, opera - special events
Medical college faculty | meetings g Medical college faculty | District-vide advisory
assist vith health/ at health/science mag-|  committee
science design net ‘
* Steeltoun No l%nks No links No links . Advisory committee to

Law and Government pro? | .
gram B

for magnets directly
involve parent groups

School-based proposals

High parent/conmunity
recruiting and planning
"in neighborhoods

High media publicity

High volunteer involve=
ment of college fac-
ulty in arts and aca-
demic magnets -

Arts organization:
artists-in-residence

" Businesses: student in-

Corporate funding support | -
Foundation gramts =

ternships

Infornal advocacy by
white, middle class
parents

No active publicity
through community Links

“No involvement

Trips to colleges
 Infornal ties to arts
~qroups and institutions

for events

Parent interests devel-
oped traditional and

Parents informally re-
cruit for magnets *

Apprentice and career

prograns with busi-

" Performing Arts Center

shares staff and re- . |

class parents in mag-
nets initiation

alternative magnets nesses at alternative sources |
Youth performing arts magnet Community arts‘groups

center assisted with | linked '

arts maqnets ‘ -
Strong involvement of NMWMﬁMLMﬂNMMMMe NMMmmmmggpi
professional/middle “ b ‘ S TRRRTHEN




~DISTRICT

- Midtown _

01d Port

Valley City .

Sister City

TABLE V1.6

. | ()
" COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN MAGNET IMPLEMENTATION
: o s
Design/Curriculum Public Relations/ Direct “Indirect/Support
Development + Recruiting Instruction Role . Rle

Parents groups encourage
principals to develop
magnets

Medical college aid in_
design of health/sciiice
magnet B

Ford Foundation grant -
for marketing magnets
Corporation-loaned ex-
ecutives to design”
marketing plan

Wide media publicity

Parent/student recruit-
ing of others

University lecture
series organized by -
parent advisory group

Gaest artists classes
in arts magnet

‘Adopt-a-school with

businesses, churches,

" non=profit organiza- .
“tions, |

Parents fund-raising
Community arts organi- :
zations resource for
magnets

| Community non-profit ed-
- ucation organizations

led magnet development
.== arts and harbor mag-
nets
Parents groups active

Public relations ad-
vanced through commu-
nity organizations

Assist with recruitment

Non-profit organiza-
tion staff are part-

~time and full-time

adjunct faculty

Foundation grants
through cooperating
non-profits |

Use of facilities, re-
“sources and space of
non-profits *

Corporate Support '

University professors
helped develop and de-
sign magnets ;

Magnet advisory commit-

tee of business/univer=

sity/government repre-
‘'sentatives active in
selection

Arts/Business/Government
advisory group increase
publicity for arts mag-
net

University professors
and judges guest lec-
turers in public ser=
vice magnet

College credit for com--

puter couxrses

Regular field‘tripS"to~-7

- ¥munity agencies

U -irsity evaluation
study of magnets

««««««

- Parent/neighborhood or-

qanizations active <n
advocating and design
of magnets

Recruitment through par-
ent/community activities

Positive media publicity

Professional artists and
community arts groups
part of curriculum

Apprentice and inter-
ships in arts-related
organizations

Parent volunteers and:
support role active

Poundation grants local-
ly | .

Local corporation funds




 DISTRICT

~Sunshine City

* Evergreen

-

~ Rivertown

Paradise

~ Regional City

-20;

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN MAGNET IMPLEMENTATION

TABLE VI. 6

3)

Design/Curriculum
Development

Public Relations/
Recruiting

Direct
Instruction-Role

Indirect/Support .. |

~ Role

Industry advisory commit-
tee for each theme mag-
net .

Universities aid in
design

Community Advisory Councils
aid recognition and public~

ity of magnets

‘Positive publicity on mag-

nets

Internships in industry

Universities active with

science and arts magnets

“Lectures, seminars, trips,

Specialist volunteers

 Council (parents, |-

Community Advisory |

scientists, indus~|.
try) ‘
Active parents
qroups recommendlng :
to hoard

Districtwide advisory -
comnittee on magnet plan

Parents advocacy group:
assist with design of
alternative magnet

| Parents informally assist .

with recruiting
Formerly, high publicity

College staff assistance
with communications mag-
net R

Local radio~1V profession-
als give seminars |

Business funding for |
comunications mag- |
et |

Business/union/ |
college adv1sory |
council to communl- :
cations’ magnet . .t

C1ty arts, cultural |
institutions used
as Yesources

Local school advisory
council

District committee to
advise magnet themes/

. placement

Chamber of Commerce's part-

nership in education proj-

- ect involves business, in-

dustry, university organi-
zations in magnets

High publicity on nagnets
from many Sources

Universities and business

. assist with special,
classes and career expe--
riences

Volunteer specialists
from many organizations

Funding support thru |
Chamber of Commerce|
project . .-

Frlends of the arts. |
--"arts magnet sup- |
port in and dollars |
and resources |

Parent interest groups

(alternative
and fundamental educa-
tion interests)

No wide publicity

One magnet adopted by a

local business == assist .

with instruction in sci-
ence, engineering careers

Formerly, parent .- ;
qroups but has de- "
clined -

Parents and school com=
minities assisted in
planning

Chamber of Commerce public~

ly support magnets (key
power group) |
Parents aid with recruiting

Active parent volunteers
assist in schools and .
prepare special events -

Chanber of Commerce‘ g
adopt-a-school
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The nature and the purposes of maghet schools produce new and
varied'parental, business, and organizational pa:tiéibatién and
support.

2. Broad Range of Community
organizations and Groups

Magnet school; can promote'a wider range of the types of
community involvement than can most.non-magnetwschools. In
districts with a high degree of com@unity invo;vamgnt,(i.e.»
Midtown, Rivertﬁwn, and. sunshine ci;y), patentbgroups, local

,businesges, uAiVersitigs,_and cultu;;l ané’nobprogi;
qrgan}Zations are involved in magnets. In a few districts,

_magnet échool§ promoted only strong invoivement from one
specific group, such as parents; but, where community
‘involvément goes beyond strong pérentgl‘advocacy,vthere was a

broad range'of community linkages with magnet prbgrams.

Y

3. Variety of Functions of Community Involvement
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There is a variety of functiohs petfbtmed by parént and
cémmunity-groups in magnet.sdhool implementation'and
operation. our view,'goihg into the study, was that magnets
imptoved parent participation in school activities and

volunteer support, and drew in special lecturers and
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performances from universities, colleges, and local cultural

*x

organizations, This view was broadly expanded, as we found
that community involvement influenced magnet programs in.
virtually every Qay. For example, in six of the fifteen

districts, the program design’ and curricula for magnet schools

were affected by advisors compr ised of parent groups,‘
university specialists, business and industry, or community
nonprofit-organiéations. Generally, the advisors' interest was
gained through the relationship of their specialty to tne theme
‘or their parental interest.in the magnet school.bn

Community involvement in publicizing, marketing,

promoting, ggvggatjng,‘and recruiting for the magnet schools
was‘found.in”la'of 15 districts. An outstanding example is.
Midtown where local corporations loaned two marketing
executives to the.district to assist them in designing and
implementing a marketing plan to attract more students and
parents to the magnet schools. Generally, community
organizations involved in an instructional or support role for
the magnet and district also helped to publicize and recruit
for the program. Typically, community roles in magnet
publicity are coordinated through a district or school—based
effort designed to create greater public recognition and
interest in magnet schools. o SEREER. _Mw;;f,w

Community groups ‘and organizations provide a direct role’

- in instruction. Community,resources ‘such as college and
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university professors, community organizations, and arts
institutions support the magnet staff in instruction, or
representatives provide instruction. Specialists are used to
provide thehbest possible instruction.in an area, (e.g. judges,
police officers, and lawyers teach students about the judicial
system). Magnet schools bringsthe unique teaching resources~vf
‘a community into the classroom, or take the students to the
resource, as part of their regular curriculum. Some community
professionals became part-time or adjunct staff to the magnet
in cities such as Millville, Valley City, ‘ané Old Port The
important finding is the.reqular and systematic;pattern of
community involvement in magnet schools that continues to
promote involvement_as a matter of course and‘as a planned part )
of the curriculum.

Another significant community function is an indirect

instructional role or a- support role for the school.f This,-

possibly is the most frequent point of contact between the
magnet and parent and community groups. This_category;includes
adopt-a-school projects, parent and‘organiZational fund
raising, foundation grants, parent volunteers,/sharing'of

: facilities and equipment, field trips, ongoing advisory
committees to districts anddschools, student internships,‘and
many other forms of supplementary assistance. |

Almost every district attributed part of the reason for

continuation and effectiveness of its magnet schools to. the

community support function.
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The frequency and degrée of community linkages through the

jnstruction and support functions are due to three magnet

school characteristics:

1. The voluntary aspect of student ‘enrollment and parent
choice;

2. The unique theme and curriculum of the magnet that
draws the participation of organizations, businesses
and volunteers seeking a way to be involved with public
education;

3. The district and school's strategy and effort to make
the program different by seeking and attracting
community resources.

Community involvement is a planned and sought—after element
that may not only allow it to survive, but also will enrich it

by Opening the educational process and making it interactive ;

with the environment of ‘the school and the students.

4. Active pistrict Qutreach
Increasaes community Involvement

Magnet-school programs produce a higher degree of
community involvement, in several areas of public education,
than previously existed in the communities. But, ‘our data also
indicate considerable variation in the extent of the

. community's role in magnet schools. The~question is: -Why does
community participation vary across the functions and types of
groups and organizations involved? Is there a relationship
between district strategy and activities with the magnet .

program and the‘degree of community involvement?~“
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One dimension of the relationship between district actions
and the level of community involVement is the role’ of the
‘district program strategy. The type of district program )
-gtrategy is related to the degree of’community participation in

~ generating publicity, and wider publicvsupport,,andiin‘~‘
recruiting for magnet schoals. Ofithe six‘districts identifiedy
as having a broad program strategy, four (Midtown, Foundry

city, sunshine City, and RiVertown) have had high levels of

~——

- community and parent involVement in program design,“public'

relations, and recruiting (the first two functions»categorized

1in Table Vi, 6). of the sixAdistricts, four have been most

successful in accomplishing their objectives under a broad .
strategy:! EVergreen and Valley City originally,had a broad L
strategy for the magnets related to their desegregation;plan,-
?
but hoth districts have had less community ‘involvement in
publicity and recruiting as their objectives have changed.
_ community involvement in these districts,has become a productbi

of individual schools' initiative and outreach.

Among the'nine districts,that planned a limited strategy

 for their magnet progran, four (Millville, 0ld Port, sister

City and Regional city) have had a high degree of community

participation in design, publicity, and recruiti_g,_ These N

...__...W-

,vdistricts have developed a small number of magnet schools in

specific locations to improve the quality of education or to
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offer options, and they defined active community involvement as

an integral part of thewprogram.' Each'of these districts
developed'their magnets from the assumption that;representative
parent and community groups:should be broughthinto the process
and their involvement would positively benefit’both'the~ |
district program objectives and the magnets"educational and
desegregation goals. AsS a result, magnets were developed with
the district and schools seeking to gain broad parent and
community participation in the magnet schools, ln éEese
districts the community role has included activeﬁinvolvement in
~ design, publicity, and recruiting. ) |

The other five districts with limited program strategies
have not sought or'realizedvektensive-community"involvementAin”
program design, publicity, ‘or recruiting. Four of these; : »
districts (Centerville, Clay City, starville, and Paradise)

designed their magnets with assistance from specific parent

interest‘groups, (i.e. upper middle—class, professional parents

and those who desired fundamental, advanced, or alternative
educational'programs). Because these programs were designed
for parrow interests, broad community publicity would defeat .
their purpose and potentially would prove embarrassing or.
damaging to the district. “The. fifth district with a’ limited E
vstrategy (steeltown) did not develop ‘a plan for community

Jinvolvement or publicity, it viewed magnets as a means of



moving students from one school to another. Thevleadership
focused district staff efforts on recruiting students for that
purpose, and tried to hold down public attention concerning the

magnet program.

5. Magnet Education Enrichment
Through Community Involvement

In larée Part, communitY involvement*iniinstructional.and
support functions is the result of district and school leaders
seeking to enrich the magnet school curricula. Generally, ‘the
"'same district staff, principals, or school staff‘providing
implenentation leadership also are seeking community |
'participation'and support. | ) .

A magnet school's curriculum is enriched by community’
involvement and strong leadership from district staff or ff
principals.f Those districts lacking energetic,and resourceful5
leadership, at either the district or school 1evels, tend to
have less active community involvement and less results in h*
educational enrichment. o

Sister City s magnets have developed through school

~principal and staff leadership, thug, community participation
is a product of linkages to magnet schools. For example, the_,

‘Granite High performing arts’ magnet actively involves community

artists, musicians, dancers,_and theater professionals. The"
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performing‘artists teach classes, supervise apprentices and;m;
interns, and provide summer and full time employment.v in turn,
they receive free student help with technical and support tasks.
in Sunshine City a high degree of involvement comes from

local universities, businesses, and industry. Professional
help is provided for science, engineering, and art courses,‘
universities teach students on-campus and. schedule field trips-
and - local businesses provide care=r internships in a variety of

occupational areas, These comm \ity activities developed

dthrough the community advisor' 'vncil, originally appointed by

'industry advisory councils developed for each theme magnet.

the district to assist in implt er.vng the program, and- through’

B

1Community advisors provided the next .step of outreach to higher

education and business resources to assist individual magnet

schools. District strategy included broad community

representation in planning and development. The plan for

. by
a

upgrad‘ng educational quality in the magnet schools called for

i ‘involving the efforts of community professionals .v’

Valley City magnets benefit from active community

involvement in enriching magnet curriculum._ The effective

_magnet schools in the district have principals with strong

leadership and entrepreneurial gualities, who developed their u

" magnet programs by gaining the cooperation of community

- professionals and universities. The participation of public .

"iagencies is integral to the curriculum. Valley City s computer

‘-\.v
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magnet benefits from a local university's computer staff who
assist with program design, instruction, and employment

opportunities,

ANALYSIS OF INITIATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
FACTORS AND EDUCATION QUALITY

From our analysis of magnet program initiation and

il

implementation, we would like to be able to answer severaJ

questions on the relation of these factors to education quality

l. What conclusions can be drawn concerning a pattern of
program development? : : .

2.'If there are patterns in program development, can
inferences be drawn concerning the effects of a given
pattern on magnet school education quality? - - :

3. Are there certain district and community development ‘

-conditions within which high quality magnet schools are
y_nmre likely to thrive?

To' analyze and answer these questions, district program
deve10pment characteristics (from the 15 districts) are arrayed
by district-in~Table~VI~7.- ~We-have ranked the districts
according to the educational quality ratings.

The array is not intended to show cause and effect -
relationships between district and community factors‘and
school qualityé it is to determine if infersnces can be drawn
concerning the pattern of district developmént factors and

o

subsequent educational!quality.wn~~v
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TABLE VI.7

CHARMCTERISTICS OF DISTRICT MAGET PROGRAH DEVELORUENT |
AND EDUCATION QUALITY RATINGS | —

leadership Partici-  Imple- Staff | ‘Community, RATING OF N
District Policy pation in. mentation involve- - District  involve-  EDUCATION ‘_
strateqy ~consensus strategy leader  ment  ~support ment  QUALITY.

”*é Boad  Mgh  Wde  Shared  Merae Mg - Mgh
y Bl B . W Distret Bgh  Hg Mg
Linited  High . Wide - Shared . verage - High High .0 1
is Broad ~ Low " Narrow  Principal High . Mixed : High '
Linited  High Wide District Average; High ~  High

R R

g | Broad Low/high  Wide Prihcipal Average  High High ;
/ nited Loy Wide I;rincipal High Myed . High - A
W Linfted Low ~ MNarrow . Unclear Low  Mived Merage

l"l-;’vBroad"'“' ~Hgh--- - Narxow-- - Deincipal - Hlgh--- - High- .. Average- ..

| daited  Bgh W obistrlet B Wgh R
,:' Broad High ide ;District  Mverage = High  High

.- Linited ILov Narrow  Distrlet Lowv  High “Tow
Linited - Loy Narrow  District Iy Myed v
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lnited 1w lNarrow " thelear Merage. - Low - ol
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The review of development factors against the educational

qualiéy ratings led to the conclusion that district and -‘;

i

vcommunity factors aie impbttant to magnet sugcess. A

comparison of the £ive distriéts with highest quality fatings

to the fivé loweét sﬁows»a relatiqnship paﬁﬁerp._ the top fivg

distridts are characterizea by:‘ ‘
- High,dis;rict consensus on strategy

- Wide participation in strategy

- strong leadership (district and)or principalg)

- Average_t§ ﬁigh staff participation in implementation

; Highlconsis;ency of district supporti 7 |
_me;m—w.High‘commﬁni;ywinvolvement“inmthe_mégﬁetvsﬁbqpié,ib

The five_high quality districts have either broad or‘.
limited pgbéram strategy, but héve, as well,'higﬁ consenSusf
among decision-makers on the appropriateness of the SEkatégy;
'The‘one exception,-Valley,city,‘deveioped sé;eral .".
edﬁcationally effecctive magnets with low aistrict cbnseﬁsus,:
narroQ strategy participatioh, and mixed distric; sﬁppoff?
Apparently, other féctdrs (including school lgadership‘aﬁd
community involvement) helped produce a guality eduéation
program. ’
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