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EXECUTIVE SUMSARY

Introducticsn

Resegregation is the separation of racial and ethnic groups within deseg-
regated schools. Its occurrence undermines the achievement of the educstional
and social goals of school desegregation by reducing opportenities for equal
zducation of minority students and for positive interracial contacts among all
students.

This report provides a context for the development of specific policy op-
tions to prevent or reduce resegregation within desegregated schools. The
the base of information necessary to inform development of thase options. The
privary goal of the volume is to provide a comprehensive review of empirical
literature assessing the sources and extent of résegregation within Armerican
schools and desncibing effective mon-segregative alternatives. This systezatic
seview of the sources of resegregation and school level remedfes that exist is
necessary before fuderal policy can be developed.

School desegregation is a mechanism for educational changé as well as a
vehicle for larger social goals. As an externally imposed change, however; de-
segregation cannot fulfill its intent if it is incompatitle with school culture
and organization. Resegregation is a minifestation of such incompatibility.
ing of students in order to meet different individual needs. To the extent that
this results in racially identifjable groups and classrooms; it impedes inte-



We have found evidence of substanrial resegregation in academic programs——
ability grouping, tracking, compensatory education, special educatlon, and
bilingual education—due to methods of student ascignment and program organi-
zation, We have also found that scksol disciplinary practices, moSt morably
suspension, contribute to resegregation due to the ways in which school rules
are made and applied.

thile raeial and ethnic bias of school persomnel cannot be discounted as
a factor im resegregation, a mors compelling reason {s chat the sources of this
phenomenon are found in the organizztional routines of most schools: Alterna-
tive methods of student assessment, instructicnal organization; and school
discipline that recognize student diversity and faeilitate intérracial contact
are available. These alternatives, however, require organizational change in
most schools for their implementation. Federal education policy can play a
facilitative and supportive role in accomplishing such change.

Evidence of Resegregation

There 18 tbﬁsidé?iﬁié’éﬁiaéﬁhé that educatjonal practices and categorical
programs based on homogeneous grouping for instruction resegregate students by
cace and ethnicity, and that disciplinary actions €211 disproportionately on
minerity students.

Ability drouping and Tracking

Abt1ity grouping among and within classrooms 15 widely used in elemen-
tary schools. This practice tends to segregate children by social class and
race, with poor and minority children concentrated in lower groups and more

2ffivent and white children in higher groups. Ability groups tend to be
infiexible; there is little chance for students to be promoted to a higher
group if they progress. Furthermore; group assignments hade very early in
students’ educational careers are reinforced by differences in time and

quality of instruction and in espectations for schievement among RTOUPS.

i
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The perpetuwation of achievement differences thezt results frem rigid ability
srouping in elementary schools contributes to secondary school track assign-
Tracking in secondary schools is alsc extensively practiced. In addition
to differeny tracks with different vocational amd educational objectives, abil-
ity groups or levels within tracks may also be formed. High sthool tracking
lemds to extensive resegregation, with minority students overrepresented in vo-
cational and general tracks and underrspresented ia college preparatory tracks.

Tracking has cumulative or spiliover effects; the scheduling of electives and

putportedly non-tracked wlasses. Furthermore, there is some evidence of
segregation among programs withim the vocational track; with black females
1ikely to be highly contentrated in homemaking and consumer courses.

Teachers and administrators continue to support homogeneous grouping in
spite of its clear resegregative impact and its lack of efficacy. The weight of
the evidence on its effects suggests that it is likely to result in lower achieve-
ment for low and average students and to have little impact on the achievement
of high-ability students. The continuing use of thess techniques may inmdicate
a lack of resources for teachimg heterogenecus groups of students. There 45
also research evidence that links the preference for homogeneous grouping with
negative attitudes about school desegregation, especially in integrated schools
with substantial proportions of minority students.
ﬁbm§iﬂ§§tbtyuiaﬂciéi§§

Programs of compensatory education are designed to provide special services
to students with low achievement and poverty backgrounds. Since minority grvup

children are found disproportionately in both of these categorics, they are also

overrepresented in ESEA Title I and other compensatory education programs.
Because compensatory seérvices--usually remedial reading and math--are most often

ERIC 1 6




eligible children froa the regular classroom for part of the school day increases
the 1ikelihood of more segregated classivoms and racially isolated remedial
groups. Pullout has mot been demonstrated to kave superior effects on achieve-
meat 0 in-class or mainstreas approaches. The regulations governing Title I

do mot require pullout, but the requirements for separating funds and services
For eligible students make this method of service delivery appear to be the
easiest way to comply.

Special Edication

More blacks are assigned to special education programs than are any other
racial or ethnic group. Black students tend to be greatly overrepresented

{5 educable mentally retarded (EMR) classes and underrepresented im learning

black/white disparity in EMI placement Temains greatest in the South, but
{t 18 evident in all regions: Hispanic disproportionality in EMR classes
is declining, but this group is slightly overrepresented in LD classes:
Since the LD classification is generally perceiveéd to be less stigmatizing
than the BMR label, the disproportionate number of Black siudents assigned
to the more stigmatizing progran raises serious questions about the evaluation
in the proportion of Hispanic children in EMR classes may reflect the elimination
of the obviously unfair technique of testing Spanisi-apesking children with
English IQ tests. Their slight overrepresentation in LD classes may reflect
ambiguity in the definiticn and diagnosis of this classification.

Plavement in special education does not necessarily mean full-time
placement in a special class. Mainstreaming in fegular classroons for varying

amounts of time is becoming more frequent. In the EMR category, however; most
of students' time is spent in the self-contained class. Furthermore, wain-
streaming may place the student in racislly segregated, low-track regular

classes. ]
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There is very little reliable data on characteristics of students in
) bilingual education programs or on the ways in which programs are organized
and services delivered. The information that is available suggests that
zary Spanish-surnawed children vho do not lack proficiency im English are
enrolled ia bilingual education classes. One study eStizated that ome-
acquired sufficient English proficiemcy to funection in regular classes is
infrequent in most programs.

Some degree of segregation in bilingual education is probably inevitable,
but a wide variety of temporal and organizational arrangements are possible.
in these factors; To the extent that students are channelled into bilingual
education on the basis of ethnicity rather than linguistic needs, the program

- is unduly reseégregative regardless of how it is organized.

E”"’*T* *E’* ’!***!’"T:* R:i’*****j‘**:’*

Standardized tests of IQ and achievement are an important tool in the
placement of students into ability groups and tracks and cat@gorical prograss.
Because the mean differences in scores amony varicus ethaic groups are sube
stantial, usé of tests in this manner resegregstes academic prograzs. 1o
the extent that the tests are biased, or reflect differential experiences
of children rather than inherently different abilities to learm, rigid and
inflexible tracking systens nay perpetuate these differences and legitizize
the differenc?s in educational opportunity afforded students as well as the
lack of contact with members of other racizl #nd ethnic groups.

Test bias may lead to resegregation, but basing assignment decisions on pro-
fessional judgment is not necessarily s choice more likely to enhance inte-
gration. There {8 considerable evidence that when teacher judgment enters

into ﬁiiééﬁéﬁt decisions, social class kéﬁiééitibﬁ is greater than 1t would




be if rest scores alope were used. There is no direct empirical evidence that
displacement into lower tracks. This inference is supported by cénsiderable

ceccarch evidemce of teachers' perceptions of racial differences in students'
ability and motivation.

Prograz organization 15 another major factor in resegregatior. Categor-
special classes and enroll disproportionate oumbers of minority children.
Children who are eligible for several categorical programs spend large 56%2‘
tions of the school day outside of the regular classroom, often in more
racially isolated groups. In some cases students receiving special services

School Discipline

and districts that vary greatly in size, racisl composition, and other demo-
graphic characteristics. By the same token, the existence of schools and

Tuere is some evidence that cverall suspension rates and black dispro-
portion in suspension rates increase immediately following school desegregation,
especialiv in schools with a substantial nev population of black students:
Blacks a-e more often suspended foT "subjective" offenses that waQuire judg-
ment or interpretation, rather than for more clearcut offenses involving harm

to anothetr person or property,
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Drop-out rates are also disproportionately high for minority groups,; with

the greatest disparity for Hispapics: There is limited evidence to support

eventuzlly induced to drop out of school. Some research has vie'dsd crrre-
lztions between school suspension rates and dropout rates,

A nuzber of reasons have been advanceé for racial and ethnic disparity
in disciplinary actions. Some suggest that the disproportion stems froz
greater misbehavior by minority students. Others point to differential appli-
cation of school standards. The increase in suspensions that occurs when
minority students attend previously all-white schools suggests that a com-

bination of factors are at work, abetted by insensitivity of school profes-
sionals to cultural differences in accepic? Sehavior: The large disparities
in suspension rates among schools, even within a single district argue against
blazing students: High minority suspension rates have been associated with

negative staff attitudes toward school desegregation and with perceived communi-
cation problems between races.

Alternatives to Reduce Resegrepation

While the edicational practices that result in resegregation are wide=
spread, other techniques are available that have been shown to reduce resegre-
gation or, theoretically, should have the concomitant effect of doing so.

Ve have exanined alternatives in the areas of student assessment, organization
of categorical programs and of classroom instructicn; and school discipline.

Student Assesgment

tudent Assessment includes boih standardized testing and the broader
range of ititeractions and judgnents encompassed by the psychological assessment
process. Alternativés in the development of standardized tests include the
calculation znd publicatinn of pasychometric information specificaliy pertaining
to minorities, such as multiple norms, reliability coefficients, and validity
measures for different racial and ethnic minority groups. Test users in

schools should become more familfar with the psychometric propereies of the



tests they vse and with the application of those tests with minority children.

The assessuent process begins with the teacher's judgment that a child
needs special help and the referral of the child for further screening. 7100
often the referral leads automatically to testing and removal of the child
from the classroom without exploving other ways of addressing the problem.
referral by both teachers and school psychologists. The referral of a child
ould then be viewed as a requast for assistance and would initiate a consul-
tation process among school professionals. Strategies of classroom assistance
for teacher and child would be attempted before the formal testing process is
conducted.

In addition to revision of the psychometric bases of standardized tests;
other approaches to nondiscriminatory assessment include the alternative
model (including criterion referenced assessment, learning potentidl assess-
Zent, and others), transactional assessment, ecological ascessment, and inter-
disciplinary assessmeat. A description of the practices associated with each
siodel and their strengths and weaknesses 15 provided in our report. Nene of
these Godels of nondiscriminatory assessment is sufficient alone. The System
of Multicultural Pluraliazic Assessment (SOMPA) is one approach to the inte-
gration of several techniques: Research evidence on the use of alternative

or non-traditional assessment mothods is very limited.

Program Organization

Alternatives in the organization of categorical programs have . comson
focus on reducing reliance on pullout and integrating special services into
' the regular educational prograw of the school.
Demonstration projects that relax Title I regulations governing the tar-
geting of services and combining of funds have resulted in schools éiiﬁiﬁétihg
or reducing pullout and instituting in-class compensatory programs. These

oz 11



changes have occutred with fnio apparent dilution of services in schools

with large numbers of eligible students. Schools with very small numbers of

Title I Students, howevér, may continue to find pull
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type of service delivery. In either case; coordinztion between compensatory

instruction and the regular curriculum is crucial. An emphasis on the con-
sultant role of Title I éﬁééiéiiéts should héiﬁ to aéééiﬁiiSh this.

In special education, mainstreaming (at least part-time placement in a
regular classroom), is the major alternative to special class placement. Most

research comparing the effects of mainstreaming and special classes on EMR

children has failed to show significant differences between the two; however;
little attention has been paid to the variety of mainstreaming conditions that
are possible. The amount of time spent in regular classrooms, the availability

of resource room and other support services, and the organization and curricula
of regular and special classes are variables that have seldom been examined in
research on mainstreaming. In addition, there is little information about the
effects of mainstreaming on minority children. Available data suggest, however,
that mainstreamed minority students from EMR classes may be placed in low-
track classes that are as racially isolated as the special education classes.
Thus the effectiveness of mainstreaming in reducing resegregation depends on
the extent to which regular classrooms are integrated and organized hetero-
geneously:

i variety of organizational arrangements are possible in bilingual educa-
tion, depending on the number and characteristics of students and the goals
of the program. Very little data is available on the consequences of imple-

can be assessed. For example, a bilingual education resource room provides for

greater integration than one-way (LEP only) self-contained classrooms, and
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may be the best Strategy for a limited number of LEP students. Two-way
bilingual education programs have been successfully implementasd in communities
with large mumbers of Spanish-speaking students where the community viewed the
program as an alternative form of education rather than as a remedial progran.
Classroom Organization

More "mainstreamed" delivery of categorical services and the reduction

of ability grouping in regular classes require the use of 6rgaﬁizatibnéi

and instructional techniques that accommodate student diversity. We have
reviewed a number of such practices for their effects on achievement and
race relations: Individualized instruction alone may result in homogeneous
grouping; but may be successfuly combined with flexible grouping, team
teaching, and multi-age grouping in order to increase contact among students
working at different levels: Cooperative learning and multiple ability
techniques, which assign tasks to small heterogeneous groups and sometimes
conduct competitions among groups, have consistently yielded positive effects
on race relations and on achievement, especially for mimority and low-achieving
students.

Entire schools may be organized into teams or mini-schools, with hetero-
geneous groups of students assigned to a single team of teachers for all sub-
jects and possibly for several grades. This structure inicreases continuity in
teacher-student contact and opportunities for flexible grouping. There is also
svidence of increased interracial friendships and improved interracial climate
in schools organized in this way.

Discipline

Alternatives to suspension from school encompass a wide variety of

"in=school suspemsion" (ISS) programs. These programs usually consist of

vention techniques, a "time-out" or "cooling off" room, and a self-contained

in-school suspension center to which students are assigned in lieu of
x
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exclusion from school. Students continue their regular class assignments
wvhile in 1SS Centers and sometimes receive special instruction or tutoring
as well. Referral to alternative schools may be the tonsequente of repeated

disciplinary actions and the last option to avoid out-of-school suspension or
expulsion.

1SS programs are widely reported to bave reduced suspensions aund to have
low rescidivism rates. There ars few indications, however, of reduction in
minority dicproportion in suspensions. Furthermore, there is evidence that
1SS programs and alternative schools themselves are sometimes highly segregated.
Some alternative schools have, however, been successful in keeping students in
school who are at high risk of dropping out or being expelled.

Another way to identify alternatives to suspension is to examine the
facturs assoclated with low suspension rates found in some schools. Minimal
use of suspension has been found in schools in which administrators take
responsibility for creating a positive school climate, and teachers and
students view school climate favorably. Low minority suspension rates are
found in schools with positive interracial climate and an equitable distribution
of social influence among racial groups:

Directions for Federal Policy

The general directions for federal policy outlined here assume that the
federal government should not dictate specific instructional practices in order
to play a role in reducing resegregation. Rather, the federal government can
facilitate state and local efforts to do so in several ways:. First; categori-
cal programs and repulations that inadvertently contribute to resegregation
can be amended: Second; research on existing alternatives and development
of aééitional ones canm be stimulated: Third, dissemination of research and

technical assistance for implementing specific alternatives and for developing

xi
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development programs that include alternative practices and fostering con-

sultation and planning skills can be supported.

These programs contribute to resegtegation because the target groups

tend to be disproportionately minority and regulations and management prac=

lish fiscal accountability and to document the delivery of supplementary
services. The regulations should be examined for ways to amend provisions
that have this effect.

State and local education agencies should be encouraged to plan for con-
colidated service delivery and mainstreamed categorical services;, in order to
coordinate multiple programs that serve overlapping groups cf children: This

may be accomplished through regulatory and administrative charges or through

a somewhat different structure than the typical block grant design, if the
maintenance of services to all target groups is desired.

Research and Development

Research and development are needed both in the analysis and evaluation
of existing practices and in the development of alternatives. Among the most
important topics that we have indentified through our own research are:

1. Instruction techniques for heterogeneous groups of students.

2. Scheduling, grouping, and instructional practices to facilitate inter-

action among heterogeneous high school students.

Disciplinary techniques; including alternative forms of in-school

W

suspension, that reduce the disproportionality of suspemsions or
exclusions of minority group children.

4. Further development and evaluation of psychological assessment tech-

niques for evaluating minority group children fairly:

xid 15



delivery of categorical services.

The importantce of the federal role in research, development, and coor-
dination of dissemination activities cannot be overstated. The limited re-
sources and urgent demands for funds to meet immediate programmative needs at
the local and state levels make 1t unlikely that research wiil be supported
there.

Technical Assistance

Technical assistance in several categories iz related to resegregation,
including desegregation assistance and the technical assistance components o
various categorical programs. These programs are typically administered separ-
ately and do not focus on within-school segregation. Technical assistance
be provided. A mechanism for synthesizing and disseminating relevant techni-
cal assistance should be considered; either at the federal level or to
assist the states in doing so. Some options appear in Attachment A:

Professional Development

Federal support for teacher education and in-service staff development
has often followed the lines of categorical service delivery programs and

none has emphasized techniques for avoiding resegregation:. The recent con-

This trend; coupled with the lack of effective training models and instruc-
tional management strategies for dealing with the problems that give rise to
resegregation suggests that greater attention must be focused on research,
development, and technical assistance that will support efforts of state

and local education agencles in the professional developuent of their person-

nel,

xii1 1 6



The central purpose of thiz Study has been to identil; the extent and
causes of resegregation and to suggest some school level practices that can
reduce racial isolation within schools. This information should provide a
context for the development of specific policy options to prevent or reduce

resegregation within the schools.
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CHAPTER ONE

RESECREGATION: DEFINITION AND BACKGROUND

Because school 8é§é§ié§5§i§§7§§ibftéﬁ preceded by years of litigation
and controversy about the creation of racially or ethnically mixed
schools. it is all too easy to think of desegregation in its nar=

rowest sznse and to assume that once racially mixed schools have been

set up the desegregation process is complete. 'However, it is crucial

to recognize that it is precisely at this point in the desegregation

process that interracial schooling begins for the students and that
the nature of the students' experiences is crucial to their academic
and social development. (Hawley, Crain, Rossell; Fernandez; Schofield,

Smvlie; Tompkins, Trent; & Zlotaik; 1981; p. 81.)

This report focuses on what happens within schools after the school bus
has arrived. Specifically, this study examines hov the resegréegation of
students within desegregated schools occurs and what can be done to mininize

it. Within-school resegregation refers to the separation of children by
race/ethnicity within the walls of the desegregated school. Resegregation

{s a malor threat to desegregation in that it re-establishes racial isolation
vresumably eliminated by the reassignment of students from school to school.
Among its other consequences, resegregation undermines the possibility for

ing minority student achievement.
The problem of resegregation 15 extensive and pervasive. In an analysis
of 1976 @mffice of Civil Rights (OCR) data, Morgan and McPartland (1980)

in education. They noted*
. . . majority vhite desegregated schools--which comprise about three-
quarters of all desegregated schools and enroll about half of all black

students attending desegregated schools--seem especially prone zo ex=
treme classroom resegregation. For example, at the high school level,

predoninantly black and entirely white classes are found in majority
vhite Schools at several times the rate that would be expected by

chance. These patterns are most pronounced in the South and at the
serondary school level vhere school desegregation has been reported to
be better accomplished than other regions or levels: In other words,

when black students find a greater chance of school desegregation they
are also likely to find a sqmewhat greater chance of classroos resegre-
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This report provides a context for the developmenmt of specific policy
options to prevent or reduce vesegré2ation within desegregated schocls. The
reader should not expect to find fully articulated policy optioms, but rather
the base of information necessary to inforsm development of these options. The
primary goal of the volume is to brovide a tomprahsnsive review of empirical
literature asseasing the sources and extent of resegregation within American
schools and describing effective non-segregative alternatives.

Chapter One provides a background for understanding the process of
resegregation. It focuses on goals and values associated with desegregation
and with traditional potentizclly resegregative practices and the possible
conflicts among them; as well as the compatibility of public policy mandates
and their implementation with desegregation.

Chapter Twe documents the resegregative effects of traditional

educational practices; with emphasis on those related to assessment and :
aid programs. Chapter Three identifiec and describes mlternative practices
in each of these areas.

While resegregation iz & school level phencmena, its presence and its
remediatiom have implications for federal policy. Federal policy docs or
could affect the extent of resegregation in several ways: Issues that sbould
be considered by policy aznalysts in developing appropriate federal responses in
these areie and some of their general implications are discussed im Chapter
Four. They include the folluwing:

1. The federsl government inadvertemtly contributes t6 the developzent
and maintenance of resegregative practices thirough its policy making and admin-
istrative processes. This includes civil rights eaforcement an? its relation-

ships with other federal agencies as well as the prograrmatic activiries themselves:
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2. The Federal government provides technical assistance to schools
to support the implementation of these programe that, like che programs ther-
selves. is rateporical in natutre. Federal support for professional develop-
ment similatrly parallels the strycture of service delivery progrars:

3. Government support for résearch and development may affcct
resegregation and its reduction by zentributing to the investipation of the
phenomenon and 1ts alterumatives.

Desegregation as a Charpe Mechanism

. . .(T)hs school is a reflection of our society a# well a5 the

principal vehicle by which its young are socialized or prépared

for life in adult society. . . . (D)iscussion of any major

social problem. . . Quickly centers on what scliovls are and

what they should be. {Sarazon; 1971; p. 7}

The Schiools beceme a major vehicie for increasing the equality of
opportunity for minority groups through the implementation of school

desegregation: The landmark Supteme Court decision in Brown v. The

Board of Education (1934) provided the basis for desegregation mandates

end practices. The thrust of tke 3rown decision was that separate
educszional facilities fot biack and vhite students are inherently unm-
equal, @nd thag black srudents have the right to equal accese to
educationaj apporturity. Subsequent judicial dezisions expanded this
reasoning te remedy the effects of & variety of past scgregative practices.

white issue:. It was ot until the 1970's that Rispanics were considered

sn identifiable ethnic minority group for the purpose of desegregation
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1974; Keves v: School District No. 1; Denver, 1975);

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provided the fedcral government
with the necessary leverage to enforce desegregation in virtvally every school
as well as blacks:

No person in the United States shall; on the ground of race, color, or

national origin, be excluded from participation in; be denied the

benefits of; or be sﬁbj’e’c;ed7F§77§15;rimina;ionfunder any program or

The Office of Civil Rights of the U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare and later the U.S. Departmest of Education has interpreted Title VI
broadly to include within-school practices and programs as well as the
assignment of students among Schools.

Desegregation can be viewed as a major change mechanism by which to
integrate minority groups into the American society: The primary goals of
desegregation are (1) to end racial isclation, (2) to provide equal educa-

(4) to improve academic achievement, (5) to improve race relations at the
student-student and educator-student levels, ultimately resulting in

(6) enhancing the opportunities of students from low income backgrounds
for improved economic and social status, and (7) developing a society
which provides an atwosphere of positive human relations and peaceful
social change (Broh & Hawley, 1980). The extent to which desegregation
fosters the attafrment of these goals depends in large measure on the
creation of racially/ethnically balanced schools which provide an




to adapt to the innovation. Change, then, is not so much the innovation
itself, but the school's adaptation to that innovation (Hawley, 1976).
The process of moving from innovation to adaptation cConstitutes the
problem of change.

For teachers and administrators, these problems involve Change in
attitudes and behavior, as well as change in curriculz, instructionail

methods and strategies for socizl control, classroom management and
telationships with parents. Some of these changes are a part of adapting
to any innovation. But in school desegregation, these problems--all of
which are sources of personal stress~~must be confronted simultaneously.
Sarason (1971) suggests that when evaluating the degree to which the
goals of change are reache !, that is, the degree of the school's adaptation,
one must examine the associated and resulting programmatic and behavioral
regularities within the system. In the instance of desegregation; the
ultimate test of goal accomplishment 15 the degree to which students
within desegregated schools are not isolated from one another and-have—the————
opportunizy for equal status interaction. Because desegregation requires
diversity with which =<%0o0l personnel must cope: These denands frequently
overload the professional capabilities and the capacity for ambiguity that
teachers and administrators possess. The need for reduction of that overload
ti-p’i’caiiy leads to a search for clarity and simplification that manifests
itself in classifications, programs, and routines which are resegregative.
In short, the demands for change brought about by desegregation result inm
the perpetuation or revival of the traditional responses of schools to

diversity~-such as the forming of homogeneous groups and the adoption of
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behavioral standards that reduce diversity which, de facto, increase
racizl isoiation:

Sarason (1971, p: 3) notes that: “. . . any attempt to introduce a
changze into the school involves some existing regularity; behavioral or
programmatic and behavioral regularities of schools which have the

consequence of resegregating students within schools.

Traditional Educational Practices

Even with apparently homogeneous (e:g:; all-white) student populations,
schools are confronted with heterogeneity of student academic competencies
and social behaviors. This section examines the traditiomal responses
(academic programmatic and social behavioral regularities) of the school
system to student academic; linguistic, and behavioral heterogeneity.

There are two primary motivating factors which cause schools to develop
programmatic and behavioral regularities. The first of these is “he con-
sensus among educators that the basic concern of formal education should
be the promotion cf academic achievement: The second is a motivation
which schools share with all other social systems--to maintain stability.
The first factor results in programmatic regularities in the content and
regularities aimed at the regulation of student behavior and the attainment
of discipline.

rcademic Pro éf&n?nﬁtif i{égﬁiﬁi’itiég

The traditional response of schools to academic heterogeneity is to
sort students into homogeneous instructional groupings on the rationale
that homogeneous groupings are more efficient and effective: Acadeniic

heterogeneity or diversity is a relative concept; it is apparent among
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homogeneous grouping, such as ability grouping between and within classes
in elementary schools and leveling and tracking in secondary schools.
Epstein (1980) has described this tradition as follows:

After the school bus stops at the door the students enter schocl

and go to their classes. In high school, the students attend the

course of their assigned curriculum tracks, with some students
going to honors courses and others to regular or remedial courses.
In_junior high school, the students take their books to section

8-1; B-2,; 8-3, or 8-4 and on down the list of bright to dull classes.
In elementary school; the bluebirds, robins and magpies meet in

their reading groups, spelling; and math groups:

In recognition of the educational disadvantages of poor and minority
and implemented, for example, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) and programs funded by the Emergency School Aid
Act (ESAA). These remedial programs are designed to provide extra
instruction by specialists who would be better able than classroom
teachers to meet the students' educational needs. Compensatory programs

leave their regular classrooms for instruction in reading and/or mathematics:
The maximum academic diversity of students occurs when mentally handicapped

children are included in regular classrooms. Many handicapped children had

long been excluded from public education until the handicapped child's

right to public education was established via judicial and legislative

mandate [PARG v, Commonwealth of Pennsvlvania, 1971; Mills v. Board of

Education (District of Columbia), 1972; Section 504 of the Rehabilitation

Act, 1973; Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94=142), 1975].
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special materials and instructional methods and specially trained teachers
are needed. The rraditional practice has been to provide this §§ééiéiizéd
instruction by grouping them according to their handicappimg condirion
and providing instruction on either a pull-out or full-time special class
basis. Recent policy development, however, has required consideration of
the "least restrictive environment” in which to provide services.

The academic diversity of children may be further complicated by their

linguistic differences. English language proficiency may range from monolin-

gual-English to monolingual-other-language. Though federal mandates for
bilingual education bave evolved in roughly the iast fifteen years; schools

have been providing bilingual education services since the latter half of

generic term encompassinig a wide variety of instructional models designed
to address the English-language deficiencies of students. These models
incilude instruction in English as a Second Language (ESL), transitional
bilingual programs; and bilingual-bicultural Baintenance programs; they
may be organized along & continuun from part-time pull-out to full-time

bilingual education placement. Programs may enroll only limited-English-

The impetus for all of these grouping/sorting practices is to manage
the academic diversity of the student population by reducing that diversity
in any given jnstructional setting. Assignment tﬁiﬁﬁﬁbﬁéﬁébﬁs groups 1is
acconplished through a complex procedure iﬁvbiéiﬁé.iiéﬁaiidiiéd testing,
evaluation of school performance, teacher and other school personnel
judgments, and, in some tases; student and/or parent choice.

Social Behavioral Repularities
Malntenance of the school as a social system requires the development
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of guidelines for behavior of students and school personmnel. School
discipline policies have a very real educatiomazl purpose; orderly schools
and classrooms are necessary to facilitate the activities of teaching and
learning. Critics; however; have asserted that some school discipline
policies are arbitrary and not related to educational purposes, but
rather are used to maintain status quo, dominant cultural values (Chesler,
Crowfoot, & Bryant, 1979). The disciplime policies relevant td
resegregation are those which result in exclusion from school--suspension
and expulsion. Suspension, a widely-used disciplinary practice; is defended
by schiool offi~ials as an effort to get parents' attention and to get them
to come to the school (Children's Defense Fund (CDF), 1974; National
Public Radio, 1974). However, many school officials acknowledge that this
freguently does not result and that suspension may alleviate an immediate
situation but is not a solution in the long run (CDF, 1974). Suspension,
i short ters exclusion from school, becomes even more important as a
potential source of resegregation when one considers the effect of repeated
suspensions; perhaps culminating in expulsion or dropping out. The
Southern Regional Council (1973) posited a relationship between repeated
suspensions and dropouts, reflected in the term "push-outs". The
exclusionary practices of schools have been met with much criticism and
have been the focus of several litigation efforts. The courts have inter-
vened to require due process proceedings prior to school exclusion

(Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education, 1961; Goss v. Lopez, 1975)

and have addressed the appropriateness of exclusionary disciplinary

procedures to the natureé of the student offense (Tinker v. Des Moines
Independent Community School District, 1969; Goss v. Lopez, 1975).

Suspensions; expulsions, and "push-outs" are behavioral manifestations

of school culture and social ciimate. In turn, school social climate is
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affected by the acministrative leadership and persomality characteristics

diversitv of the student population.

Conflict and Compatibility Between Traditional Educatiomal .

Practices ard Desegregation

The cducational practices described above were established as
prograrmatic or behavioral regularities in schools long before desegregation
becaze a reality. Until recently, their capacity for resegregating students
was not fully considered as a potential threat to the achievement of inte-
grated education. The impetus for school desegregation arose from social
forces and government institutions outside the School system itself.
While desegregation is an externally imposed change, traditional educational
practices are embedded in the school culture. Thus the problem of
an external mandate for change in a setting that has a well-established
institutional culture. Sarason (1971, p. 36) describes the general
characteristics of such a situation as follows:
1. (T)he stimulus for change came primarily from outside the
school culture.

2. (T)here vas little or no attention to the characteristic
regularities of the institutional culture and their possible
social and psychological correlates.

3. (T)here seemed to be the unverbalized assumption that the

goals of change would be achieved independent of any change
in these regularities.

These characteristics are applicable to the implementation of
desegregation in the context of the traditional methods and organization
of schools: Perhaps most significant is the third point above. The
achievement of change throuvgh desegregation is dependent on the adoption

not only of a set of goals, but also of & gzt of processss within the

school. Desegregation incorporates a set of posited process-outcodc
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depart from the standard practices of schools, the gecals of desegregation

cannot be achieved independent of change in these practices. The contrasts

in practices based on homogeneous instruction are summarized in Table 1.

The implication of the tabie is that vhile educational goals fought through
desegregation and with traditional practices are not necessarily in conflict,
the processes and strategies for meeting thes are gquite different. The

be the issue:

The arguments for integrated education are not only legal and moral
ones, but also embody assumptions about educational processes and outcomes.
The benefits of desegregation are to be achieved through equal access to
educational resources for all students and through interracial contact
among students and between students and educators:. Improved educational
achievement for previously segregated minority students and improved race
relations are the posited results of these processes.

The rationaie for homogeneous instructional practices rests on
conzrasting assumptions about how to maximize student achievement. Assess-
prescription of different educational wmethods and objectives. The greaping
of similar students based on these differences is a logical consequence of
program for each student. The conditions of integrated education cannot
be met if homogeneous instruction results in racially identifiable

instructional settings within desegregated schools: 1f the use of individual
of students that is racially isolating, the transition from desegregation
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STRATFGIES

_ _DESEGREGATION

TRADITIONAL EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES

To end racial -olation

Ismediately by creating racially and
ethnically balanced schools

A long-term goal, by providing skills
for minority students vhich ¢ill
altov thefr integration into the
larger soctety

To provide equal educational
opportunity

via the sase facilities and resources;
positive teacher & alnfnistrator behavior;

and due process and equal treatment of

students of ail races and ethnic groups

d[ferent prograns, teschers, materi~
als; & techniques designed to ajle-
viate student deficits; and positive
teaher & adainistrator beliavior and

due process,

To onhance ninority self-
estoen and self-confidence

By ending the stigma of separation, pro-

viding a better education for minorittes,
and giving einorities the opportunity to
develop skillz & experience in dealing

eith ehites

By providing appropriate education
via instructional groups desipned
to meet individual student needs
thus providing skills appropriate
to individual differences

R

To improve academic
actilevenert

By assurlig equal #ceass to zqual
ediicatianal opportunities

By providlng specialized instroc
tion if order to enhance the possi-
billty ol equal beriefit from
educational Bﬁﬁéitﬁhlt?

To {mprove race relations
amang studcnts and between
atidents and educators

By creating ethnically balanced schools
thus increasing interracial contact,
providing an apportunity for equal-
status interactions

by remediating the educational dla=
advantages of minority children,

thus creating a more equal status
between minority and don-ninority
children

T
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to within-school inctegration cannot be made. In other words; the irony
is that diversity increases the desirability of differentiating instructional
practices so as to meet the different neeéds of students, but this invariably
résults in the reduction of opportunities for interracial interzctionm:

It is this dilemra that is at the center of the difficulties in
bringing about & transition from desegregatiom to inmtegration. As long
as the problem is unresclved; until educators have techniques for effectively
dealing with the educational needs of a very diverse student body in an
integrated setting, desegregation will not be seen as a viable educational
strategy. Resegregation is a manifestation of the failure of desegregation
as a philosophy that educators and parents believe in as a strategy that

Factors Reinforcing Resepregative Practices

Traditional educational practices are one factor creating resegriegation.

with student differences in an adaptive and responsive way, and (2) the frag-

mented public policy making process. The relationship of these factors to
educational practices is not iiﬁééfg but transactional; educational practices,
characteristics of school personnel, and frngmeﬁtxtipﬁ of policy are interrelated
in a tycle in which each serves to support and zaintain the others.

Characteristics of School Personnel

Sarason (1971, p: 121) reminds us that "man's desire to change is more
than matched by his ingenuity in avoiding change:." The drive to maintain the
school's stability as a system through academic/progratmatic and social/
behavioral regularities is strong: The ability of the school personnel to
change the academic and social regularities of the school may be related to

their lack of knowledge about dlternatives to current practices. Teachers
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zay lack specific technical knowledge about how to implement alternatives.

In other instances, lack of behavioral change in teachers may veflect

their values and attitudes regardiig @inority students. The frustrationms

that come from a lack of knowledge about alternative ways of dealing with

diversity, cay be heightened by the disiance some teachers feel between

themselves and children of races and social backgrounds different froo

their own. Minority children are often “mysteries" to teachers who are

Gncertain about how to evaluate the differences they see and sometimes

overestizate.

In some cases, the persistence of sorting dechanisds may be traceable

to taciss resulting at its harshest in blatant attempts to segregate

minority students into particular classrooms or tracks. In other cases,

school personnel may have preconceptions about the abilities of minority stu-

dents that increase the likelihood that these students will be classified into

jouer tracks, or that they will be sorted into bilingual classes on the basis

of ethnicity rather than language proficiency. Such insensitivity may

extend to misperceptions of cultural behavior which causes students to be

punished or suspended from school disproportionately by race or ethnicity:
Evidence on racial/ethnic bias in education is {llusive. One of the

difficulties in documenting this source of resegregation is that of

establishing the values or racism of school personnel: "It is certainly mot

a peculierity of school personnel that what they will say in public will

not alvays square with what they think privately, particularly if they Vnow

what that particular public expects them to say" (Sarason, 1971, p. 5):

importance of understanding that factor in the process of resegregation.
I: any case; focusing on personal bias as the source of the problem of

resegregation may induce guile or sensitivity but it does not provide
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educators with practical options that permit them to pursue the goals

they value rost: acadenic achievement and the maintenance of order:
resegregation, this is not likely to occur following change in experiences
that school personnel have with minoriry students: Thus rhe most important
prerequisite to change is a thorough understanding of the alternatives and
associated skills necessary for successful classroom managesent and
instructional methods for heterogeneous groups. =<nis report focuses on

those alternatives in Chapter Three.

Fractented Public Policy

The school is both a reflection of society and a vehicle for
socialization. Thus intervention in majo: sccietal problems often focuses
on the school. In addition to the problem of desegregatiom; sozietal

opportunities for the hzndicapped, and addressing linguistic differences

of students.

opportunity that underlies desegregation, but has also incorporated

thus may contribute to resegregation. In additicn, the political and

burcaucratic process of policy Baking and administration contribute to

fragmentation among programs. The sources of this fragmentation are
found in congressional politics, governmct:it organization; and interest
proups clustered about particular policy concerns.

The importance of policy "subsystems'--functionally specialized

O
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constituent groups—-has been documented in many policy areas {Freezan; 1965;
lowi, 1969). ZIn education; different subcomsittees have jurisdiction

over ediication of the handicapped; bilingual educatios; and compensatory
education. The organizations that act as advocates for these populations
have specific educational concerns. Responsiveness to these concerns

also réflects the political stremgth of the constituencies they represeat.
Thus the expansion of bilingual educatism programs is not only a resporse

to the needs of children with limited English proficiency; it also
symbolizes the growing size and influence of the Bispanic community.

The enactment of prograss that deliver identifiable sezvices to
iﬁfiﬁéﬁtiéi constituent groups is also compatible with the political needs
5} members of Congress. Categorical progra=s allow Congressmen to point
to the distribation of funds in their districts as evidence of political
establishing tdentifiable groups of eligible recipients facilitates the
demonstration of fiscal accountzbility and proper use of funds.

Bureaucratic organization follovs the pattern of program specialization
at federal and state levels. The creation of a new office or agency to
administer & program is an indication of the importance of its constituency
and & source of prestige for frs sdministrators. Government agencies and
their constituent organizations typically resist attempts at reorganization

or consolidsticn {Seidsan, 1975). State agéncies in turn Create separate
organizational units to parallel different federal funding sources, since
this makes it easier to demonstrata fiscal accountability.

Decisions by the courts have also affected the operations of schools and
and legislative mandates. 1n addition to desegregation plans which mav also
(mclude remedial services; the courts have required special education and

§
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bilirgual education programs. Court rulings also affect student discipline
practices in the 5chools. The courts, like other branches of governzent, have
provided an avenue fer special interests to have an irpact on policies affect-
ing their constituencies.

At the local Ievel, numerous programs and regulatory policies are
confronted by the school system and individual schools where prograss
operate situltaneously, each with their own definition of problems,
regulations and systems of accountability. A school district undergoing
desegregation copes with the desegregation process. Concentrations of
diéé&ﬁaﬁtéééa students and bilingual students may be dispersed and there-
fore lose special services. Or they may attend desegregated schools but
remain segregated withinm the school in order to receive the services.
Children who are eligible for different types of services may receive all
of zham but consequently have littie exposure to the regular classtoom.
“hile federal eligibilicy guidelines for different programs may seem very
specific, in practice it may be difficult to determine which of several
services are most appropriate for an individual child. It is at the
most apparent.
vehicle for socialization to that of a societal change agent. Desegregation
of schools was implemented to {nitiate major social change with the goal of
creating equal status for minorities in society. Resegregation is a major
threat to desegregation. Three sources of resegregation were identified:
(1) the traditional responses of schools to diversity--the academic/
programmatic regularities of sorting and grouping and the social/behavioral
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regularities of the school climate; (2) the inabilitv of individuals in the

<chools to responé to change and to deal with student differences in an .
adaptive and responsive way, and (3) the fragmentation of the political
svstem and the policies that derive from it




CHAPTER TWO
RESEGREGATION: PRACTICES AND EVIDENCE

Three sources of resegregation were identified in Chapter One:
(1) the traditional responses of schools to diversity, (2) racism or the
inability of individuals in the schools to deal with cultural differences
in a sensitive way,; and (3) the fragmented public policy making structure
and process.

This chapter will focus on the traditional responses of schools
to diversity, that is the academic/programmatic and soizial/behavioral
regularities whick have collided with desegregation. These responses include
the academic practices of ability grouping and tracking, compensatory educa=
tional services, special education and bilingual education and discipline
practices which lead to exclusion of students from school. Discussion
related government manda:es, (2) assessment of its resegregative effect,
(3) evaluation of the relationship of the practice to desegregation,
(4) a description of the effectiveness of the practice and rationale
for its continuance as a programmatic regularity, and (5) identification
of the reasons why chese traditional practices are resegregative. Other
sources of resegregation, that is, insensitivity and fragmented public policy
making processes will be discussed, where appropriate, within iie context of

these programmatic and social/behavior regularities.
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ignpent to Academic Programs

One set of policies and practices that can lead to resegregation are
those related to the assignment or selection of Academic programs. Schools
typically sort students into homogereous groups for instruction and these

instructional groupings often entail different educational goals. The process

by which such selection occurs includes use of a mix of objective and sub-

jective criteria including standardized testing, recoumendations of teachers,
reasons for a student being in a particular program are complex, the research
limited, but a clear outcome of the drive {ov homogemeity of imstruction 18
resegregation. There are several dimensions of student diversity and a variety

of grouping practices are used to attempt to address these differences. These
include several forms of ability grouping, tracking and remedial programs for
students thought to be in the wide normal range of ability; a variety of )
special education programs for handicapped students, and several ways of
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English proficiency (LEP).
Apility grouping and tracking are the primary methods for separating

scudimts into homogeneous groups and thus a major force for resegregation.
Ability grouping may refer to the practice of assigning students to separate
within-class groupings of students. When these ability groups are Tigid and
students take all their subjects in a high or low group, students are sometimes

entiated curricula for secondary students; schools usually offer college prepara-

tory, general, and vocational tracks. 1In high school these practices are oites .

combined, resalting, for example, in homors, regular; and remedial sections of
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courses within the various tracks. Required core courses that might allow
integration of students in different tracks may also be ability grouped and
correspond with track enrollment.

A smaller subset of low-achieving students may be eligible to receive
cowpensatory educational services in reading and/or mathematics. Students who
have more severe learning and/or behavioral problems may be identified as |
handicapped and are frequently grouped into special education classes for
instruction. Among the most visidly diverse groups are students with limited
English proficiency (LEP). These students are frequently identifiable by
racial, cultural and linguistic differences. Bilinguasl education programs have
been implemented to meet the needs of the growing nambers of LEP students.

This first section of the paper will (1) asddress the extent to which academic
programs contributeé to resegregation, both individually and as they interact
in academic placement.

#bility Grouping and Tracking

Resegregation Through Abilitvy Grouping

Use of awong class ability grouping: Ability grouping among classrooms

is a comnmom practice. In elementary schools, students aré often assigned to
classrooms on the basis of tests and/or teacher assessments of their abilitjes.

In secondary schools, students are assigned to levels of courses, répgiﬁg from

including the implied judgment of ability groupings by previous teachers.
The widespread use of ability grouping to sort students imto classes is sum-

marized in Table 2.1.
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TABLE 2.1
Use of Ability Grouping in Schools
Percent Using ]
__Sample ______Ability Grouping Source
Southwesterr Schools 66 U.S. Commission on Civil

Rights (1974)

National Sample of 94

Elementary Schools 54 Epstein (1980)

937 School Districts S
in 7 Southern States 70 Mills & Bryan (1576)
82 Districts in Ohio 46 Tompkins (1978)

U.S., K-12 Classes 77 Findley & Bryan (1975)

Epstein (1980), in analyzing the 1974-75 data of the Effective School
Desegregation Project conducted by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), found
5,284 students. Tompkins (1978) found a similar degree of ability grouping
in her study of Ohio schools. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1974)
repurted a somevhat more pervasive use of ability grouping in the Southwest.

Findley and Bryan, in their 1975 review of the literature on ability groupinmg,
teport a considerably higher degree (77Z) of ability grouping across the
United States: Furthermore; they concluded thar ability grouping is twice as
likely to occur in high school placement than in elementary school.

Mills and Bryan (1976) confirmed this extensive degree of ability grouping
in their analysis of the 1974~75 Office of Civil Rights (OCR) data from the
Carolina, Mississippi and Temnnessee:

There is a strong possibility that available data on ability grouping and

tracking underrepresent the practice. Carter and Segura (1979) comment on the
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Civil Rights Study conducted in the Southwest, "We feel that the principals
were unable or, perhaps, unwilling to respond correctly. Very often the
official policy of a school is [flexible) grouping and the result is tracking
. . . students assigned to all low-ability-level academic subjects are essen-
t1ally tracked despite the official practice of grouping [for particular
subjects])."”

Resepregation through among cless grouring. Ability grouping tends to segre-

gate children by race and social class with disproportionately more poor and

minority children in lower levels and disproportionatsly more affluent and white
children in higher levels. This. conclusion is extensively documented in three
literature reviews (Findley & Bryam, 1973; Esposito, 1971; Goldberg, Passow &
Justman, 1966). Several studies of tracking and ability grouping in the South-
vest find 2 similar pattern of disproportionate numbers of Hispanic students
assigned to the lowest ability groups: Typically ome in three Bispsnic young-
sters was assigned to a low ability group conpared to one in seven Anglo students
(U.S. Commission om Civil Rights, 1974).

As long as the well-documented relationship between measures of ability
and race obtains, any desegregated school system that uses ability grouping
extensively is likely to have high levels of resegregation. & recent study of a
desegregated school district in Michigan illustrates this point. This district
divided students into 12 ability levels for imstruction. There was a high

cofrelation between group placement, race and social class. Black and Hispanic

students were predominant in the lower 6 groups vhile vhites dominated the
upper 6. Those vhites who were assigned to lover groups were, for the most

part; from poor families (Green & Griffore, 1978):

. Use of within class grouping: Ability grouping also occurs within elementary

4
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clsssrooms for academic instruction; particularly in reading and math.

nay extend to other classroom activities (Haller, 1981). In the TTS

study, B4Z of the 886 elementary teachers questioned used ability group-

ing within their classrooms and those fevw teachers who chose not to use

it had classef that they perceived to be relatively homogeneous (Epstein; 1980).

Resegregation through within class grouping. The impact of within-class

ability grouping on resegregation is & complex matter. The classroon
may mot be Tacially identifiable; yet within-class grouping may establish
i status arrangement or it simply may keep certain children together for

parts of the day in ways that reduce interraciaml contact. If the fast

average group is with the teacher and then goes to the activity center
for 20 minutes while the teacher works with the slow group, the students
spend most of their classroom time {nteracting within their group. If

the fast reading group is largely white and the slow resding group is
grouping that may be educationally defensible for one learning task spiiié
aver into activities where ability grouping is oot needed and where it
1izits the diversity of each student's ciassroom contacts.

Noblit, 1979; Collinms; 1979): Rist's 1970 study focused upon a group of
411 black children observed in kindergarten, first grade and second
the academic potential of students based upon subjective interpretations

of the attributes and characteristics of studenmts. Most of those attri-
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butes are correlates of social class:

First, the kindergarten teacher possessed a roughly constructed
'idesl type' as to what characteristics were necessary for any
given student to achieve 'success' both in the public school and

larger society. These characteristics appear to be & significant
part related to special class criteria. Secondly, upoa first
meeting her students at the beginning of the school year; subjective

evaluations were made of the students as to possession or absence

of the desired traits necessary for anticipated 'success'. On the

basis of the evaluation, the class vas divided into groups expected

to succeed (termed by the teacher 'fast learners') and those anti-
cipated to fail (termed by the teacher 'slow learmers'):. Third,

differential treatment was accorded to the two groups in the class-

room with the group designated as 'fast learners' receiving the

majority of the teaciing time, reward directed behavior and attention

from the teacher. Those designated as 'slow learners' vere taught
infrequently,; subjected to more frequent control oriented behavior

and received little if sny supportive behavior from the teacher.
Fourth; the interactional patterns between theé teacher and the
various groups in her class became rigidified, taking on test-like

characteristice during the course of the school year with the gap

in completion of academic material widening as the school year

progressed. Fifth. similnr processes occurred 1n later _years of

preted data as the basis for ascertaining differences in students

rather they were able to utilize a variety of informatfonal source-

relsted to past performances as the basis for classroom grouping:
(pp. 413-414)

' - 1f decisions about within-classroom organization made in kindergartén

tend to separate children by social class, they will tend to separate
children in desegregated classrooms by race as well. If, a§ Rist documents,
teachers in later elementary years base their classroom organization on
children's position in the previous year, then children are locked into

a8 within-classroon grouping pattern which will eventually surface in
separation among levels or tracks in the junior or senior high school.

Ripidity of ability prouping. Ability groups in elementary schools,

both asong classes and within classes, are frequently rigid with little
chance for the students to bs promoted as.they progress. Early decisions,
perhaps as early as kindergarten (Rist, 1970), may channel students

perzanently and result inm track placement when they enter secondary school.
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There is apparently little chance for an atle student who comes to
school with a lack of academic experience to rmake up the gap.

Epstein (1980) concluded from her analysis of the ETS data, that
uhile “over half the teachers track students im the classroom by ability
and over BOZ regroup the children by ability within the classroom, only
25% report track assignment £lexible enough to permit 20X of the students
to change tracks from the time they entered to the time they leave the
school. . . :" Green and Griffore (1978) observed a similar patters in a
Michigan school district where once students were assigned to a track;
there was little or no chance of escape from the time they entered to
the time they left school:

The ability of students to catch up or be regrouped when their
initial low ability grouping results from academic inexperience or mis-
perception by the teacher, is iikely to be restricted by the scope of
educational programs for the slow group as well as by the rigidity of the
typical grouping system. Rist's (1970) finding that less time and attention is
spent on those perceived to be less able and presumably in need of special
sttention has been borme out by other researchers. oakes (19:0) also found

that less instructiopal time was spent vith students at lower levels:

After analyzing the texts and other imstructional materials used by

clagsroom groups; Green and Griffore (1378) concluded that a poorer
curriculum was provided for lower groups. In his extensive review of

ability grouping research, Froman (1981) found little evidence of differential
instruction tailored to different group needs and concluded that lower

groups were oot taught in vays specifically designed to increase their

ability to meet the basic {nstructional goals of the schocl.
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One of the most extreme and well documented examples of racial
isclation created by rigid ability growping wss found in the Washington, D.C.
public school system in the 1960s. This system, which heavily relied on the
use of group intelligence tests in assigning Students to ability groups,
was the subject of 1itigation which led to the abolition of that particular

tests for purposes of grouping nationwide (Hobson v. Hanmsen, 1967; affirmed

sub nom Smuck v: Hobson; 1969): The system and assignment process was

abolished because the district court, and subsequently the circuit court,
found that blacks were channeled into lower ability groups on the basis of
tests which did not measure inherent ability: Furthernore; the courts

conc uded that these lower tracks did mot provide proper imstructionm, and
resulted  “dead-end” placements, with little or no opportunity for

student -assignment.

In summary. Ability grouping by class and/or within class is pervasive
throughout the student's educational career ic public schools: These
ability groups tend to be racially segregated vith minorities assigned to
jover levels: Furthermore, group assignmern:s made early in elementary
school persist through secondary school: Given differences in instructional
time, quality, and expectztions for achievement during the elementary grades,
it may be concluded that different educational goals have been established
fot these groups. The differences in achievement that result from these

programs with explicitly different educational goals.

Resecreation Through Tracking

Use of tracking. American comprehensive high schools geserally offer

a differentisted curriculuk for students. The use of the term "tracking"”

it this report is applied restrictively to describe this curriculaz
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differentistion 4o high schools: Track selections usually made in grades

9 or 10, is based upon prior achievement, student (and perhaps parent)
preference, counselor or teacher recommendations, and program availability.
While participation in a track usually implies a set core of courses,
students occasionally take classes outside their track. College preparatory
students may take some general or vocational courses; general students

may take some vocational courses; vocational students may take some

college preparatory courses.

Tracking is related to ability grouping practices in that children
in high ability groups iéﬁéfiiiﬁ choose a college preparatory curriculum
over general cr vocational tracks znd low ability group children choose

vocational and general tracks more frequently than college preparatory tracks.
In scie schools, students are ability grouped or leveled within

tracks: For example, college preparatory students may take Tegular,

honors, or advanced placement English courses. It is not uncommon for

common or untracked courses to be effectively tracked due to schedulfng

constraints or patterns of electives taken by students.

Resegrepation among tracks. High school track selection tends to

resegregate. According to an analysis of the National Longitudinal Study

Black Gales are overrepresented in general tracks; underrepresented im
scademic tracks and proportionsl in vocational tracks. Vhite females are
overreprésented in academic and vocational tracks and underrepresented in
general tracks: Black fezales are strongly overrepresented in general
tracks, underrepresented in academic tracks and roughly proportional im
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presented in Table 2.2, Other minorities tended to follow the pattern of

blacks; both male and female (Harnischfeger & Wiley, 1980).

TABLE 2.2
Percentage Decomposition of Population of Eigh “chool Tracks*
for Males; Fexmales, and White, Flack and Other,
for High School Seniors (1972)

White - Male isS.i ti.é 55.6 41.7
Female 43.2 34,0 44.5 40.4
Total 88.5 75.8 80.1 82.2
Black - Male 2.3 6.1 4.4 41
Female 3.3 7.5 5.9 5.4
Total 5.6 13:6 10:3 9.5
Other - Male 3.4 5.0 5.0 4.3
Female 2.6 5.5 4.6 4:0
Total 6.0 10.5 9.6 8.3
Total - Male 51.0 52.9 5.0 50.1
Female 49.1 47.1 55.0 49.9
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Track membership as determined by the school.
Sou;cef Harnischfeger, A., & Wiley, D. E. A merit assessment of vocational

educa;ieafpxqg:amsgingsecondarnmschnois* A statement to the Sub-

committee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education,

September 1980.

are disproporrionately placed in the low sbility track (U.S. Cormissien on Civil

Rights, 1974). Carter and Segura (1979) argué on the basis of their field observa=
tions that use of tracking is relzted to proportion of Hispanos in the scheol;

the more Hispanos, the wore likely Tigid tracking will be used. They
also note early evidence that Hispanic youngsters are more likely to be
placed disproportionately in vocational tracks and sre underrepresented

in the academic curricula. 551



vocational education indicate racial concentrations in particular pregrazs.

Black females particularly are concentrated greatly in consumer and home-

making, occupational home ccononics and office occupations: About 20%
programs, Office and trade and industrial show more modest overrepresenta-
tion of minorities (Wulfsberg, 1980); The Michigan study (Green & Cohen,

1979) also shows black females overrepresented in homemaking courses.

In summary. High school tracking practices lead to extensive
resegregation with minority students disproportionately overrepresented
in vocational or general tracks and underrepresented in college Ureparatory
tracks. The effects of tracking are cumulative; the track may also
determine enroliment in electives and differing levels of supposedly
common, ungrouped courses. Furthermore; there is some evidence that
disferent racial ;itterns exist within the vocational track; with black
females likely to be highly concentrated in homenaking and consuzer

prograns. -



FIGURE 2,1
Racial/Ethnte Distribution of Vocationa] Students

fn Institotions Offerlny Five of More Vocational

Programs; by Program Area: 1979
WHITE,NOT HISPAN_IG_ Mwémfv
g1 .
74
7 .
- eewsumm A T
B HomemakinG [ Il
5 OCCUPATIONAL [mermreres).
Lo | HOME ECONOMICS [tm b
. " WOUSTRIAL [
mr e d TS
7‘5 ' 1 _F_O_F_F!Q_E____
o .1 OCCUPATIONS
B0 | - TECHNICAL
N — TRADE AND
mI| _ INDUSTRIAL
) ' v ' T —pe T ! - { T ! "1 "
B0 6@ S & N BH 00 P00 oD% W
PERCENT OF ENROLLMENT PERCENT OF ENROLLMENT
[JWHire ot HseaNc * [TBLACK Kot HsPaNG  ({HisPaNIC  [EOTHER MioRTY

Sourct: Wullshéty, R, M, Tesiimony before the Sibicomittée on Eleaentary,
Secondaty and Vocational Fducation of the Committee on Education
and Labor of the House of Represeatatives, September 1980,

TE .



32

The Relat onsh;p of Trackiqg;and Ebilitw Group:nz to Desegreeatlon

ng practices to implementation of desegregation plans. It is ot known

[V

if minority involvement in academic tracks has increased, decreased or

sta}ed the same in districts where desegregatlon has been carried out.

For example, a comprehensive report on a desegregated school district

in Michigan concluded:

The pattern of racially disproportionate representation is

consistent. Black students were never overrepresented in the
accelerated classes. They were never overrepresented in College
English classes; in select math classes; nor in advanced biclogy
courses. While the District has stated that students freely make
their own choices of classes in which they enroll, in reality,
‘1ittle free choice 1s involved. Once a student is placed in a

reading class (for students achieving at 5th grade level or below),

this limits other "fres choices," not only at the time the decision _

is made, but for all subsequent school years. (Green & Cohen, 1979)

tarkins and Oldham (1976) investigated patterns of racial separation in a
desegregated high school in a small town in Georgia. There were 825 students
in the only high school in town; 65% were black and 35% white. Two hundred stu-
dents in nine American history classes vere sampled for the study; systematic
observations were done over a threé month period and standardized achievement
scores recorded: This scheol offered two diplomas, one for college preparatory
work and the other for career development: Students were tracked into classes

by CAT scores. Low scoring students took remedial reading and were barred

(2]
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from English courses ranging from Shakespeare to the supernatural. Twenty-
eight percent of black students scored in the low reading group compared to
1.5% of the vhite s:udents. Fifty-six percent of whit¢ students were in the
high achievezent category for reading cozpared to 5.3% of black studemis.
Math courses were similarly tracked with blacks tracked into courses
leading to a vocational diploma such as busimess math or into remedial
courses;, while whites took algebra, gecmetry, and trigonometry.

Both the Green and Cohen and Larkins and Oldham studies found that track-
ing had spillover effects on scheduling of common courses, on electives and
on non-curricular aspects of the school program. In the Georgla study,
different sections of American History classes were extremely racially unbal-
anced, presumably due to schedule conflicts; there were racial patterns in
the selection of social studies electives; there were racial patterns in
seating within classrooms; extracurricular activities tended to be segregated;
and there was relatively little interracial communication (Larkins & Oldham,
1976).

Trent (1981) recently conducted intensive interviews with from &4 to 8
persons in each of 18 school districts across the nation that have imple-
mented court-ordered desegregation plans: Sixty percent of the respondents
fesoried that resegregation had occurred within schools with abilify
grouping and tracking generally suggested as the cause. There were only

classrooms existed.
There 1s also evidence to suggest that the use of rigid grouping or
tracking practices is related to the racial composition and perceived

heterogeneity of the student body and to teacher attitudes about integration.
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Yorgan and McPartland (1980) moted, in their analysis of patterns
of resegregated classrooms within schools; that maximum resegregation .
securred in schools that were racially balanced. Those schools with be=
tveen 40% and 50% white students were most likely to resegregate:

Epstein (1980) zttempted to identify factors associztad with the patterns
of resegregation noted by Morgan and McPartiand and found both race and student
diversity to te important: The use of tracked classes in elementary
school was related to the proportion of black students in the school.
Schools with high proportions of black students were most likely to track,
particularly if low proportions of blacks were achieving at grade level
and discipline was seen as & problem.

Teacher race, attitudes towards integration and the availability of
support services also contributed to selection of tracking. Schools vith
a high progortion of black teachers and compensatory sérvices for students
arrangesents were selected more often if the teacher's race vas white and
1f students rated high in motivation. Equal status programs, such as
class projects and discussions on race; and nulti-racial texts were also
associated with £lexibility.

Selection of an active learning strategy, in which teachers and
students share responsibility for the students' leirning and behavior,
contrasts sharply with selection of compensatory programs. While active
learning is a function of positive motivation; proportiunately high good
discipline, positive support for integration and teacher race (vhite),
cotpensatory programs sre Selected most often when perceived motivation is .
icw and when other tracking procedures and teacher support services are
part of the school program.
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Significantly; lov teacher support for integratiop was associated
classes (Epstein, 1980). The association of teacher support for integration
with the choice of equal status programs and flexible grouping was also
noted by Gerard and Miller (1976). They found low teacher prejudice
associated with use of classroom techniques thar facilitated interracial
contact:

Thus, while the use of tracking and grouping is an approach to
dealing with student diversity that antedates desegregation, there is
reason to believe that its resegregative effects are not entirely

incidental. The testing and assessment procedures which frequently
determine placement may misclassify a disproportionate number of minority
children. Professional judgments may be influenced by class or race bias.
And, according to Epstein; the selection of rigid tracking and grouping
procedures is itself associated with negative artitudes towards integration.

itv Grouping and Tracking as a Programmatic

Regularity

In spite of the evidence that tracking and grouping resegrepates
students there is considerable rrofessional resistance to relinquish their
practice. Historically, ability grouping and tracking have dominated school
organization in tho U.S. and elsewhere in the world: The practices enjoy
tremendous support from school professionals (National Educatiocn Ascoziation,
1968) who find it administratively convenient, comsistent with the value of
maximizing individual achievement, and necessary for the group instructional
methods commonly in use in the schools. Support for homogenecus grouping
is apparently rooted im thz belief that it is the best choice for meeting the
learning needs of students of diverse academic backgrounds. The view that
students are best taught in homogeneous groups is not supported by several
decades of research on ability grouping. This is particularly true if the
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following criteria are used for evaluation: (1) cogritive achievement,

(2) affactive outcomes, and (3) equity:

Froman (1981) conducted zn extensive review of the ability grouping
literature; meta-analysis was not possible because much of the literature
is methodclogically weak of not comparable. He vas able to drav a mumber
of conclusions which are consistent with the views of others vho have
surveyed this field (e.g., Esposito, 1971; Findley & Bryan, 1975;
Goldberg, Passow & Justman, 1966).

There is some evidence that high ability students may benefit in

cogriitive achievement from tracking, but no evidence that it benefits

: 1
(v

ddle groups, and low groups tend to fall behind. Interestingly the

positive evidence tends to be féﬁi& in early studies and not in later,
better controlled studies (Froman, 1981). In contrast, there is some

evidence that low and average students make cognitive gains in heterc-
geneous classes (Marascuilo & McSweeny, 1972).

Tracking and ability grouping may themselves contribute to the
lover Echievement of those assigned to lower tracks. As has been noted
to children classified as low ability; and the goals of instruction may
vary: Once assigned to a low track, both the quality of instruction
and the procedural rigidities of most tracking structures militate
against students catching up with their more advanced peers. This'is
particularly inequitable when the initial placement is influenced by
race-related judgments or apparent gaps in achievement that result from
different experiences rather than genuine differences in atilicy.

In an attempt to demonstraté the invidious effects of track placement
itself on achievement of minority students, Tuckman and Bierman (1971)
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arbitrarily moved 421 black high school students to the mext higher
ability group; 384 comparable students remzined with their assigned
group. They found that those promoted achieved at a higher level on
standardized tests and that their promotion affected their teachers'
perceptions of their ability. Fifty-four percent of those promoted
arbitrarily were recoumended for the next highest group, compared to
12 of the control group.

Tracking also has a negative effect on the self-estees of lover
groups and may inflate the self-regard of high groups (Froman, 1981).
While the association of self-esteem with achievement is not well

which does not clearly promote gtﬁié?éﬁéﬁt can be questioned. This {is
particularly true since ir leads to resegregation; making the interracial
contact sought as one goal of integration lass pessible.

The persistence of tracking and ability grouping in spite of
evidence of their lack of effectiveness and their clear resegregatory
effects in desegregated schools may result partly from a lack of skills
and resources of school persomnel for coping with heterogeneous groups
of students. Teachers have few resources for imstructing students
with technigques that work well with heterogeneous groups; snd there is
evidence tnat they may be less successful when faced with highly diverse
(Evertson, Sanford, & Emmer, 1981).

1t is also administratively simpler to divide a school or classioom
into groups and deliver all services to students in those groups.
Homogeneous grouping that may be useful for one learning task then

extends to experiences which could be as effective with heterogeneous

groups: At the school level, aduinistrative ease somer.mcs leads to
tracking based on compensatory propram delivery (Kimbrough & Hill; 1981):

G0
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When schools provide compensatcry or other services thar facilitate
dealing with children in homogeneous groups, the likelihood of this
occurring increases. Where support services to the teacher includes
is less likely to be the choice (Epstein; 1380).

in su==2rv. Teachers and administrators persist in support of
homogeneous grouping in spite of (1) its clear resegregative impact and
(2) considerable evidence to suggest that it is likely to result in
Jower achjsvement for low and average students and little evidesce to
these techniques may result from the lack of instructional and organizational
tésources for dealing Uith heterogeneous groups of student-. The
association of attitudes about integration with the choice of rigid
tracking also suggests that the resegregative effect of ability grouping

and tracking may not always be incidental to other educational goals.

Compensatory Education Programs

Numerous federal and state education programs have been enacted in the
past two decades in the interest of increasing the equality of educaticnal
benefit for various populations. By both judicial and legislative action,
provision of remedizl or compensatory educational services has been required
recently desegregated schools.

Title 7 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) disiributes
funds to school districts for the provision of Compensatory services to
econorically and educationally disadvantaged children. The enactment
ESEA in 1965 paralleled the passage of major civil rights and anti-poverty
legislstion and reflects similar assumptions and broad social purpcses:

6i
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The focus on Special services for poor children recognizes the relation-
chip between poverty znd poor academic performance. In attacking that
relstionship, compensatory education attempts to reduce future poverty

The specific objectives of Title I are:

1. To provide funds to LEA's in relation to the nuber of low-
income childres, and to schools with the highest numbers of
low-incomé students;

2. To provide special services for low-achieving children in the
poorest schools;

3. To contributé to the cognitive, esotional, social, or physical
development of the children served (NIE, 1976, p. xiii).

The legislative history of Title I iwndicates thit aid to economically

¢ isadvantaged children vas also viewed by caﬁgféss as a vehicle for wide-

spread educational improvement, since concentrations of poor children msy

students (NIE, 1976). Some lawmakers and many school officials

saw Title I as a source of general aid to education (Mclaughlin, 1975).
One characteristic of che legislation that garnered political support was
its allocation formula, which assured wide geographical distribuction of
funds and did not require competition for funds among eligible school
districts (Bailey & Mosher, 1968). Advocates for the use of Title I

as a source of focused aid to poor children saw its evaluation and reporting

requirements as & tool for essuring that, within school districts, the

funds would be used as intended (McLaughlin, 1975).

1576), While evaluation reports in the early years of the program's

62



40

implementation indicated substantizl misuse of funds for gereral educariomal
purposes, in recent years instances of noncompliance have been rare
(Goettel, 1578). The fact that only 57% of eiigible children receive
Title I sarvices is due to overall appropriation levels and to the
“concentration” requi*ements in allccation of funds (NIE, 1976).

(The concentrat‘on provisions stipulate that only schools with proporticns
of poor students exceeding the district's average are eligible for funds;
those actual’v receiving funds are limited so that funds are siufficiently
concestrated to achieve quality programs. Within participating schools,
the nimber of elipible students—those meeting a criterion of educational
need--who recrive servicies is cerrespondingly limited.)

Wrile social and other §6§ﬁBEE services are permiseible expenditures,
the bulk of local Title I allocations (76%) ar. éiéai on instructional

services. Of this instructional budget, 53% goes for reading imstructiom;

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAR) srovided assistance to school dis-
tricts for purposes related to implementing aesegregation and overcoming
minority group isolation: As etiacted in 1972, ESAA defined three classes of
objectives that fall under the genera: intent of the program: (1) meeting needs
arising from the elimination of segregation and discrimination among students
and faculty; (2)reducing or preventing tinority group isolatien; and (3) overcoming
the educational disadvantages of pupils in minority group isolated schools
(those with over 50% minority enrollment) (Smith, 1973);

A wide variety of activities were authorized under ESAA;, Including inservice
trzining for teachers, guidance and counseling services, community and extra-
curricular interracial ac tivities, and remedial services. Two characteristics
of the program distinguish it from Title ] and other categorical education pro-

grams: (1) recipient districts must be implementing a desegregation plan or a
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plan to reduce or prevent minority group isolatior, and (2) they musT have elimi-
rated discriminatory practices affecting students and faculty; including segres
gative classroom assignments and grouping practices. "ESAA is thus the only
equal educational opportunity-oriénted prograx which reguires the elimimation of
discriminatory barriers to equal educational opportunity prior to receipt of
funds" (Smith, 1978),
vntil 1978, however, ESAA looked much like Title I. 1t appeared to operate

as another compensatory education program in many districts. The primary
determinant in allocating funds was the size of the district's pinority enroll-
sent, not the impact of its desegregation plan on reduction of ménority group
isolation, or the recency of implementation of the plan. Most ESAA projects
provided direct remedial services to disadvantaged studérts; the prograc was
seen as a complement to Title I but with more Flexibility in determining school
and student eligibility (Smich, 1578). Remedial asctivities were cleatly
pernissible under the third purpose of the Act, but not necessarily consistent
witk the {ntent of meeting desegregation-related needs:

to which funds were put appears to have originated in the politics of the pro-

gram's enactment. It was proposed by the Nixon Administration as part of its

"soutnern strategy" to minimize the differential impact of desegrégation enforce-
ment on the Southern states at a time when massive student reassignment was
occurring in the Scuth. Both the President and many Conpressmen wanted to gnsure
that the money would not be spent on busing [Advisory Commission on Interpovern-
mental Relations (ACIR), 1981]. The compromise that was struck allowed funds to
be used either to furthor desegregation per se; or to ameliorate the effects

of ractal isolation through compensatory services that left such isolation
unchanged. The resulting legislation gave broad scope to the definition of
desegregation-related needs and allows considerable lecway in the degree of

actual desegregation a school district must accomplish. For example, a district
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vith no desegregation plan but with more than 50% minority enrollzent may
participate if it maintains at least one integrated school. Individual

schools with over half minority group students may receive assistance even

The Education Amendments of 1978 imcluded substantial revision of ESAA
aired at clarifying the objectives of the prograr and re-structuring it to
facilitate the achievement of these purposes. The third purpose of the 1972
group schools—was deletad, thus circumscribing the use of funds for compen-
satory education. Such usage is restrictel to providing services for schools
and students who have lost Title I eligibility due to the effects of a desegre-
gation plan. While funds were still apportiored cmong states according to
the size of minoeity enrollment; school district applications vere ranked
according to two characteristics of the district desegregation plan: net
reduction in minority group isolation, and recenmcy of implementation. These
ssendnents should have had the effect of focusing ESAA funds on desegregation
tion, evaluative data is not yet available.

In addition to these federally mandated programs, 12 states operate their
own compensatory education programs: The fedeval programs themselves have
several offshoots for particular groups of disadvantaged children in addition
to their major provisions. Title I, for example, funds separate programs for
thildren of migrant workers.

Resegregation Through Compensatory Programs

Student assignment. There is disproportionate minority student partici-

definition, was intended to serve the needs of these students. Blacks, Hispancs,

and low-achieving categorigs, and consequently among Title 1 selectees, than are
white students (Breglio, Hifikley, & Beal, 1978).
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TABLE 2.3

Percent Enrollment in Compensatory Education Frograms

Public Ele=. Ecrollmeat Enrollment in  Enrollment  Enrollment

_ 5chool ;  dn Title I Compensatory  in Titlegd in Tirle I

farollment® _ LEA'sZ. ) Ed.< Reading Vath?
Vhite 77.9 74,8 5¢.0 64.0 L6.7
Siack 13.9 19.5 34.5 2.7 36.6
Rigpanic 6.1 4.8 5.8 5.2 14:2
Other {Asian & o B | o
Native American) 2.1 .8 1:6 2.1 2.4

lureglio; v. J.; Hinkley, R, H., & Beal, R, S. Students' econamic and educa-

» L
TioNAL STATUS AND SELECTION fOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

1Bregho. V. J., Hinklev R, H., &§ Beal, R, S. Students' econmomic and educa-

tional status and sel»ction for rompensatory educstion (Techrical Report

No. 2 from the Stucdy ef Suctainmng Effects of Compernsatory Education on
2. Tasic Skills). Santa Monica, €Calif.: Systen Development Corporation, 1978.
Matsiena! Institute of Education. Evaluating compensacory education: An

interim report on the NatieaalfIns{itu%E—QL—EduCItigagcumﬁﬁﬁiiEnrw education

studv. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, 1976. (ERIC

Document Reproduction Service No. ED 132 238). Includes state~funded CE

 programs as well as Title I.

Hxnkley. R. H., Beal, R: S., s Bregiio. v I Szudeﬂ: economic iﬁa educational
status and receipt of educational serviczes (Technical Repor!
Study of the Sustaining Effects of Cbmpensatory Educstion on Basic Skills).
Santa Ana, Calif,: Decima Research; 1978 .

{all are sample estimates)

However, this overrepresentation is not solely the result of disproportivnate
prverty and low achievement. Breglic, Hinkley, and Beal (1978), in a major

R1E-funded evaluation, show that within categories of economic status and

whites are selected for Title I (see Tables 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6); The figures

for other compensatory educatitn services sre less reliable because some of

Q GW?
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TABLE 2.4

Esticated Population Percentages of Students'
Corpensatory Education Selectiom Status
By Family Ecomomic Status and
Racial/Ethnic Group

CE Selection Status
77777 o . Sio CE No CE at
- ] Title I/Title I Other CE at CE Non~CE TOTALS
) Econozic Ocher CE Only School School @
|__Status 2) 2y (2> {(2) (Thousands)
POOR/ADFC = below Orshansky poverty linc or AFDC recipient
S
Group
White 26.5 10.1 55.1 8.3 100.0
(2,011)
Black 32.7 . 8.8 51:3 7:3 100.1
(1,501) |
Hispanic 28.9 18.2 51.0 2.0 106.1
(556)
Other* 38,4 6.2 35.0 20.3 999
(113)
NCN-POOK
Recial/Ethnic :
Ci’b’iig" . i
Vnite 9.4 9.7 65.4 15:5 ~100.0
(13,548)
Black 18.8 8.3 54,9 17.9 _ 99.9
{1,266)
Rispanic 24.0 17.8 53.6 4.6 1000
(696)
Other® 5.2 4.9 42.5 Wi 100.0
- B (317)
~ — |
Total Count o S o - I
(Thousands) 2,941 2,000 12,264 2,801 - 20;006
*"Other" category includes Native Asericarns and Asian Americans. The sazple sizes
for these groups preclude individual analyses. Because of the heterogeneity of
this category and the small cell sizes in the table, the figures should be
interpreted with caution. ,, .
source: Breplio, V. J., Hinkley, R. H:, & Beal, R. S, Students’ economic and
educational status and selection fo ensatory education (Technical
Q Report No. 2 from the Study of Sustaining Effects of Compensatory
ERIC Education on Basic Skills). Santa Monica, Califi:: System Development

Corporation, 1978. ] 67
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TABLE 2.5
Estimated Population Percentages of Students' Compensatory

Education Selection Status By Basic Achievement and
Racial/Ethnic Group

- -~ . . . CE Selectiop Status

S o _ No CE Mo CE at
- Title I/Title I  Other CE at CE Non-CE TOTALS
Basic and Other CE Only School School I ¢ 3
Achjevememz* (%) (%) (X () _ (Thousands)

LOW ACHIEVER - at least 1 year below grade level on
standardized achievemenr tast

Racial/Ethnic Group

White 27:0 17.1 43.2 12.7 _ 100.0
(2;195)
Black 5.4 10.8 40.8 13.0 100.0
: (1,082}
Spanish 41.4 18.3 37.1 3.2 100.0
37)
Other 35.9 1.7 28.0 28.4 100.0
{83)
REGULAR ACHIEVER
Racial/Ethnic Group
White 5.0 8.4 66.9 15.7 ~.100.0
£10,595)
Black 19.6 7.0 61.3 12.1 ©100.0
(1,156)
Spanish 18.3 15.6 62.1 4.1 100.1
(553)
Other 8.3 5.0 42,1 44.6 100.0
o otk
Total Count - o - o o
(Thousands) 44?;695 1,645 9,821 2,404 16, 365

*Crades 2-6 Only

Source: Breglio, V. J.; Rinkley, R: H:, & Beal, R §: Students' economic and educas
tional sta:nsgandgseiec;iongicrAcompensatory education (Technical Report No.
2 from the Study of _Sustaining Effects of Compensatory Education on Basic

Skills). Santa Monica, Calif.: System Development Corporation, 1978.
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TABLE 2.6

Estimated Population Percentages of Students' Compensatory
Education Selection Status By Family
Economic Status, Basic Achievement,
and Racjial/Ethnic Group*

46

CE Selection Status
Ecopomic Title 1/Title I Other - -
Status and and Otber CE CE Only No CE TOTALS
Educational Status &3] I ¢)) [€3) (%)
POOR/AFDC LOW ACHIEVER
Racial/Ethnic Group
vhite 39 16 45 100
Black 41 10 49 100
Hispanic 38 20 42 100
NON-POOR LOW ACHIEVER
Racial/Ethnic Group
White 24 17 o9 100
Black 28 11 61 120
Hispanic 45 16 40 101
POOR/AFDC REGULAR ACHIEVER
Racial/Ethnic Group
Vhite 20 7 72 99
Black 24 7 68 99
Hispanic 25 12 63 100
NON-POOR REGULAR ACHIEVER
Pac:z1/Ethnic Group
| v 8 . o 100
i Slack 15 7 79 101
! Hispanic 14 18 69 101
| *3rades 2-6 only; N of "Other" Racial/Ethnic Category too swall to represemt in
. table. : .
‘77,7, -
Source: Breglio, V. J., Hinkley, R. H., & BeaX, R. S. Students' economic and educa=

tional status and selection for compensatorv educ

2 from the Study of Sustaining Effects of Compensatorv Education on Basic

Skills). Santa Monica, €alif.: System Development Corporation; 197B.

ation (Technical Report No.




Prograr organization. Studeat "pullout" is the dominant metnod of

delivering Title I services (see Table 2.7). It has been estimated that 75% of
compensatory aid Temoves the child from the regular classroom and for sbout
onie=third of those involved in pullout programs, all instruction takes place

in settings with other €7 students (Poynor,; 1977).

TABLE 2.7
Organization of Compensatory Programs
o 2 CE students % CE students
CE Subject svrved by pullout served in regular class
Reading 85.3 14.7
Language Arts 65.5 34.5
Math 62.6 37:.4
Source: Natiorsl Institute of Education. Evaluating compensatory éducatisn: An
interim report on the National Institute of Education compensatory educa-
ticn study. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, 1976.

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 132 238) o

There is also evidence of substantial use of pullout in ESAA (Welllsch,
1879) and state-funded compensatcry programs {Brookover, Brady, & Warfield, 1981).
The average amount of time spent im compensatory education is 5% hours per
week or about omé-fourth of the siident's totzl available learning time: Average
houts per week by subject are: reading and language arts--4 hours; math--3 hours.
The overall average is higher due to the many students who receive CE in more
than one subject. Students in pullout programs miss regular instruction im 2
variety of subject areas, not infrequently in those that are targeted for
resediation such as reading or math (NIE; 1976).
National evaluations of Title I (Hinkley et al:.; 1978) have showm that

zinority students receive above-average hours of compensatory reading and

ath ioscruction delivered in small grovps by special teachers (see Tables

191
[0

.
.9,

o, 2.11).
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TABLE 2.8

The Relationship of Race/Ethnicity to Time Spent ’
in Reading and Math Instruction

Mean Hrs. Reading Instructicn MNean Hr3. Math Instruction

Race Offered Attended Offered Attended

Majority 243.03  230.57 171.87 16305

Minority (Black, o S
Hispanic, Asian, 255,21 238.56 184.76 172.9i
Native American)

TABLE 2.9

The Relazjonship of Student Selection fwr Compensatory
Zducation to Time Spent in keading
and Math Irstruction

Mean Hrs. Reading Instruc. Mean Hrs. Math Instruc.

CE Belection Status Offered  Attended Offered  Attended

Title I 277.79 258.94 199.48 185.51
urher CE only 254,64 238.97 172.69 161.69
No CE 238:93 226:82 172.71 163.79 .

TABLE 2.10

The Relationship of Race/Ethnicity to Time

Spent with Special Instructors and

Small Groups for Reading
and Math Instruction

Mean Hrs. Reading _Mean Hrs. Msth

Instruc. Attended Instruc. Attended

with Reg. with non-Reg. in Class  with Reg. with non-reg. in class

Race _Teacher _ Teacher gize 2-13 _Teacher _ _Teacher of 2-13

Majority 133.95 1€.36 88.85 100.88 6.20 27.71

Minority 134.22 31.23 105.67 105.11 16.14 45.93
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TABLE 2.11

7 The Relationship of Student Selection f&i7666§éﬁ§§t6597£3665ti6ﬁ
b te Time Spent with Special Instructors and Small

Mean Hrs. Reading ‘Msan Hrs. Math
Instruc. Attended Instruc. Attended

with Reg. with non-Reg. 4in Class with Reg. with non-Reg. in class

CE Selection  Teacher Teacher of 2-13 Teacher  Teacher of 2-1

Title I 128.95 65:.58 141.60 101.87 "9.24 68.43

Other CE only 122.31 %3.73 128.98 87.55 18.94 $2.30

No CE 136.52 8.63 79:10 103.45 4,54 27.20

————— or——

In addition, researchers conducting exploratory studies of small numbers
of schools have found pullout to resuit in resegregation. Kimbrough and Hill
(1981) observed racial segregation in Title I and ESAA {and special sdizsvitwn
and biiingual education) pullout programs. Brookover, Brady, and Warfieid (3981}
found resegregation {more than 15% higher minority group participstion than
minority rroup school enrollment) in Title I and state CE programs: Observations
of samples of compensatory education students confirmed that they vere pulled

Due to mizority overrepresentation in Compensatory programs, combined with
the reliance on pullout for CE services, minority students spend a greater amount

of instructional time with special rsachers and in small, more segregated groups.

The Relationship of Compensatory Programs o Desegregation

tion and integrated education as strategies for increasing equality of educa-
tional opportunity: Compensation is seen as requiring the concentration of
disadvartaged students for intensive remedial treatment, vhile integpration

. relies on the dispersion of mipority students among their more advanzaged peers

5 schools of better guality (Levin, 1978 Radinm, 1978):. This conflict

[

and
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has been observed especially with regard to the operation of Title 1 programs
in desegregating school systems, where students and schools may lose services
due to changing patterns of attendance itbposed by desegregation plans (Berke

& Demzrest, 1978; Thiemann & Deflaminis, 1978). This situation was ameliorated
by changes in Title I eligibility criteria for students affected by desegrega-
tion, and by the use of ESAA funds for compensatory education for schools and

students who lose Title I eligibility due to desegregation (NIE; i977§ Havley
& Barty, 1980). The point remains, however, that direct service compensatory
out resulting in resegregation. The potential for resegregation through com-
pensatory services is exacerbated in schools that operste several categorical
than one type of service. Typicsally, these schools plase muitiple eligible
children in every program for which they qualify, resultiaz fu numerpsus pull-
tory prograt participation (Kimbrough & Hill, 1981).

Compensatory Education as a Programmatic Regularity

A fundamental value of the school system iz ~he academic achievement of
its students. It is from the commitment to enhanced academic achievement,
especially for low achievers from poor famélies; that compensatory education
ha:s developed. As was noted in an earlier section, school persomnel find it
sdministratively easier and instructionally comveniemt to organize homogeneous
groups of children for teaching purposes. Epstein (1980), in her study of
factors associated wvith patterns of resegregation, found that compensatory
other tracking procedures and tez-her Support services are part of the school
prograz. The need to provide services to low-achievers is not questioned here;

rather, the question which must

asked is: Why do school systems rely on

be 2
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tionately counted among the recipients cf compensatory and other categorical
services; pullout will result in a degree of recogregation. Whether or not this
trade-off between compensation and integration is justified depends fo0 no szall
extent on -he educational efficacy of pullout programs. There are a nuzber of
grounds on which pullout could be espected to be mn effective way to provide
remedial services: instructiot 1§ given in a smaller group, usually by'a
specialist teacher; these two factors allow for more individualized and
svitable instruction (KIE: 1976)x On the other hand, pullout could have
negative effects in addition to resegregation: pulled-out students may miss
regular instruction in some part of the core curriculum; there may be conflicts
between the content of regular and compenmsatory instruction; especizlly when
students experience Eﬁltiﬁié pullouts, the result approaches a form of abilirty
grouping for a large part of the day (NIE;, 1976; Kimbrough & Hill,

1981).

Teachers' reports in evaluations of Title I indicate that while many pull-
outs take place during students' study periods, a substantial proportion replaces
the remediated subject or some other core subject (NIE; 1976). Teachers and
aides in one case study reported that most compensatory students missed regu-
lar reading or math, the subject for which they were pulled out (Brookover
substitution of CE classes for regular ones in the same subject. In additiom,
they found that Students in sultiple pullout programs could miss regular instrvc-

e

¢lementary school career.
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The impact of compensatory programs on educational achievement has been a
controversial subject since the eariiest evaluaticns of Title I. Large scale
evaluations in the early years ;f Title I consistently fziled to Eééﬁ signi-
ficant achievement gains for participating students (see HMcLaughlin, 1975,
for discussion of these evaluation efforts). An alternative evaluation
sirategy has been to examine the characteristics of Title I projects identified
as successful. One such study included among the common elements of success the

high treatment intensity, all characteristics associated with pullcut
(Hawkridge; Chalupsky; & Roberts, 1968, cited by McLaughlin, 1975): However; a
tater study by the £ducational Testimg Service jndicated that pullout may not be

the most effective approach. Although the ETS study found lirtle difference in

within the Title 1 group. Compemsatory students who vere in reading classes

<ith ‘pon-CE students gained more than those who were in separate reading

More recent Title I evaluations have specifically addressed the issue of
pullout vs. mainstream delivery of compensatory services, but with equivocal
results. This is at least partially due to the near-universal use of pullout;
there are few mainstream Title I programs to provids comparisons. The Instruc-—
tional Dimiensions Study included instructional sctting (pullout vs. mainstream)
as a variable and found significantly larger gains for mainstream Students in
first grade reading and math achievement and third grade reading achievenent.

Only 1027 of that category, however, were receiving mainstream cocpensatory services
(e-g., from a classroom aide or comsultant teacher); the rest were non-iitle I

students (Poymor, 1977).




wn
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The most appropriate conclusfon to draw from this research is that while

approach has been adequately evaluated to make any statement about its effects.

In any event; the impact of pullout on achievement does not appear to offset its

resegrrgative effects.

provide a&n adequate rationale for its widespread use, what accounts for its
predominance in Title I and other categorical programs? While neither the
legislation nor the regulations stipulate the setting in which services are
to be delivered, there are several requirements that make pullout seem the
obvious way to achieve compliance:

1. Title I funds must not be co-mingled with other revenue source ,
but rather spent on identifisbie services.

The services must be provided only to the identified; eligible

S0
.

served, due to the concéntration requirement).
3; The services must "supplement, not supplant” the regular services
srovided to all students.
These provisions require that Title I provide a recognizable program for
targeted students that is in addition to the regular school program. The
easiest way for schools to do this has been to separate Title I students from

others for the compensatory services. Ironically, this practice has resulted

instruction. Glass and Smith (1977) argue that tkis interpretation of Title I
requirements has been encouraged by the enforcement posture of the U.S. Office
of Education, which has placed strong exphasis on the targeting of funds and
services. Tnis predominant concern that only eligible children receive services
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in its first 5 years, showing little impact on achievement and documenting
misuse of funds {Glass & Smith, 1977). Descriptions of specific prograns in
desegregating districts prbvidé.éiaﬁﬁiés of changes from classroom atdes to
pullout programs and of reductions in schools and students served in the early
years of Title I implementation (U.S. Office of Education; 1974): 1In gemeral;
become rare (Goettel, 1978). Local staff perceptions of why pullout is the porm
support the conclusfon that school districts see it as the easiest way to
satisfy federal and state regulatioms (Brookover, et al., 1981).

An opposing view is that, in schools with sufficient concentrations of

poor and low-achieving students, all students could benefit from compensatory

services (Glass & Smith, 1977). Other ways of allocating Title I funds aad provi-

ding services and their effects on use of pullout are discussed in the third chapter:

In surmary. Compensatory programs are primarily designed to assist poor .
and low achieving children. As minority children are disproportionately
represented in these groups, they are also ai§§f6§6it16ﬁétéi§ iéﬁfégéiﬁéa
in compensatory programs. Since most compensatory aid is adminizrered by
pulling children out of féﬁﬁ&if ciasses for §§Eéiéi imstruction; the impact is
to resegregate. Children in pull out programs spend z significant amount of
time in more racially isolated settings; a substantial proportion have all
their classes with other CE students. The resegregative effect of compensatory
services are d<fficult to avoid becausé of a lack of alternative models and
resources for service delivery and because of the need to adhere to Federal
regulations about targering aid.

45§é§i314236&éii65 Prograxms -

The provision of special education services is based on the right t> an

educatinn for all American children; including the handicapped. Of an estimated
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7 million handicapped children, 1 million receive no services, and only 40%

of the children are receiving the servizes they need (Weintraub & Zbeson, 1976).
It has been assiumed that because handicapped children have special needs,

special materials, instructional methods, and specially trained teachers are
needed These special services have generally been provided by grouping stu-
dents according to their handicapping condition. Assignment to a special
education class is usually based on a combination of standardized test results,

minority children are likely to perform at a lower level on standardized tests
than do white children and are likely, as a group, to be more negatively per-
ceived, they tend to be overrepresented in EMR classrooms.

The history of special education is marked by numerous iegal suits:
(1) to establish the right to an education for handicapped children, most
notably PARC V. Comuonwealth of Pennsvlvanis ¢1971) and Mills v. Board of
Education (District of Columbia) (1972), and (2) to establish nondiscriminatory

practices for assignment to special education classes, Diana v. State Board

tation Act of 1973 and the subsequent Educational Amendments of 1974; in which
it was ctolared that Y. o . (it is) the policy of the United States of Ametica
that every citizen is entitled to an education to meet his or her full potential
ments provided the basis for Fublic Law 94-142, the £ducation for all Handi-
capped Children Act of 1975. P.L. 94-142 provides funds to states and local
school districts for the delivery of special education Services to children

with physical, cognitive, and emotiomal handicaps. Federal financial assis-
tance for speciil cducation had been available under previous legislation; but

- g
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P.L. 94-142 added considerable procedural specificity to existing reguiisments;
in addition, its provisions are mandatory regardless of the level of actual
appropriations. The lav and regulations establish a comprehensive process for
identifying, assessing, and placing handicapped children, including the following
elenents:
1. a free and appropriate public education for handicapped children,

2. placement in special educstion only following a nondiscriminatory

comprehensive assessment, and retention in special education only
if subsequent reevaluations (at least once every thréee years) confirm

3. due process for parents,
4; individual education program (IEP) designed to meet the child's neads,

5. special education services to be provided in the least restrictive

environment (LRE).

Funds are allocated by & Zommula based on the number of handicapped children
enzolled and the average per pupil excess cost of special education services.
Only a smail proportion of the excass ost has tuus far been financed by

Advocate groups for handicapped citizens; notably the Council for Excep~
tional Childres and the Association for Retarded Cltizens, were instrumental
in designing the legislation and winning 1ts passage by near-unanimous votes in
both houses of Congress. The success of these efforts was made possible,
however, by judicial dezisions that had already mandated most of the provisions

of P.L. 94~142, the PARZ and Mills cases. The court decisions gave equal educa-

tional opportunity for the handicapped a constitutional foundation; they also

made state and local officizls more receptive to federal legislation; since
it would provide Zunds and set more uniform Standards than would a comtinued
series of lawsuits: No major educational organization went on record it oppo-

sition tc the passage of the rex lav.

&n 2dditional impetus for P.L. $4-142 arose from the Diana and Larry P.

Q cases ii &3 >h the misclassification of minoricy children as retarded was
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chal!itged. Decisions in these two coses lald the foundation for the mondis=
crimimatory assessment peovisisns o %o segislation. This réguirecent plus
the least restriftive envirr@war (5¥%) doctrine arec the most imsortant
components of the lavw regarding racial and ethnic segregation in special educa-
tion. While the general standard of appropriateness in assessment atd service
delivery of course encompasses the entire range of handicapping conditions,

the legislative history of P.L. 94-142 indicates that the issues affecting
=inority group children were not the major concern of the domimant advocate

P.L. 94-142 provides funding for students diagnosed as having speech
irpsirment, orthopedic and sensory handicap, severe emotional disturbance, spe=
cific learning disability (LD) &nd mental retardation(MR). The last category
has tracditicually been further differentisted into three educationally relevant
divisions: educable (EMR), trainable (TMR) and severs &7.c..

The more severe or more obvious handicapping condiviong are fairly emsily

d{scernibls. These include severe emotionbal disturbance, TMX; SMR and speech

ané pbysical handicaps. It is im she differentintions of the mildly handicapping
conditions, EMR and LD, which rely heavily or judgments of school personnel

Resegregation Throuzh Special Education

The regular curriculum i% organized in ways that lead to resegregatior,
but even more drazmatic is the tendency for special education programs to become
ghettos for rinority children, ;aitiéﬁiéfii‘ﬁiéék children: The great dispro-
portionality of black voungsters in special esducation classes, particularls
the most stigmatizing educational EMR classes has been amply documented. The
resegregative impact of this pattern is mitigated only by the comparatively szz211

_ ; §0
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school policies related to ability grouping and tracking; nationally about 5.9
of white students, 5.8% of Hispahos and about 8.4% of black students are assigned
to all categories of special educati-n. The figures for EMR assignment are about
1% of whites; 1% of Hispanos and 3.5% of blacks. There are also substantial
regional variations (Center for National Policy Review, 1980).

Student assigrment: The disproportionality of minority students in EMR

classes was first brought to public attention in the Dianz case in 1370. In
this class action suit, the plaintiffes used disproportiomality (two tizes as
warny Hispanic youngsters in EMR classes than wo:ld be expected given Hispanic
enrollment in school) to support their claim that the use of stendardized
intelligence tests, administered in English, resulted inm misclassification of
Rispanic children: Disma was quickly followed by 2 similar class action suit;
Larry P., on behalf of black children. The Larry P. plaintiffs produced similar

data for black enrollment in EMR classes in California and even more dispro-

The disproportional representation of black children in EMR classes acrcss
the nation has been clearly demonstrated since the Office of Civil Rights began

collecting data on special education im 1973. The Children's Defense Fund (1974)

¥ississippi, and South Carolina. They found that over BOZ of the students

in EMR classes werc black, even though less than 40X of the total enrollment

in these districts was black. Almost half (462) of these 505 districts reported
that 5% or more of their black students were in IMR classes, however only four

district® reported that 5% or more of their white students were in EMR classes.
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these general national patterns. The Columbus public schools® Report to the

Federal District Court on the Status of Desegrepation (1980), included data

on enrollment in special education classes by type for 1979 and new énroli-

ments between October, 1979 and January, 1980. They found some dispropor-
tionality with the most dramatic différence at the high school level.

In the metropolitan Nashville-Davidson County public schools, psychological
services received 7.287 referrals from classroom teachers in the 1977-78 school
year, 76% at the elementary school level. Of these, 58% were white, 31% black
and 11% unkuown or other. Psychologists tested 72% of the elementary children

referred; setved 10% without assessment and left 18% unserved. While the refer-
ral rate reflects the 31.2% of the metro school population which was black, 587
of the children in EMR classes were black (Cook, 1980).

There is a good deal of evidence to sugpest a dramatic decline during the
Farly 1970s data on Hispanmic enrollment in EMR classes reflected the dis-
proportionality presented in the Diana case. The U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights (1974); in its six-volume study investigating barriers to equal educa-
tional opportunity for Mexican Americans ir the public schools of the Southwest,
reported that Hispanos were twice as likely to be placed in EMR classes in
Texas and 2% times as likely in California. These two states, vhich were the
only ones to record ethnicity of BMR students; enrolled more than 80% of the
total number of Mexican American studeats in the Southwest.

Carter (1970a) reported a relationship between the enrollment of Hispanos
in EMR classes with their overall enrollment in the school systems. In comparing
ican American percentage within the school diStrict, the more likely they were

to be considered retzrded. In the districts with an average Hispanic enroli-
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ment of 15%, 30% were in BMR classes: 1In districts which averaged 2.8
Bispadic, 3.6% were im MR classes.

More receat reports lead to the couclusion that rationally the overrepre-
seritazion of Hispanic children in PMR classes may be declining. Carter aad

in the disproportion of Hispauic students in BMR classes. Sizilar patterns
were noted in the placement of Hispanos in EMR classes in T¢ is. It should
be noted that this decline of Hispanic placement in EMR cl.sses in the South=
west has not been accompanied by a similar decTine in the éisproportion of black
studeats in EMR classes in these states.

Aspira (1979b) reorganized and reanalyzed the 1968-76 data from OCR,
at least a five percent Hispanic enzollment. Less than five perceat of all
districts in the nation met the combined criteria. As part of this study they
focused on Hispanic enrolimemt in special eliuvcation. They concluded that

therz has been a decline in disproportion cverzll; Hispanos continué to be
overrepresented in EMR classes in school districts having substantial
Hispanic exrollment.

A recent analysis of OCR data verifies that black children continue to
be disproportionately represented in EMR classes. Nationally they are about
3l times as 1ikely as white students to be placed in such classes; in the
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trend in the decline of Hisparnic enrollment in EMR classes indicating that
Bispancs are no longer overrepresented in EIMR classes nationally (Center for
Nztiomzl Policy Review; 1980).

The & sproporticnzte representation cf rinorities in LD classes is not
nearly so dramatic as for EMR classes: Wnile the proportion of slack éﬁ?&ii—
gent in LD classes exceeded that sf the school enrollment in Nashville this
hzs not been the case nationally. The Columbus TYeport (1985) indicated a

1ightiy smaller percentage of minority students in LD classes than is the

1]

rotal school enrollment: The Center for Nzllonal Policy Review (1980) found
that black students vere slightly less likely to be categorized as LD nation-
ally and dramatically less £0 in the Northeast and Midwest: 1In the Northeast,
the ratio of blacks to whites in LD programs was .67/1.00; in the Mfdvest,

the figures were .75/1.06. In contrast. Hispanes teud to be slightly over-
represented in classes for LD naticnally (& ~ira, 1979b; Center for N& tmal
Policy Review, 1980). '

In suwmarv. More blacks are assigned to special education than any other
racial or ethnic group: Blacks tend to be greatly overrepresented i~ EMR
classes and underrepretented inm 1D classes. Hispanic 6¥éifiifé§éﬁtifibﬁ in
EMR classes is decliining, but they tend to be slightly overrejpresented in LD

classes. Since LD classification is generally conceived to be less StigmitiZ
classss. 7Tha decline in the proportion of Hispanic children fn EMR classe:

may reflect a chamge iu svsessmeat procedures wiich eliuminates the obviously
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test. Their slight overrepresentzrion in —o clasces may reflect ambiguity

in the dofinition of LD, especially as it relates to the understznding cf the
impact cf having Spanish as a first languzge in a predominantly English-
speaking educational system. The movement of minority children cur cf special
education does not mecessarily reduce the overall resegregation ot these
ch::Zren withia the scr.ool; - they may be moved out of PR classes into a
education programs.

Program orpanization. Special education services, like ability grouping

and cozmpensatory education can be organized inm ways that are more or less
resegregative: P.L: $4-142 Tequires placement of handicapped children in the
least restrictive environment (LRE). that is, handicapped children should be
educated with t.eir normal peere tc the greatest extent possible. In practice,
the options of placement genc:-ally availsbie in schools are; from the least
restrictive to the most rescrictive: rescurce Toom service, part-time special
vlas -, full-time special class; and special day school: Resource room ser—
vice: are often iimited in scope, for example, sowme School districts allow

4 maximum of one hour per day of resource help: Children classified as BR
are generally placed in fuli-time specizl classes. Children :lassified as

LD may receive resourc: help or full-time piacement; depemding On the percefved
severity of the learning disibiiity.

Teckha®, in tne Larry P. case, indicated that sssigmment of black children co

EMR classes is espccially harmful in that EMR clas..s &re dead-end placements.



Iix the earlv years of izplementation of P.L. 94-142; state educatiox
depzir=ints ard local school districts were primzrily concerned with the
identi{: -arion of elipible children and the establishment of IEP and due

pracess proceduree (Eargrove, Graham, Ward, fternechy, Cunningham, & Vauzhn;

1981, Stea-ns, Greea. £ David, 1980). Implemesnting the LRE provisicn has re-
ceived lecs attention. The Office of Special Education has been criticized
centinuad high placement rates of black children in BMR programs (Educational
Advocates Cpal::ion, 198C). There have been cocruination problezs between

USE and the Office of Civi: iights {a the Department of Eaucation, vhich menitors

set of 1984, Al:oough O a1 ceasiderably broader mendzte for monitoring
2ad enfor cement of B.L: G4-142 tha- does OCR; which primarily respords to
inividual cumplaint, UCE has Yeen criticized av being slow to use the CCR data
a8 to imestigate disproportisnate min.rity placement rates s& long as the
nensral procedures of P.L. 94-142 appear to have been followed (Education
Advocstes Coalition, 1980).

Tue Relationsh’p of Special Educ

for a number of reasons, it ic difficult to determine if special education

assigrments for black chilaven bave increazad with decegregation. Are such

gathered nationaliy before 1973. In the South, where disproportionate assifn-
ment is greatest, dusegregation preceded this pertod. In the past decade
there has b~e¢n incressed attention given to spocial education prograns and
provision ~f adiitional resources for special educatisn; and this has in many

crses coincided with th~ process of d¢ cgregation. In school distraces whzre
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gazion, ir is éifficulr to detercine the extent to which this is ia respormse te
desegregation or a response to an increased focus em :jpecial .ducriionm
assigamé nt. Shis is especially true when there is no racial data preceding
desegregatiorn.

thera is some evidence that special education assigrment for black children
s - increase irmediztely 3fi - . .og to integrate, -hat it may be a specific
ri sponse to desegregation. For example, during the first year of court-ordered
desegrégation in the Omzha publiz scsols i 1976 and 1977, tescher initiated
referrals increased 50%. Thir was aluost entirely gscounted for by black
chiildren ©ho had been bused to previcusly sll uhite schools (Calusha, 1980;
kzzking, 1980). Because raferral is the first step in the process of speecial
edic_ticn plazemert, the .2ar following implecentation of a desegragation busing
plzn may be a high-risk tike for consideration of black children to special edu-
cstion. Colucbus, Obio reported s slight increase in sperizl ed jcation assign-
sent in the tuo yeirs folloving fmplementarion (Columbus Poiic Schools; 1979,
1980, 1981).

In most of the nation, schooi districts under court-orderel schook desegre—
This muggests that districts :=nzer court order are more likely to be sensitive
to issues of resegregation than those that are not specifically dirscted to be
so inder court order. 1Inm the South; which has the greatest percentage of
yTudents in ichscls und. some form of desegregation plan, the difference in
cercentages is very small. iaic is ths area Gf the countsy whera the Jargust

sopears o have izase effect (Center for Natioral Poliry Review; 1980):
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MR when moving aleng the contireum froz imtensely white to intensely Slack

schools {Center for Nationzl Poiicy Review, 19E0).

Litrle is known about the effects of desegregation on assigrment of Eis-
pznic children to spacial education. The Aspira (1979b) study vhich zdéressed
the guestion of Hispanic student assigmenc to special educarion as it related
to the degree of segregation of the schrol district found distinct regional
differerces in this relationship. In the Southwest; iispan’c assignuent fo
MR classes vas lovest in the I»asr segregated districts. For the recaining
areas the reverse was true; Hispanic participation in EMR classes was lowest
ir highly segregared distrocts, Iz contrast, they found mo relationship
betveen segregation and Eispanic earsliment in LD classes except in ~he Midvest
where Hispanit participation in LD classes decreased 25 the level of segragation
increased. o
The Persistance of Specinl Elucation &8s & Programmaric Regularitv

The resegregation of mirsrity chuldren via full-time pl.-  a% ¢° these

children fn special education classes (eipecially EMR) calls to juestion the
effectiveness o this organizational praciice. Kesearchers rtudying the
effectiveness of differing organizations of se:vice delivery in special educa-

tion have generally compared the effactivenecs of sperial classes to main-

streaming of EMR children. Several excellent reviews are availeble (cf.,

Abrazson, 1980; Corwin & Gottlieb, 1976 Se=n , Gottlieb, § Robimson, 1979}
thus only the ! ~#.c cesclusion of ti+~ 7 reviewers is shared here: researchers
have {ailed t5 show & difference in echievement of r.udents placed in fi '=
: time EMR classes and those wiic hiave been maingtreamed.
1f special classes are rot effective, then whir do sthwols persist iz *uafs
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organization? The range of diversity which teachers encounter with main-
streamed EMR students is very great. There are very rezl, ancé educaziomally .

i=portant, differences betueen the child with an IQ of 60 (RMR range} and the
child with an IQ of 140 (gifted rarpe). The regular teacher may not have the ihéﬁi-
ledge or technical facilities vhiech would support an appropriate educaticral pro-
gram for these children. Furthermore, special classes ave the administrativaly
easiest means by wiich to provide services to groups of children vhich hzé
not been rouzimely served by the schools:

For many years, the schools had excluded handicapped children from their
programs. inclusion of these children is now puzlaced: Even if states or
and Subsequent funding they must abide by the regulations promuigated by the
0ffice of 7ivil Rights undec Section 504 of the Rehabilitatinu Act of 1973,
vhich contaims many of the sazme provisions.

Bilingual Education Programs

Very few ac-ivities in public affairs are more :onfusing and

politically charged than are bilingusl ~ducaticn and schocl desegre-

gatiosz. Both involve the ‘upielative, executive, and judicial
brancher of state and rativnal goveralent. Both are se@n by the
public @5 havirg wmajor cocial, as well as educational implicaticns.
Neither are well underscopd by practitioners r v the public im .
general. HMuch heat but 1ittle light is being generated; (Carzer; 1979)
Bilirgusl ejucation prrgrams are bassd on the valué Of equal bepefit
from educacional opportunitiés. Given equal access to tnglish-based instrucs
tion, the iimited-English proficient (LEP) studeat dozs not have the same
opportunity for lsarning as do English proficlent students. The zagnitude of
cte need Suo bilingual cdu.atic. ‘s diffizulc to gauge in that therz xre "
securaie counts of -ue numbe-  LEP children (Thernstrom, 1500) and that there

are warvir: desyees of Languige prosiciency inm both languages of LEP children

Craewi d6F & Mapa, 3+ ¢ wve eajcisty of students in need of bilingual education
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are Hispanic, though a significanc proportion of Bispanic childrez vho need
specizl lanpuage Services areé not enrclled in such prograts. “Indesd, amow:
the 12 states where the nezec for bilingval progra=s is the greaatest, onl; one~
third to two-thirds of the Hispanic children are being sevved" (Fernandez &
Guskin, 1981). Thocogh bilingual programs are not rziching all of zhnsz
chiléren needing serviczs, those children who do participate tend to find
bilinguzl prograxs segrélitive experiences. Bilingual-biculcural iiaézéié
veére zandated with the hope of rezedying English language deficiencies that

lead to low achievement and high drop-out rates for LEP youngsters which also

have a rasegregative effect. i
Thocgh local school districts have had bilinguzl education programs since

che middle of the 1Sth eatury (Thermstroz, 1980), it is its recernt history

vhizh has established bilingual education as a programmatic reguls-ity in the

schools. The nee? for bilingual education has resulted ir mandates from the

facicial, legisiarive; ané executive btranches of government:

Thie $udizial mandates for bilingual education are very much i-tertwined

gé:inn of Hisparos was thait E*gli"h langnage Jeficigncies and the special

needs those deficiencies created. Simce 1970, courts bave included bBilingual

programs 35 components in desegregation plans (Cisnervos v. Corpus Chiisti, 1970;

U.5. v. iexas; San Felipe Del Rio, 1972; Millikep v. Bradley, 1974; Arvizu v.

Waco inéepeaééntrSehééigﬁiszrici, 1674) and more recently mandated Biiiiﬁﬁii

1972: Otero v. Mes: Covnvy Valley saszai biitti&t No. S1, 1975).

The 4udicial landmaré in bilingual education w35 the unanimcus decision

of the Supreme Cowrt in Lau v. Nichola (1971) Thi Court found that tha San
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Francisco Unificd School District had viclated the Civil Riphts Act of 1964

bty Jdenying the cistrict's Chiuese-speaking students a "meaningiu’ opportunity

to participate in the educatiznal prograss.” They Daintained thit there is

not equaiity of treatment merely by providing students with the sawe facilities,
textbooks, teac..ers and curriculuz; students vho do not undevstand English are
effectively foreciosed from ary rmeaningful eduvcation. The candate vas for
specis programs to assist students with English-language deficiencies to 3
benefit froz edvcational programs. 1v= Lau decision vas c ted as precedeat for

subsequent court decisions regarding bilingual education for Hispanic students

Board of Education of %.Y-; 1974): In the most recent case involving bilingual

education, the courc ruled that having an ineffective program is the same as

having no progray; and therefore is a violation of Lay (Rics v. Read, 1977).

Congress first addressed the special needs of LEP children in the passage
of Title VII of the Iilementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1968.
Though titled the "~ “lingual Education AC:" no mention of bilingual education
designed to meét these special sducation needs” (Section 7.2) were eligible
for funding. The eligible participants were limdved to non-English spezking
students (LES/NES) having a home language other ' an Zuglish, & low family
{ncome, and & record of low achievement. Title VII was subsequently renewed
-7 vevised in 1974 and 1978. “The revisions of the act in these tvo ;€ars
expanded the act %ot (1} include s broader range of participants, by focusing
on E--1ish proficiency rather than speech alone, by dropping the low income
requirement, and by allowing inclusion of up to 40% er-ol,ment of Engligh-
proficient students: amd (2) become more specific in the types of a.reptable

progiams, by veguiring "Bii%ﬁgﬁéliﬁitulﬁUféi eudratl n propssms’ rathnos than
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the “new and izaginative" pregrass originally mandated: Additiomally, the
ESA4 contzined 2 separate provision for bilinguzl education.
Congress zlso jassed the Equal Opporcunity Act (1974) vhich stated:

Ko State shzll deny equal educationsl opportunlty to ar individual on
=cc0u.t cf kis or her race; color; sex; or mational origin; by the

failure by an educaticnal agency to take appropriate action to over-

coze language barriers that impeded equal participation by its stu=

cents in its instructional programs (Section 1703.f).
Proposed rules and regulstions for the Equal Opportunity Act were mot publishes

until the lastwonths of President Carter's adzinistration in the £fall f 198C.

official action ¢© President Reagan's new Secretary of E€ucation "errell Bell
(Department of Education, 1980; Bell . . ., 1981).

Concurrently, the Office of Civil Riphts and the Office of Education were
(1) developing guidelines for school districts delivering services to LEP stu-
dents, and (2) engaging in subsequent monitorisg activities. The first bilingual

mandate from the exccutive branch was in the form of a memorandum, applyicg

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act cf 1964 and providing directives fron the

Department of Heaith, Education, and Welfare to school districts heving sub-
stantial LEP student povulasions. This documant, which b3came known as the

“Eéi 25th Memorandur,” required schools to remediate "language deficiencies in

order to open their imstructionil programs to 1imited-Engl ish-speaking students"

(Pattinger, 197( . The execufrive mandate was further clarified by the develr, -

ment of guidelines prepar.d ty am OCR task force, advpted by OCR and USOE, asa
issved ‘n the surmer of 1975 (Epstein, 1977). These guidelires, known as the

“Lau Reme”e§," reguired school districts having 20 or more childrsh frow one

language group to proviide SIilfzgusl-bicultural edusation programs for children

whis wolml - - 3%+ 1v . -eak that native language. S5inca OCR bagan applying
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the Lac Remedies in 1675, it has negotizted neasrly 500 loczl agreesents basad

on these guidelines (Stanfield; 1980). Crities of the lau Rezedies coatend
that these guidelines go beyond the judicizl mancate of lau, in that: (1) lau
addressed the +c:3s of studerts having tinguistic deficiencies in English
~héreas the Rezedies defined eligible -~ “ants by their prizmary or home language,
and (2) lau requited “something special™ in vieetdng the needs of LES/NES stu-
dents whereas the Remedies specif:izd bilinguzl-plcultural edocation: 7

In addition to federal mandates, lcczl schosl districts must also respond
to their state mandates; 22 states have enacted bilingual education legislatiom
(Erisk, 1978).

1f thére is one thimg that stands our from this review, It Is the< "2:Jhe
two candates (bflingual education and desegregatior) ars rife with imprecise
definitions, politizal interpretationms, govornment jargon and ecucanzo, and

advocacy for varying interpretations" (Carter, 1979).

Models of Bilingual Educaticn

Prograns to assist . /P studerts . & desigred in @ variety of ways with aif=
ferent implications for z:sni. isolation; Approsches range &lonp a cowtinous frea
English-as-a-Second Languaga (ESL) classes to fully developed bilingual-biciitural-
bicognitive educa:ional préarams. The basis of ESL is that of teaching English
as a foreign latiguage (U.S. Cormission on Ciivil Rights, 1972), with zhe ractionale
that techniques other than ismersion are: necessary O assist the LEP child in
gzining tuz Enmglish lunguage proficiescy mec~rexry to have & successful cduci-
tiondl experience.

Bilingual education encompasses a variery of prograns in-luding bilinguai,
b:1ingual-bicultural, or Siiiﬁguaiikituitur:i—%itbﬁiiEiié cducation programs.
and the use of those two languages as mediums of instruction £6r any part o

211 of the school curricvium:" While recognizing the need to become proficient
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in Enplish, bilingusl educatics is zlso bzsed cn the ratienmzle thz: stufexnts
learn best vihen taught In their narive language arnd that LEP students should

have the opporiunity to keep pace with their Englishi-speaking peers who are

s -

ziraing 3sher subjects.

¥hen the study of the history and culrure asscciated with a students’
mother teongue is incivded in a tilingus! prograrm, bilingual-biculturzl educarien
results, A fer proponents of corprehensive bilingusl prograzs argue that

Lf? students have developed different cognitive stvles as a result 6z thedir
socialization expeiiences and thus should te taught using teaching styles and
é&?éié§§é§ different from their Enplish proficient peers. This is ter=ed
bilingual-bicultural-bicognitive ecucazion, and has obvieus implications for
segre. ation (Lopez; 197f; Rétiféi; 1572; Ramires & Castaneda, 1974).

The resegregative impact of a bilingual program will depisnd not only on
its lustructipnal focus but also on the gusic for the program. Policy makers

to learn effectively im the régular schoc: ~~pram. Mos. proponents of
bilixgual education and Hispanic comrunities - nirse 3 “~gire for meintenance
programs to develop equal competeénce in both languages as well as fostering
a biculiural identity.

The resegrogacive impact of a maintenance orie. '..ion might be sofrened if

Buglish speaking students were active parxi-{pants and developsd proficiency

in the rero d languace; 1his would Crest® a4 twi~u 2y rather than cne-vay progtes:
In such programs, chiidren who were indiszily monolingual in English wouid have
the advantage of hilingaal cozpetency. The programs would be wiewed as "altzr-

¢ _:iv’ rather than “remedisl." While bilingual programs were initiuted to
peet the naede i LIP students, nearly ever: bilirgual statute provides for the

94



programs £ay be one-way or two-vmy; however, Iz practice, a tramsiticmzl pro-

graz is uscelly reparded as "rezedial" and is @s: attractive to ron-Hispanos.

Resesrerzsion Through Bilingual Education

At this time it is impossible to test the hypothesis that bilimguzd educa-
ticn tesults in resegregarion due to an overwnelming lack of data. Neitler
the CEZfice of Bilingual Education nor the Kational Clearinghouse cn %iiiﬁééﬂi
Education could supply reports regariing the nature of students {n bilinguarl
education or the organizational patterns used by schools in delivering bil .. .1
education services. Thus, the conclusion that bilingual education is resegre-
gative is based on limited data.and consideration of the definition of bilingual
educacion progranms,

Student assizrzent: While a school may offer bilingual programs for

several linguistic groups, these groups aie separated for obvious imstructional
sutposes. For exzmple, biliagual prograns in Vietnamese are separate from
bilingual prugrams in Spanish. The msdority of students envolled in bilingual
orograms are Hispanis; estinates ramge from 7O to 84 percemt (Aspira, 1979b;
Department of Education, 1980; Epstein, 1977; Fernatdez b Guskin; 1981;
Stanfield, 1980). Federa) riles and regulations for Titla VII bilingual pro-
they fund only LEP students. iﬁé Calif~+nis state bilingual zducation lav, the
Chacon Act, requires that no more than 2/3 of the students ir a Eiiiﬁgﬁii educa~
tion prepras be LES (limited-Cnglish-speaking). This act appesrs to endoi=e
tuc-vay bilingual education by involving non-LEP &tudents; however, Cartur (1979)
points out that 90% of the children &n California's Sparnish-English progracs

are Hispanos, cemcluding that the vast majority of English-~spcakers are

Mexican Aooricans; He furiher couments:
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%o dats zre availstle t diccern re whzt excen: English-speaxing
ch:ld*en are énrw.les in lizie VIl cplasses. 1t 1s s—spectezd that
the mzjority of those Tnzlish-speaking children enrpited are

English-spea¥ing Eispanos rather than Angles or blacks.
Epsrein {16772 tioted that it has been corm=on PraCtlce to 3551gn studects to

f surnawes rather than languzge

o
~
0
.
1
Lig]
o]
[
'—u
[34]
I
[ =]
r
[s)
e
[a]
9]
=
)
L 2]
{
(]
1
n
Q
4
(1]
o
[y
"
¥
"
o
}

need. Such an assignment rractice would, by definition,; coastitute discrimi-

nation and Segregation. .
The only wide-scale research or bilingual educatioa was cosducted by the

foericay Institute for Research (1977-78), the "AIR study,” under contract

U.S. Office of Education. According to their analysis, which cozbined

|
0 I

vith

ESL and bilingual eduvcation wlasses, 75% of the children in Titrle VII classes
were Hispanic and only 16 of these were judged to be monolingual-Spanish.
The researchers asked teachers to ratz the children in bilingual classes a<cord-
ing to their English speakinp abilities; their results are presented in Table

.12

"~

TABLE 2.12
Percent of Children in Title VII Classes Due to

LES-Ability (As Judged by Their Teachers)

Grade Perce -

DA

35
30
29
19
27

[+ LT TN - RN ]
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oz :he average, icss than 173 of the children, g'ades ‘-E; in Title VII

spanish=English clesses vere LES. This led AIR researchers to conclude that
Title VI! rlasses were not primarily vehicles to teach non-English-sperking
students suostantive siubject matter while they acquired English, rather they

were seputate Classroomé for Hispanic children, It should be noted that at

ptams was Hizited and aon-English-gpe-ving (LES/NES) students whereas the
current target population i& LEP students, encompassing such English skills as
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reading and vriting as vell as speaking abilities. The need for bilingual
education for LEP students is not denied. However, the degree to which Bispanic
students are assigned to bilingual education programs without regard to linguis= ~
tic needs causes pne to question bilingual education as a resegregative pracrice.

Program organization. The degree to which bilingual programs are resegre-

gative may depend on how they are organized and administered. Thernstrom (1980),

reflecting on the AIR study, commented: "One reason the programs served sis
a high percentage of English-competent students was because transfers out of
Title VII classrooms were rare." Indeéd, 862 of the students remained ir
bilingual programs although judged to be competent in English. Only 9% were trans-
ferred to English-speaking classes while receiving some continued support for
Spanish maintenance; and cnly another 5% were totally transferred to English-
speaking classes. Thus, in practice, many programs espousing transition gozls do
not itplement transition, in turn creating Hispanic tracks vithin the school. :
The potential for resegregation through bilingual educacion is very much a
function of the model andjor goals of the program as they interact with time
spent in the program. Title VII rules and regulations mandate that, at the
very least, students in billngual programs join their English-speaking peers
for nonacademic activities and courses which require little or no English such

as wusic, art, and physical education. Time spent in special language tlausses
gay range froe an hour a few times 3 week to full-day bilingual programs.

The preferences of schools for time allotments has been neither systemati-
cally recorded nor analyzed. No data are available regarding the amount of
time students are in ESL or bilingual classes. Thus, one must examine the

(o Y
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is likely to be 100% Hispanic. Hovever, time spent in BEL #5 gésirally i4ss
than that spent in bilingual education programs: Some sibenid ©ffér an ESL
“entry prograz,” vhich is an intensive full-time ESL course Seliohed by transfer
to English-speaking classes as soon as possible: In such i@Fgsnces, content
areas are not taught until the child becomes -English-proficiing, Osher schools
offer ESL classes concurrently with participstion in Englishespesbiag cldsses.
Participation in such programs may vary from a few hours per wedk ta @5 Duch aw
half the school day: Approximately half of the prograzs in the Aapira 115758}
study were ESL only.

goals and may be one-way or two-way. Participation in such bilimgual Hrogracs
may be for any part or all of the school day. Theoretically, one would

expect transition programs to segregate students for a lesser period of ime
students' educational career than would maintenance programs. However, i@s

projects in the Southwest are transitional, and that 902 of the children
served are Mexican-American:. Thus, transitional prograczs tend to be resegre-
gative, but theoretically only until the child becomes English-proficient;

In an attempt to promote transition, the New Jersey Bilingusl Education Act
limits student participation to three years.

One-way maintenance 5&6;%553 for Rispanics only are equivalent to the
cztablichument of s dusl educstional system. Two-way programs are, by defini-
tion, integrated. Two-vay bilingual programs are more likely to be viewed
as "alternative education programs,” rather than having the remedial nature
jnherently attributed to transitional bilingual programs, thus drawing parti-

cipation of non-Hispanos. However, few two-way mainterance programs exist.
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The degree tc whick any of these programs, regardless of model, goals, or
participants; is zesegregative is very much a function of time spent within
the program. Thus, resegregaticn via bilingual education is a funciion of

student assignment pracrices and program organizarion. I summary:

Existing bilingual programs do not operate in & truly bilingual seri?
The typical progran enrolls only about one-tenth Anglos and szall

numbers of blacks: Hispanic children . : . tend to be channeled

into the programs even if they could function in English-ianguage - -

classes and kept in them when they could be in the mormal corriculum.
About two~thitds of tbe ‘children 1n the progtam are not assigned be—

transfers a chiid to an ali—ﬁwglish progranm when he or she couid

handle it. (Orfield, 1977, p. 87)

The Relaticnship of Bilingual Education to ﬁé@égiégétidﬁ

As mentioned in Chapter One, the relationship of bilingual education and
desegregation is best represented by an analogy to the "double-edped sword,"
{.e., while bilingual education may be a resegregative threat to desegregation;
desegregation say be a threat to the integrity of bilingual education programs.

In the Aspira (1979b) natiomwide study of schools having sizeable Hispanic
enrollment; the researchers found that students who may need bilingual educa-
tion or ESL were more likely to participate in these programs in highly
segregated school systems. Of the students possibly needing special language
instruction: 47% in low cegregated (Jesegregated?) districts received bilingual
educatior or ESL as compared to 57% in relatively high segregated ¢ystems. They
concluded, "(1)t sppesrs that segregation highlights the need for special

-

language programs, serves as an incentive for implementing these iéégiiﬁi; and
facilitates provision of the programs:'

"in several cases since 1974, the very existence of ongoing bilingual
bicultural programs has been seriously threatened by the iminence of a school
desegregation decree” (Cohen, 1975). This threat is usually manifested
in the proposed application of strict ratios in the student sssignment plan
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(Fernandez & Guskin, 1981). Thus, Hispanic iavolvemezt in receat &ééégiegéiién
bilingual programs (Fernandez & Guskin, 1981); such was the case in Milwaukee
(see Baez, Fernandez, & Guskin, 1980) and Boston (see Aspira, 1980; Brisk,
1673).

In 2n attespt to specify the effects of descgregation on bilingual educa-
tion, Aspira, Inc. (1979a) condusted an ethnographic study in two school dis-
tricts (unnamed) o¢ the East and Wast coasts. Both of these districts vere
tri-ethnic comrunities with a toral minority enrollment under 502 (15-25%
Rispanic, less than 302 black) and & total school earollment betwazen 20,000
and 150,000. Both districts were in their second year of court-ordered desegre-
gation. The researchers from Aspira spent four months of field work comcen-
trated on celected alementary schonls within each district. Their ethnographic
techniques included observations and interviews of school personnel and commwu-
ﬁii?:ﬁem&ers; ?hbﬁgﬁ baorh districts were encountering difficulties with the

4 difficulties were guite different, In “Eastville”:

(t}ﬁere are problems associited with "mainstreaming” or returning a
child to the regular classroom {from bilingual classrooms). As soon
as a child devonstrates (English) proficiency he or she is nain-
streamwd and encounters rapid and grammatically complex English.

In addition, the mainstreamed child loses the varmth and tongeniality
of the ESL or bilingual class. The abrupt transition is not demon-

strating good resolts (p. 92)

had “no effect" on the bilingusl education program, the Aspira researchers
found that desegregation had resulted in the following: (1) dispersion and

reassignment of bilingual studerts and teachers; (2) some biliﬁgual teaching
tears had been broken up and forced to reorganize; (3) bilingual teachers &nd

education were not accezpted in new schools; and (4) K-6 neighborhood zzheel
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bousdaries had been redrawn, resulting in so much dispersai that Bilingual
education was on an individual "pull ocut” basis for ail K-6 schools, whezeas
organized group programs had existed prior to iplemertation of desegregation.
In general, they concluded that "court ocdered desegregation plans ar times
curtailed specislly targeted mirority program$ (e:g:; bilingual education,
early childhood education) . . . (berause) they depend on & rritical mass of
students in Schools To meet federal guidelimés for fundizg” (p. 10). Furthes=
more, school desegregation had not enbanced the understanding of the Hispauic
community by white administrators or teachers and that Hispanic students were
less likely to come into contact with 2 supportive learning enviromment given
desegregation: Finally, they comsented that there vere divergent goals for

bilingual education; whites wanted transition programs and Hispanos

wanted maintenance programs. Fernandez and Guskin (1978) suzmarized the situ-
ation: "Dispersing students . . . nnd not prévidiig then with sinilasr ser-
educationally unsound and indicates that the desegregstion plan is mot appro-
priate for the multi-ethnic/multilingual population in the district” (p. 62).
Carter (1979) suggested that desegregation need not become a threat to
bilingual education. He noted the increasingly popular movement from desegre-
gation addressing the racial balance of schools toward ethnic/racial isolation,
an approach that would allow a critical pass of LEP students to be assigned to
particular schools rather than evenly dispersed throughout a district. Further=
more he argues yith regard to bilingual education and desegregation that “only
lack of creativity and lack of commitment ceter implementation of bilingual
prcgrams 1o kacially balanced schools” (Carter, 1979). The compatibility of
bilingual education and desegregation are explored in greater depth in

Chapters Three and Four.

10§
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Bilingnal Fducation as a Prosrame—stic Repulzrity

Agreenent that “something" needs to be dorme té assist the LEP students in
English-speaking sehools leads one to question the efficacy of bilingua. educa-
tion. *One-half billion dollars vere spent on bilingual education in the zen

<

years from 1968-1978; lesc than one-half of oné percent was for research, with

the result thet we have very littie more of a research base for bilingual educa-

ticz than we 4id over tem years ago” (Troike, 1978). "“Not only is there a
findings on the accomplishment of Aflingual education are. albost nonexistent-:
The few studies that are available lack adequate depth, scope; time and
methodology to provide a valid measurement of the outcomes of bilingual educa-
tion" (Cardenas; }977).

The most frequently cited study of the effectiveness of bilingual educa-
tion was conducted by tte Amefican Institute for Research (1977-78); entitled
“Evalvacion of the Impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/English Bilingus! Education
Pcograms,” and known as the AIR study. (For summaries of the AIR study, see

Cardenas, 1977; Carter and Segura, 1979; Epstein, 1977; Thernstrom, 1980.) In
brief, the study contrasted the parformance of two groups of students: (1)

not enrolled in such programs. The students vare pretested in the fall of

1975 and posttested in the spring of 1976. The AIR résearchers concluded:

{1) non-Title VII students did better than Title VIl students in English langu-
age urts (both groups generally either maintained or impzoved their percentile
ranks--both groups at about the bottom 20% of the nation), {2) Title VII stu-
maintained or improved their percentile rank--both at about the bottom 30%

of the nation); (3) Title VIl students (including Anglos) showsd an increase

@\
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from pretest to posttest in Spanmish reading (non~Title Vil students were
not tested); and (4) there was no difference in school attitude associated
wigh participarien in bilingmal education.

The AIR studv has not gone without criticism: The Intercultural Devel=
opment Research Association (IDRA) (see Cardenas, 1977) argued that. The AIR
researchers did not distinguish asong the varied progran choracteristics, such as
#0del (ESL or bilingual); goals (maintenance or transitional), instructiooal
{75% of the Title VII students classified by their teachers as either English-
Zozinsnt or bilingual English-dominant as compared to 962 of non-Title VI1
students); yet the researchers did not take English-preficiency into account
and posttests vas 8 school year, yet in reality, in almost 502 of the schools,
the time from pre- to posttest was five months or less. Finally, about one-
progran: "This ralses the possibility that the romparable group had "bilingual

that the AIR study does have its veskresses, but suggests that it not be dis-

education.

The effectiveness of bilingual education fared better in reviews by Paulston;
Belkin; Graham and Williams (1977) and Troike (1978). The Paulston review
concluded: (1) in overall English language ares, the bilingually-instructed

groups scored az well ag, or higher than, the groups recedving English-only
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instruction; (2) furthermore, they scored Bigher in Spanish lamguape arts,
groups in math schievement; and (4) after two-to-thrze years of bilingeal
instruction, students' bicultural attitudes were more positive than earlier
and bilingually-taught children showed self-concepts as positive as, and,
sore often, more positive than, English-instructed students, stayv in school
longer; and learnm English better than cheir English-instructed peers.

Troike (1978) criticized evaluation reports submitted by Title VII
programs as "worthless” &s a research base in that they do pot control for
socioeconomic status or initial language proficiency of the students, offen
lack bassline data for the control group, fail to identify siguificant dif-
fatences in tearher qualiffcations for control and experimental groups, and
provide insufficient data/or statistics.

Aspira (1980) criticized the state of research on the effectiveness of
bilingual education programs, citing many of the same problexs as Troike.
They added, however, that "bilimgual education is epected to do (ot re-do) &
one or two years vhat America's educational system has not accomplished in
zany of {ts monolingual English schools, without %aving to overconme language
barriers (e.g., fifth grade Spanish monolinguals sxpected to attain fifth grade
level English!)"” (p. 84).
makes one point very clear--ve do not know enough to Take any confident glebal
prescriptions s + : (p)robably we eventually will discover that there is no
single best ansver and that bilingualism vorks vell only for &ertain purposes
in certain settings" (p. 88).

The growing numbers of Hispani¢ LEP students enrolled in the schools almost

assures that bilingual educatics will continue to be a programmatic reguiarity.
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Cutrently LEP students are underserved: If the language needs of these stu-
dents are being recogniied, what then accounts for the fairly low level of

services to these srudents? Ome possible reason is the shortage of qualified .

’

bilingual teachers—-a fact on which almost all authors would agree, though
Pncbody knoos how severe the teacher . - . shortages ave" (Epstein, 1977,

p: 12). Furtherore, the niture of the qualifications of =many bilingual
teachers have been breught to question: Cardenas {1977) reported that the
“Ipfs's secondasy analysis of the AIR data shows that oaly 252 of teachers
participaring in the study reported baving a bilingusl teaching credentisl.”

Wagponer (1979) found that (1) teachers using a non-English language appear
to have been assigned on the basis of language skilis alene, (2) fewer thin-
half had h3d even cue course iﬁﬁtiiihguai education; and (3) only 14% had
oreparation in (a) teaching the lsnguage arts of a non-English language,

(b) teaching other subject areas through it, (c) studies related to cultural ]

background, and/or (d) teaching ESL. 7 )
There have been varying reports regarding the bilingual teachers' Spinish )

proficiency: Carter and Segura (1979) reported that approzizarely two-thirds

of the teachers &nd almost all of the aides indicated that they spoke both

English and Spanish in their homes. Waggonmer (1279) found chat 42% of the

bilingual teachers were native speakers of that language. In contrast, Cardenss

(1977) noted that almost half of the Title VII teachers in the AIR study

adzitted to not bring proficlent in Spanish, that 922 of the “bilingual” stafy

in one major city were monolingual English; snd that in atother community,

teachers were certified as bilingual with a minimun proficiency of 750 words in

Spanish. Epscein (1977) described a study of the Spanizh competency of hilingual

write Spanish at the third grade level" as measured on Mexican tests of standard .
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third grade curriculu=. The Spanish proficiency of the reacher is very izpor-
tant in that Merino; Politzer and Ramirez (1979) detonstrated that teachers’
and aides' scores on Spanish proficiency tests were §i§iif§é§ﬁ£i§ related to
pupil gazims in English reading. Furthermore, oaly the teachers' proficiency
in Spanish predicted pupil gains in Spanish reading:

1n addition to their linguistic abilities and preparation for bilingual
instruction; bilingual teachers must have an understanding of the importance
and nature of biculturaliss: "The great majority f2il to recognize the over-
vhelming influence of culture on personality and behavior, have extremely
lizited knovledge of or contact with (Hispanps); and do not grasp the role and
function of the American school in general society or Fecognize its influence
on the ethnically different child" (Carter, 1970b).
federal governpent for training of bilingual teschers/aides (Epstein; 1977);
however, when Walsh (1976) conducted a national survey of teacher training
institutions which offer teacher preparacion programs ir bilingual education,
only 18 were identified: Carter (1970b) stressed the need for teacheér training
institutions to meet the needs ¢f their communities. He offered the exsaople of
the University of Texas at El Paso which graduateés 450 teachers a year, about
75% of which stay in the geneéral geographic arez (an area of over 502 Mexican
the eduzacion of Chicanos.

1 _susrary. Bilingual education is ® programmatic regularity of the schools

pe e e

designed to pest the needs &f LEP students. The degree to wh
education is effective has been questioned. However, the authors of two récent
literature ravievs conclude that bilingual education has resulted in enhanced

achievament and self-concept for the Hispanic youngstér. The growing number
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5€ LEP Hispanic students coupled with a shortage of qualified bilingual
tezchers tends to evacerbate the problem of delivering adequate services to i
LEP students.

Reasorns Resegregetion Occurs

Desezregated schools resegregate in acadermic programs when Eﬁéi_éigaﬁiié
instruction arcund structures vhich separate students into homogeneous groups.
In the first section of this chapter we have revieved four wajor 5fagfaééie
regularities which are resegregative im practice: (1) ability grouping and
tracking, (2) compensatory education, (3) special 2ducation; and (&) bilingual
education. In order to understand why resegregation occurs, it is necessary to
take a closer look at student assignment practices and program organization:
This section will discuss the relationship of race and ethnicity to the processes
the special problems created by the wultiplication of categorical prograams. N
Student assignment to any of these prograss generally involves a complex
process of objestive and subjective evaluations which include standardized -
testing, professional judgments about educational performance and behavier and,
in some cases, student and parenr~ choice.

The Effects of Standardized Testing on Resegrepation

Ab{lity and schievement testing are the major tools for assigning students
to homogeneous growps. maiay'ma Bryan (1971) reported that 82% of districts
soiled used test stores for placement, many of them 23 the $ole means of deter-
mination. Tests have been used for this purpose because they provide what
appéats to be an objective,; simple; and cheaply administered way to assess stu-
derits and compare them to one another. ;

“hile group schievement tests are used for ability grouping, group IQ

Prendi.
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tests were banned for this purpose in Hobson v. Hansen (1969). Group

achievement, aptitude, and interest tests are used for vocational and
educational counseling and tracking. Individual intelligence, achievement,
and personality tests are used in the assessment of suspected handicapped
children and other children having academic or behavioral difficuities in

dents and the resegregation thnat results from sorting students into Erougs
based on these srores has raised questions about test procedures and charges
of test bias. Critics argue that the tests measure performance on tasks baéé&
on experiences and values that are less likely to be part of the minority
child's history, and that the disjuniction between exposure and tested compe-
tency will be most dramatic for the children whose families speak another
language in the home. If test scores are viewed as representations of the
inherant ability of children, and ability groups and tracks are rigidly built
on that assumption, then the initial score gaps amiong racial and ethnic groups
will be maintained.

There have been numerous discussions and definitions of test bias in
the literature (Anastasi, 1976; Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, & Wesman,
1975; Flaugher, 1978; Hunter & Schmidt, 1976; McNemar, 1975). Three
tajor categories of test bias, content bias, mean bias, and predictive bias;
have reccived the most attention:

Content bias. Content bias refers to the degree to which specific items

on the test are culturally biased. Charges of content bias have be;n frequent,
but attempts to eliminéte content bias have generally not improved scores of
minority students.

Analysis of content bias of tests have ranged from subjective opinions of
reviewers to complex statistical item znalysis. The subjective review prbéédure
is a superficial examination of the item to determine if it looks biased. Some
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test developers have used panels of experts to review test items, eliminating
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eliminating 13 items perceived to be biased from a widely used 82 item ele-
mentary reading test "did not improve the performance of schools with high
minority populations relative to their performance on the original 'biased’

Bias are mot substantiated empirically: For example; the following item from
che WISC-R Comprehensive subtest: “What is the thing to do if a boy (girl)
mich Smaller than yourself starts to £ight with you?" has been frequently
criticized as biased against irner-city black children. Statistical analysis
of responses; however; would suggest that this item may be relatively easier

for blacks than whites (Jemsen, 1976).

reviswers selected eight itéﬁs they felt were biased against Hiepanos. 1In
their second study they performed an item analysis and found that when
were biased against blacks and 6 of 64 (9%) were identified as biased against
whites: A similar pattern held with 6% and 8% biased against Hispanos and
whites respectively.

In comparing the results 3? the judgmental and statistical rééiéa, it
shoiild be noted that those items thought to be biased were mot statistically
biased and that judges éisagreed that the items that proved to be statistically

T - = — = = q - o . _.a 2 e — - ——=--—- 2 PR ° . . . e
are not necessarily accurate, and revision of current tests either in the

direction of greater or lesser cultural loading might have the effects of )
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simultaneously increasing or maintaining group differences and reducing

validity" (Reschley, 1979).

The issue of content bias iias been raised in the courts. The plaintiffs

in the PASE case (Parents in Action on Special Education v. Hannon, et al.,

1980) argued that the individusl intelligence tests used in identifying black
focused on the relevance of the test items to the black culture. Judge Grady
concluded that the experts were working from preconceived notions and chose mot
to base his decision on their conflicting testimonies, Rather, he conducted
examining the face validity of each item. He concluded that the tests are not

biased and found in favor of the defendants. This case is currently under

frequently used for school placesent (Joseph, 1977). "Several studies of
testing made during the past half century have demonstrated that the mean
score of blacks i§ one Standard deviation (i.e., 15 points) below that of
vhites, especially on tests that purport to measure levels of inteilectual
function”" (Samuda, 1975). Shuey (1966) reviewed more than 500 studies of
black intelligence covering a period of 50 years and using 81 different
measures of intelligence that confirmed these differences. When the racial

groups are roughly matched on the usual SES factors, the mean 1Q difference is
diminished to about 10 points (Shuey, 1966). Though the majority of studies
of racial and cultural differences on test performance has focused on 1Q

tests, similar differences eserge on achievement tests.
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Whether the finding of a difference in mean test scores between groups is
evidence of test bias is a matter of debate. Proponents of testing argue that .
mean differences do not equal bias, that these differences are real differences
on the "trait" measured by the test:

Differences in the experiential backgrounds of groups or individuals are

inevitably manifested in test performance: Every peychological test

peasures a behavior sample. Inscfar as culture affects behavior; its
influence will and should be detected by tests. If we rule cut =11 .

cultural differentials from a test, we may thereby lower its validity
85 & measurs of the behavior domsin it was desipgned to assess. In that
cage the test would fail to provide the kind of information needed to
correct the very conditions that impaired performamce (Anastasi, 1976,
p. 58).

Opponents of testing argue that mean bias Is related to comstruct validity,
and that the construct of the tests is at the heart of the issue. For example,
17 it is assumed that the construct of intelligence is normally distributed

regardless of the color of skin, yet the 1ntelligonce tests result in differ
casne for diffsrent races, then the test {& biased and lacks construct validity.
(It should be noted that vhen differences in mean sccres of males and females--
females had the higher scores--occurred at the beginning of the testing move-
ment; test authors altered the tests until the resulting means were the sanme,
and they continue to be the same; The argument at that time was the construct
of intelligence vas assumed to be normally distributed in males and females.)

Plaintiffs in Diana v: State Board of Education, (1970) and larry P. v.

Riles, (1972, 1979) argued that the intelligence tests used for iﬂentifying

- ——— .

of comstruct validity. In Diana, it was argued that the construct of intelli-
gence vas not being measured when Spani-h-dominant children vere tested dy
English-language tests; i.e.; the construct being measured was not "intelligence”" |
but facility with the English langusge. The Larry P. arguments were much more

cozplex though the focus remained on the comstruct validity of the test, that )
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is, did the commonly used tests of intelligence (Stanford-Binet and WISC-R)

really measure the intelligence of black children? Testimonies were given by

the leading figures on both sides of the testing issue. In short, Judge Peckhan
concluded that the conmstruct measured by IQ tests did not reflect intelligence
of black children, thus banned their use for identifying black children for

MR placement. The state of California broadened this decision and has pro-
nibited the use of 1q tasts for identification of black chilfiren for sny &pe-
cial education placement. It should be noted that the Larry P. case, like the
PASE case in vhich the opposite decision was rendered, has been appealed.

Thus, it appeatrs that the debate of testing bias, a debate that seems to eluvde
consensus among professionals; will culminate in a Supreme Court decision yet

to come.

Those who support the validity of tests, contending that mean bias 18 not
real bias, for educational assessment point to their predictive validity for
minorities as well as majority students. That is; the tests are said to pre-
dict future educational achievement moderately well regardless of class or

tace (Jensen, 1973).

schievement in elementary sthool. A similar pattern has been noted for mimority
children (Hartlage & Steele; 1977) and LD and PMR children (Raskin, Bloom, Klee,
& Reese, 1978). There is, however, some laboratory research using learminmg
tasks in a controlled experiment that suggests predictive valldity is weakest
with those groups whose previous experfence pight be expected to deviate from
the middle class norm:

(Lyow 1Q (60-85) lower class children are, on the average, markedly

superior in learning ability to low-1Q middle-class children: 1In the
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1Q range above 100 . . . there are pot significant differences in
learning ability between lower- and ifddle-class children mat.ded for
1Q. This suggests that once the IQ has exceeded a certain level . . .

it gives a fairly accurate assessment of learning ability regardless

of social-class level: 1In the lower IQ range (which, incidentally,

contains the modal performance of lower-class children), the IQ

test grossly underestimates learnming ability smong lower-class

children : . : + This is especially true for Negroes in the U.S:A.

(Jensen, 1973, pp:. 92-93)

Opponents of testing argue that the traditional practice of demonstraring
the validity of IQ tests by predicting school achievement as measured oo |
standardized achievement tests is itself invalid;, since achievement tests are
also culturally biased. They conclude that there should be no surprise that
one culturally biased test would predict performance on another culturally

achievement test scores, are used as the criterfon; differential validity for
the three racial/ethnic groups emerges. The IQ tests consistently ﬁﬁaéiﬁiéaiéi
the GPA of black and Bispanic children, hereas they are fairly accurate predic-
tors of the GPA of white children. )
Thete is & conundrum in the defense of mean differences on tests used for
placement based on their predictive ability, especially as these Deasures are
used for the purpose of homogeneous grouping. 1f students' backgrounds have not
exposed them to vocabulary, cultural customs, or patterns of analysis used on
the test, then their subsequent placement in a low ability group may serve to
create a self-fulfilling prophecy of expected low achievement. 1If children are

placed in groups where expectations for achievement a&re lovw and the curriculum

to their "lower zbility" then the test that so classified them will prove to be
a good predictor of low achievemeat.
The overriding basic assumpticn regarding the use of tzsts is that the test

user is an informed consumer who is knovledgeable about the psychometric basis
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the tests used and the problems of testing. Nn informed consumer of tests
would assert that tests measure the inherent abilities of éhiidren, rather
that test performance is a combined result of heritability and cultural experi-
ence: However, the ways in which tests are used by the school seem to reflect
s belief that the tests are measuring an immutable "given" quality in children.

Researchers recently Rave demonstrated that performance ofi standardized
achievement testc is not unchangesble: Results from the past two years in the
National Assessment of Educational Progress show that nine-year old black .childresm,
particularly in the Southeast, are making achievement gains greater than their
nine-year old white peers (Elementary . . ., 1981). They have been, in fact,
narrowing the achievement gap. Edmonds (1979), who studied schools in which
children in the bottom third of the achievement distribution were lezrning at
grade level, concluded zhat poor and Ei86§i5§-éﬁiiaiéﬁ who are often found im
that portion of the achievement scale can learn.well if certain school char-
acteristics are present.
children is probably alterable: What educators do about the gap is more
important for minority children's life chances thap whether there is a gap
and how it got there: Building the academdc organizaztion of the school on
measures of the current achievement distribution may simpiy reinforce the
existing pattern. |

1o summarv. Standardized tests of IQ and achievement are an important

tool in the placement of studemts into ability groups and tracks. Because the

tests in this manner resegregates schools. The consistent findings of group
differerices on tests suggest that if resegregation is to be avoided; atterntion

must be placed on developing instructional strategies that allow students of
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varying levels of achievement to learn together. To the extent that the tests
refiect differential experisntes of children rather than inherently different

abilities to learn, rigid and inflexible tracking sysStems may perpetuate these

groups.
The Effects of Racial or Ethnic Bias on Resegregsztion

Test bias may Iead to resegregation, but basing assignment decisions onm
professional judgment is not necessarily & choice more likely to enhance
integration. Tuere is considerable evidenca that when teacher judgment enters
into placement decision; social class resegregation is greater than it would

be if test scores aione were used.

high SES children who tested high were fiuch wore 1ikely to be placed in
a high track thban low SES children vho tested high: If tests alone had been
used 77% of high and 387 of low SES students would have been in the high track.
While 80Z of the high SES high scorers vere so placed, only 50% of the low SES
high scorers were. More recent studies have ravealed similar patterns in

Teachers base group assigmments on their general impressions of childres;
as well as on their knowledge of earlier placements and test results. Such
concern and involvement may influence assignment (Rist, 1970). A scmewhat
different view is expressed by Haller (1981) vho argues that class-biased
assignment is largely a result of the necessity to make distinctions with iiiiiéé:
éata. He asked 37 upper elementary teachers in four districts in Nev York
state to group their own Students into reading groups as if they vere advising -
next year's teacher. Their reasons were Tecorded as the sort progressed. Haller

11
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found that potentially class-related attributes such as work habits, social
relations, personality, and family background were used to classify students
whose reading scores placed them at the margins of a group. While there vas

a tendency to move higher SES children up and lower SES children down, this
occurred only with the marginal scores. He concluded from analysis of the
data that class-related bias displacements account for a very small amount of
the disproportional placement found; most is attributed to the well established
pattern of class differences in achievement test Scores.

There is no direct empirical evidence that rscial i ethnic biss contri-
butes to the disproportionate low placement of minorities, but to the extent that
teachers make placement decisions based on their impressions of students, Eﬁé
would expect minority Students to suffer displacement into lower tracks. The
high visibility of race and ethnicity compared to social class Cues makes
these students vulnerable to decisions based on prejudice.

Brishcetto and Arciniega (1973) report that educators view Chicanos as
unmotivated, apathetic, nonadherent to time Sch;duies, snd incapable of
learning %a Aserican schools. There is considerable evidence that black
children are seen as less promising academically and more troublesowe (Hendez-
son, Goffeney, Butler, & Clarksom, 1971; Rajpal, 1952; St. John, 1975; Gerard &
Miller, 1976; Weinberg, 1977). An early study found white teachers character-
izing black youngsters as high-strung, impetuocus, lazy, moody, rebellious and
talkative; while black teachers saw them as ambitious; cooperative; energetic,
fun loving and happy (Gottlieb, 1964):. A more recent study found differenmt
staadards used to judge black and white children. Southern teachers rated
passive black students higher than passive white students (Long & Henderson,
1972). 7 -

These low expectations for minority students are associated with lowered
achievement. A numbér of studies of minority student achievement demonstrate

that these students do better with teachers who have high expectatioms and
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positive attitudes (Narot, 1973; Forehand, Ragosta, & Rock, 1978). This is of

course, consistent with the findings of considerable research on teacher

expectancies. .

Student and parent choice is nct always a factor in student assignment to
academic groupings: Neither students nor parents participate in the formation
of ability groupings in the slemertary school. Student and parent choice does
emesge - a factor in selecting secondary school trscks. Parental conmsent is
either mandated or usually sought for placement in categorical programs; such as
compensatory; special education; and bilingual educition programs. The role
overemphasized.

Choice in tracking. Though student and parent choice is likely to emerge

as 3 fsctor in decisions about track placemsng with fucurs carsar dmplications;
the patterns of ability grouping in elementary school will have set students .
on paths towards particular tracks long before formal choices are made. Edu-
cational experiences in low ability classes will have left Gany students without
the skills necessary to cozpete io the high status college preparatory track
in bigh school. Furthermore, ability grouping policies in high schools such as
effectively limit track choices.

Economic and social pressures may channel students into lower tracks,
here chofce is a factor im assignment: Minority students report intemsive
peer pressure when they succeed academically--pressure mot to “act white."
Parents and teachers sometimes encourage choices by students that are not as -
denanding academically because they do mot want the chilid to try and fail.
Noblit (1879) describes academically successful minority females vho can clearly -
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succeed in college taking vocational courses, or cometimes taking the vocational
success.

When the combination of these decisions results in a pattern of choice by
minority children for vocational and general over college preparatory tracks

Parental consent for categorical programs. As was noted in the intre—

duction to this section, parental consent is either mandated or usually ob-

tained prior to student sscignment in categorical programs: The role of the
class with a small number of children, it would be a rare parent to deny his/
her child that opportunity for extra academic attention. The Hispanic commu-
nity is very supportive of bilingual education as evidenced by their
involvement in desegregation cases to save bilingual programs; thus it appears

most Bispanic parents will endorse bilingual educatica for their childream.
In the case of special education, parental consent is required prior to
initial assessment and prior to rrovision of special education services, or
placement. Parents freguently react to the school's concern about their
child's behaviar and/or achievement by giving permission ia conduct an assess-
ment. This evaluaticn is conducted by a multidisciplinary team that then meets
with the parent(s) and the child, when appropriate; to formulate an individual
educational plan and determine placement, if that child is considered handi-
capped. Weatherly (1979) found a strong tendency for professionals to
reach a consensus before parents were involved, so that parents' understanding
of and influence on the process were very limited. It would not be surprising

for parents, when confronted by a team of experts, to consent tc the recommended
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program. From one of the author's experiemces in seiving families of hanéicapped
the child's handicapping condition and are unaware of the type of special edu-
cation services the child is receiving. Yeét these same parents may have parti-
cipated in writing the original individual education program And day hsﬁé
reviewed it annually with the child's teacher. Thus it is highiy unlikely that
schools are failing to give this informztion to parents; but it is most 1ikely
that schools are mot communicating that informasion io & manner vhich the
parents can understand. This is most obvious in the case vhere an 211 English~
speaking team meets with a Spinish-dominant parent. It appears to be fairly
unusual for parents to oppose or have much influence on the school's resom-
mendation for special education.

While there may be the potential for studeht and parent choice regarding
assignment to categorical programs, the bureaucratic structure of the school
and the ecology of the decision-making aress tend to limit the influencs of
their participation:

Program Organization

The degree of incompatibility of programmatic regularities (ability -
grouping and tracking, compensatory education,; special educatios, and bilingual

organized. Too often ability growping and tracking become rigid organizational

-

practices, resulting in resegregation for the large msjority of tﬁé school day.
Corpensatory educational services are usually offered om a pull-sut basis;
which hzs been shown to be a resegregative pzactice of questionable effective-
sess. The delivery of special education or bilingual services may be organized
along a continuum of services, from limited pull-out to full=day placwisats.

Full-day placements, whether iiiiféiity~srou?ed classes or spectal or bilingual



education, are clearly resegregarive. The degree to whith those programs
orgenized on a pull-out basis are resegregative depends on the extent to
which the pulled-out students are disproportionately minority group members.
Rewégregation through pullsoit proprams alap depends on the amount of time for
which children are pulled-out.

Multiple Eligibility for Categorical Proprams

The racial isclation of shildren crested by pullrout programs may be som
pounded by multiple elipibility. Categorical programs have diztiactive his-
organized thterests, and are aduinistered by different units. An individual .
child who is, for example, poar,: lve mchieving, in a racisl minority, aud who 1is

not proficient in English may be entitled tc several séparate pull-put program

g are izvelved, (& may lesd to grouping mulrinly eligible
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students for administrative convenience.

It is clearly possible for an fndividual to be eligible for the services
of zore than one cavegorical progrem, but there is very little dsta on how many
students actually partiedpste in wultiple programs. Coulsoa, Hanes, Ozene,
Bradford, Doherty, Duck, & Hemenway (1977) noted abuve~-average proportions of
vided or the magnitude of multiple eligibilsity or Gervice. Rill (1973) noted
an ¥IE report that indicated that 27% of Title I studénts are in special
pull-out classes throughout the entire sckooi doy, receiving no regular class-
room iastructioen.

¥isrough and Hill (1981), follewing an exploratory study, concluded that .

iikely to have mulriple program elipibility. Many of these children vere found

1
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to participate in four or five different programs, Kimbrough and Hill also
found that in most of the schocls in their study, students were actually placed
in all programs for which they were eligible. Theoretfcally, the students could
be eligible for all of the programs described im this report; although the
combination of Title I and special education services funded by P.L. 94-142

has been the subject of controversy (Hill, 1979):

It is clear that pull-out may become increasingly segregative as the nuzber
of programs in which the child participates increases. School districts have
difficulty coordinating programs to reduce conflict as they struggle to avoid
violating one set of mandates in order to comply with another. This is especially
difficuit vhen implementing categorical programs simultaneously with desegre-
gation. Alternatives to the traditional school organizational practices are
described in Chapter Three.

Surmarv: Resegregation Throuph Academic Progrars

We have reviewed the academic/programmatic regularities which schiools use
to address academic heterogeneity of the student population. The resegregative
effects of these regularities--ability grouping and tracking, compemsatory
education, special aducation; and bilingual education--have been documented.
There are three factors associated with resegregation through these practices:
student assigmment, program organization, and multiple eligibility for
categorical programs. Student assignment 18 a complex decision-
taking prbtéis with potential for bias in testing, schiool personnel judgments;
and student and parent thoice. Such Btudent assignment practices tend to
result in overreprasentation of minority children in the lower academic groupings
and underrepresentatics in the higher academic groupings.

ﬁmamﬁﬁ%ﬁmwm&wmmaﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁm

tracking too cften become rigid organizational structures from which it is
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difficult to escape. Compensatory education is generally offéred on a pull-out
basis; special education and bilingual education vary zlong a continuum from
pull-out to full-time separate classes. The degree to ihich these grouping
practices result in resegregation depends on the extent to whick minorities
are overrepresented in enrollment and the extent to which the children are
segregated from the regular classroom. The pfcblémé that school districtsr

to provide programs for identified groups of children, not enough atten-
tion has been devoted to the fact that individual children may belong to

presented in Chapter Three.
The Impact of Discipline Practices on Reseorecation

The behavioral regulsrities reflected in school discipline policy are

the school's attempt to deal with diversity of the student population while
maintaining the stability and order necessary to the business of teaching and
learning. Since 1973, when the Southern Regional Council published The Student

Pushout: Victims of Continued Resistance to Desepres ion, there Has been con-

cern gbout the exciusion of minority chiidren from desegregated schools for
disciplinary reasons: With few numbers but many anecdotes; the coumcil sug-
gested that newly desegregated districts suspended and expelled disproportionate

in dropping out of school. This pushout phenomenon is thus thought to contribute
to resegregation.

In this section; we will (1) document the racial disproportionality in
suspension and drop~outs in American schools, (2) examine their relationships
to school desegregation, and (3) explore the possibility that this disproportion-
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ality results from discriminatory administration of discipline and negative
school climates and teacher attitudes.

Suspension

£a11l 1973 survey of 2,917 school districts, the Children's Defense Fund (1974)

estimated that one out of every 20 school age children vere suspended in the
1672-73 school year. The districts included represented over 50% of all
public school enrollment and 90% of all minority student enrollment.

Suspension is an overvhelmingly secondary school practice. The OCR
survey indicated that 4.22 of all students were suspended at least once in
1972-73; but the figure for elementary Students was .9% vhile it was 8% for
secondary students (Kaeser, 1979b). In individual school districts, the propor-
tion of secondary students suspended may be much higher than the national
average; in Denver, for example, the figure ﬁ%s 30.6% (Children's Defense
Fund, 1974). -

There are no government mandates for specific disciplinary practices, such
suspensions and expulsions; however, there are government constraints on
mmma&mamma&@m@mmmaxﬁammmm
theme to these constraints is that of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act
which requires that no program or activity receiving federal financial assis-
tance be discriminatory. Beginming with the 1972-73 school year, the Office

of Civil Rights; in monitoring desegregation, has regularly collected data on

VII of the Emergency School Aid Act, which provides assistance to local dis-
tricts in accomplishing "meaningful desegregation," includes funds for Special
Student Concerns Projects to assist school districts with discipline and
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operating progracs to equalize them;
School disciplinary practices have been the focus of several litigation

efforts. The first of these was Dixon v. Alabamz State Boazrd of Education (1961)

in vhich it was ruled that due process, including notice of charges and oppor-
tunity for a hearing, is reguired before expulsion (in this casze from @ state
college). This principle was subsequently applied to expulsion froz high school

(Children's Defense Fund, 1974). The decision in Goss v. Lopez (1975) expanded

this policy to suspension of any length. The courts have also ruled on the
appropriateness of disciplinary procedures (i.e., suspension and expulsion) to

the nature of the student offense (Tinker v. Des Moiries Independent Comunity

School Districr, 1969; Goss v. Lopsz, 1975). Furthermore, students can sue

school officials for dacapes if their constitutioral rights are violated in

disciplinary action(s) (Woods v, Strickland, 1975). Receatly; a Comnecticut

court ruled that suspension and expulsion of handicapped students is limited
by P.L. 94-142. 1If the disciplinary problem is related to the child's handi-
capping condition; then a change of individual program or special education

placewent is warranted rather than suspension or expulsion (Stuart v, Nappi,

1978).
Resegregation Through Suspension

A clear pattern of race disproportions in suspension has been extensively
documented in local school districts across the country. Some of this evi-
dence is presented in Table 2.13. Clearly, every city 1isted in this table

enrollment.
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TABLE 2.13
Percen: Minority Enrollment & Suspensions in Urban Areas
Sawple % Fnrollment Z Suspensions  Sourc e
BLACKS o o
Mobile 46.0 64.6 National Public
Indianapolis 1.8 60.3 Radio, 1974
Pitzsburgh B o L2:4 60.0
Prince Georges Co., Md. 28.0 43.0
Boston. 3.1 47.0
Dade Co., Fi. 26.0 53.0
MINORITIES N o
New York 64.4 85.9 CDF,; 1574
Houston 56.4 71.0
Cleveland 59.4 71.0
Mezphis 58.0 70.2

Aspira (1979b); in a natiomwide study of school districts having earoll-
ments of at least 3,000 and at Yeast a five percent Hispanic enrollment, found

of Hispanos are suspended than of Eéﬁ-ﬁiiﬁihbs.-

A study by the National Education Association found that in the 21 largest
school districts in the U.S:; 72% of all suspensions were black (Arnez, 1978).
However, racial disparity in suspensions is not limited to large urban disiticts;
tuo-thirds of the districts surveyed by OCR had higher black than white suspen-

for 197273 and found twice as many black children suspended as white (Kaeser,
1979b). OCR data for 1976, analyzed by region, is consistent with the earlier
CDF reports. Black students were from 2 to 5 times as likely to be suspended
as white students in all regions of the country. The data for Hispancs was
mixed, with few regions showing large disparities. Those regions with the
largest Hispanic enrollments report a slightly smaller proportion of Hispancs

suspended than whites (Carter, 1981).
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Analysis of 17 pore recent district and state Studies were consistest with
patterns repcrted by CDF and others. These reports were gathered froo:
Louisvilie/Jefferson County, Kentucky; Tampa/Hillsborough County, Flerida;
Prince Georges County, Maryland; Boston; Richland County Districts 1, 2 and
50, South Carolina; New Orleans, louisiana; Dallas, Texas; Buffalo, Rochester,
and Svracuse; New York; Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton, and Ohio State-wide
Study; and Portland Oregon.

Black students were not only Suspended at a greater rate than wvhite stu-
dents, but also received lengthier suspensions. On an average, whites are out

Suspensions were also more likely to be repeated for black students. The
Children's Defense Fund study showed that 27% of suspended black students vere
suspended at least 3 times in the school year; vhile this was true for only
112 of suspended whites (Children's Defense Fund, 1974).

Though suspension is generally cbasiééréé a secondary school discipline
procedure, minority children are suspended at younger ages than whites. The
CDF, using 1972-73 OCR data, analyzed patterne in 30 areas (census tracts,
precincts, or housing projects) im nine states and Washington, D.C. Their

findings are reported in Table 2.14.

TABLE 2.14

Percent Suspended By Age

, % Suspended % Suspended
Group Age 6-17 ____hAge 12-17
Black 7.3 12.8
White = 2.3 4.1
Mexican-American 3.9 7.1
Puerto Rican 4.5 9.4

o |
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Relationship of Suspension to Desepregation .
In order to determir 2 the resegregative impact of the disparity in sus- )
pensions of minority students, it would be useful to have data on suspeunsions .

school districts did nor amaly:e discipline data prior to desegregation, there
is some direct evidence of an increase in disproportionate suspensions and a
good deal of suggestive related material. .

A number of districts show an overall increase ip the number of suspensions
during the first year of desegregation. For example, Columbus, Ohic suspended
1,648 students in the first two months of the initial year compared to 1,435
the previous year (6616586§; 1980). Louisville doubled suspensions the first
year, from 7,212 to 16,272 (Project Student Concerns, 1977). In Tampa, the same pat-
tern occurred, from 4,R05 to 8,598 the first year (Foster, 1977). In Milwaukee, 622
of junior high students and 45% of high school students were suspended, compared
to 522 and 30% respectively the year preceding desegregation (Southern Regional -
Council, 1979). A study of suspension in Little Pock concluded that unequal
suspension of blacks is "less severe" where black enroliment is under 15X and

"appears to be worse" where black enrollment is 30-407 (SPT, 1979).
Several cities reported an increase in the disparity between black and
white suspensions as well as an increase in overall suspension rates subse-

quent to desegregation: In Little Rock; 829 blacks vere suspended in the

from 62:4% to 79.9%; a slight increase in disproportionality. In Charlotte-

Mecklenberg County during the same period, suspensions increased from 1,544

to 6,652 (Southern Regional Council, 1979).
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In Trent's (1981) report of intensive interviews of professionals ir 03
desegregated school districts from across tie country, a majority of respop-
dents said that discipline problems had increased with desegregation, although
some attributed it to othér causes, znd others noted that it was a phenomenon

in the immediate post-desegregation period which is declining. Half of the

rates cay be related to the racial composition of the school.

In Milvaukee, schools that were virtually all-vhite and changed to 15-34%
black after the court order had the largest increase im overall suspemsion
rate and the highest disparity in black suspensions; previously integrated

of non-Hispanos suspended regardless of the level of segregation.
dowever; the varfation in suspension rates by level of segregation

differed for Hispanos and non-Hispanos. For both groups; the

lowest rates occurred in highly segregated districts. However,
Hispano suspension rates were highest in moderately segregated sy-
stems while non-Hispano rates were highest in less segregated systenms,
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Since moderately segregated districts also had tie highest proportion
of Hispanos with language problems, this suggests that culrural

differences may be construed as behavioral problems that require :
Eé}@ §§§§;§;§§é?¥ action. Altérnately, the language differences may
have increased interracial strife azmong students; leading to r° =

disciplinary action:. (Aspira, 197%b, p. 10)

These ovr rall trends suggest that it is the schools with the greatest
potential for  .erracial contact that are most prone to use disciplinary
techniques that substantially resegregate students within the school.

Drop-outs
While disciplinary suspension temporarily removes children froz schools,
the drop-out leaves permanently. Though theére may be many reasons for indi-
vidual scudents to drop out of school; these reasons may be sumsarized as &
lack of studenc fit in the scheol culture; the studeats' needs and values sre
in conflict with the schovl's offerings and values.

Reseprepation Through Drop-outs

Just as there is racial and ethnic disparity in suspension practices, :
there is such disproportionality in drog-out rates. Compared to the national

tor Hispanos; and 22% for American Indiazs (National Center for Education
Statistics, 1981).

The Youth Advocacy Project reported two to three times the drop-out
zats for black youth in the seven New York cities they examined (Block; Covill-
(Grantham, 1981}; eleven schools in two midwestern citfes with black enroll-
cent of 5-20% (Bemnett, 1981; Bennatt & Harris, 1981}, aud Kalamazoo ( Green

and whites, one a lower rate for blacks; and two a higher rate for blacks.
The Hispanic drop-out rate is even nore disproportionate. For every 10
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Mexican Azericans who enter first grade, only 6 graduate from high school,
coopared to 9 out of 10 entering whites (U.S. Comrission on Bi@ii Rights, 1974).
According to the U.S. Burezu of the Census (1976), 26.5% of the Chicano

Not only is the Hispanic drop-out rate higher than black and white drop-
out zates. Hispanos tend to complete fewer years of schooling. Haro (1977)
Teported 1979 U.S. Census data on years of schooling by ethnic groups in the.
Southwest (see Table 2.15). Though the years of schooling completed by each

TABLE 2.15

Years of Schooling Complered by Ethanic Groups in the Southwest, 1970

L o ___ States

Ethnic Group Ariz. Calif. Colsc. N.Mex. Tex.
Apglo 12:1 124 12:46 0 12.2 11.9
Spanish Surname 8.8 10.6 9.8 9.7 7.2
Black 8.8 11.9 12,2 10.9 9.7

Source: Hato, C. M. Mexicano/Chicano concerns and school desegregation in
Los Angeles. Los Angeles: University of California, Chicano Studies
Center, 1977.

ethnic group varied by state, a clear trend emerged: blacks completed fewer

than blacks. The young age at which Hispanos drop out of school is even more
dracatically portrayed when examining drop-out rates by grade level.
Carter (1970a) reported data collected by the Governor's Committee on Public

School Education in Texas (see Table 2.16).
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TABLE 2:.16

Estizated School Dropout Rates by Grade level, Texas
(Percent of Total Dropout by Grade

asnid Ethric Group)

Grade _Anglo Latin Regro Total Curulative
7 4.8 17.6 7.2 5.3 9.3
8 7.0 17.1 8.9 10.6 19:9
K 15.0 22.5 19.2 16.1 38.0
10 26.5 23:2 26.7 26,.4 64.2
11 27.4 13.7 23:6 22:3 86.7
12 17.4 5.9 PUR7 13.1 99. 8
total 100.1 100.0 100.0 99.8

Source: Carter, T. P. Mexican Americans in school: A history of educational

neglect. New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1970. (a)

In summary, there is a disproportionate drop-out rate among minoriry
students, with blacks dropping out more frequently and earlier than whites
and Hispanos dropping oct more frequently and earlier than blacks.

Relationship of Drop-outs to Suspension

Although there is surprisingly little evidence that the same students who
are repeatedly suspended eventually drop out of school, districts with high
suspension rates also have high drop-out rates (Grantham, 1981). Bennett
and Harris (1981) found that the schools they studied which had high rates
of black suspensions also had disproportionate numbers of black students
dropping out of school. Grantham (1981) found & similar relationship between
disproportionate suspension and drop-out rates, though the associated between
level of white student suspensions and drop-outs was somewhat stronger than
the association between the level of black suspensions and drop-outs. Perhaps
3 fiore diverse group of black students is suspended:

Relationship of Drop-outs to Deségrepation

There sre few studies specifically relating drop-out rates to desegregaticn.
Tuo will be summarized here. The first of these is a global study relating
drop-outs to levels of school Begregation. The gecond examires the specific
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Aspira (1979b), in a nationwide study of schools having an enrollment
of at least 3,000 students and at least a 52 Hispanic enrollment, conucluded
that drop-out rates for Hispanos are highest in highly segregated school
districts; the rate for non-Hispanic minorities, including blacks, followed
a similar trend. Though there was some variability across the regions examined
in the study, less segregated school districts alwvays produced a larger propor-
tion of Hispanic graduates than highly segregated districts. This pattern held
true for non-Hispanic minorities as well, except in the Scuth where a high
graduation rate vas found in highly segregated districts. There were no mod-
erately segregated districted included in the study.

Felice and Richardson (1977) exanived the hypothesis that minority stu-

dent drop-out rates would decrease with school desegregation. The data vere

dents' schievement and self-concept in a southuestern compunity with & popu-
lation approximately 65% white, 20X black and 15% Mexican-American. A
federal court had ordered the school district to bus 1600 minority students
to previously all-white schools, thus minority data vas available before amd
periods vere interviewed at home to sugment basic survey dsts and school record
toformation. Io addition, teachers in all of the schools were surveyed to
provide data on staff attitudes, expectations, and behavior.

Felice and Richardson concluded that the drop-out rate for minority students
s dependent upon the social climate of the schools into which és&i are placed.
Their major finding was that minority students in higher SES school environ-

ments with more favorable tascher expectations had lower drop-out rates: The
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descriptive evidence in the study §s similarly instructive: Minority

students who were bused in 1975 had higher drop-out rates thas minority éiﬁéentsi
who were not bused (10.82 for blacks bused vs. 6.%% for non-bused blacks; 13.5% -
for Mexican-Avericans bused vs. 10.5% for non-bused Mexican-Americans). More-
over, for blacks bused there vas a substantial increase in 1975 drop~out rates
over 1971 drop-out rates (10.8% vs: 62) while for non-bused blacks the érop-out
rates were reported to have declined from 6.4% to 6:22. Also, the white 3rop-
out rate for 1975 in the bused group was found to be lower than the 1975 drop-
out rate for wvhites in the non-bused category, indicating mo deleterious

effects of school desegregation for white students.

Still other Sindings illustrate that teacher ratings of minority student
acadezic ability and minority student effort differed depending on the con-
cencration of students from high sociceconomic background in the school. In
high SES schools; 52% of the teachers rated minority academic mbility good to
excellent compared to 36X of the teachers in low SES schools. In high SES
schools, 322 of the teachers rated minority student effort as good to excel-
lent compared to only 18% of the teachers in low SES schools.

These findings lead Felice and Richardson to conclude:

The school's ability to sStiva:; and equip its students to remain in

school may well be the sost basic dimension to the current effort

to equalize social, economic, and cultural differences and abilities
of entering students (p. 50).

In summary; Felice and Richardson (1977) found that the drop-out rate for
minorities was significantly reduced when the school climate vas favorable.

Reasons Resegregation Occurs Through Discipline Procedures

v T & number of reasons advauced to.account for the racial
and ethnic disparity in disciplinary actions: Some sugzgest that the dispro-
portion stems from greater misbehavior on the part of minority students.

Others point to differential application of school behavior standards: The
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increase of suspensions that occurs when mincrity students attend previously

The large disparities in suspension rates among schocls, eéven within dis-
tricts, argue against blaming students. Many schools and districts with high
cinority enrollments do not suspend mipority students at & high rate
Children's Defense Fund, 1975: Van Fleet, 1977). Benearh the
overall pattern of racial disparity emorpous variations aseng indivdidual
schools exist. In two Ohio districts overall suspension rates in secondary .
schools varied from .4X to 72.5% (Raeser, 1979b). In Milwaukee, sﬁsﬁéasiaa
rates among junior high schools ranged from 2% to 10.52 (farkin, 1979).

Aong Louisville secondary schools, the black-white difference in percert of
students suspended varied from 6.32 to 59.6% .‘(P?éjééi Student Concerns; 1977).

These differences in suspension rates séem to reflert the ways in vhich
particular principals and teachers apply rules. Some educators do not use sus-
pension at all. Others use it infrequently and still others use it frequently
for a wide range of offenses. It is {n school districts that use it frequently
that the disproportion of minorities is also high.

The notion that heavy use of suspension is determined by the inclinations
of school personnel rather thap student behavior is strengthened by several
studies identifying behaviors leading to suspension. In general, suspensions
for all students are primarily given for behayior that is mot violent or
dangerous to person or property. In the Louisville schools; the Kentucky Bar

property destruction; about one-half of tbe suspensions were attendance-relited

(Project Student Concerns, 1977).
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& survey by the National Association of Secondary School Prineipals

showed that attendance violations such as cutting classes, truancy, znd tardiness -

physical violence or threat of it, and such other major offenses as theft or drug
use (Project Student Concerns, 1977).

The Children's Defense Fund (157%) survey revealed a similar pattern. Based on
intervievs of approxizately 600 suspended students and/or their parents, they
found that 63:4% vere suspended for nonviolent offenses. This included 24.52
for attendance, 13.6% for such behavior problems as “acting out" and cursing,

8:57 who argued with teachers or other s:udéncs and 16.8% for miscellaneous
offetses such as sooking, dress code viclations and drug use. The remaining

36.6% were suspended for violent acts such as. fighting with teachers or other

students.

Although not all studies have shown differences in the types of offenses
leading to iﬁip’eﬁsibn; vhere there are differences, blacks are often found to
and Cleveland concluded that black children vere more likely to be suspended
for "subjactive" offenses rather than "objective" ones. Subjective offenses
vers those requiring & personal judgment and included discbedience; insubor-
dination, disruptive or disrespectful bebavior, profanity, and dress code
violations. Objective offenses that can be more clearly measured included
use of alcohol or drugs, assault, pessession gsf veapons, truancy, apd the

333
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Studies from Louigville, Columbus, and Kalamazoo show diaproportionate

Student Concerns; 1977; Columbus, 1978; Crees & Cohen, 1979).
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Black students are somérimes disciplined for behavior that is allowed
white students (Foster, 1977; Green & Cohen, 1979), and there is evidence in 2
Little Rock study that blacks and whites committing the same offense, e.g., fight-
ing; may be punished differently, with only the black student suspended
(Southern Regional Council, 1979).

Where alternatives to suspension have been introduced there is little
evidence that racial disparities in discipline have been reduced. Alternative
schools may become new ghettos for minority students. Willlams reported that
alternative programs may become identified as minority programs with the
result that majority students refuse assignment to them (see Garibaldi,

1979). He noted a Michigan school that had no white participants in 1975-76
and another district which is 14% black but has 80% black students in its
alternative school. The Longfellow Alternative Program; a separate schooi in
Louisville, is overvhelmingly black; 244 of 278 referrals in 1976 were black.
In that same district, the Youth Readjustment Praogram, which uses classrooms

in regular schools; is predominantly white; 373 of 512 referrals were wkite in
1976 (Arnez, 1978). Arnove and Strout (1978) conclude from thelr nationwide
study of alternative schools that they are often used to isolate minority group

merbers who are perceived to have behavioral problems.

Where in-school suspension programs are used, there is no evidence that
the racial disproportion of either in~ or out-of-school suspensions drop.
There is some evidence that the disparity remains even though the overall
suspension rates drop (Bickel & Qualls, 1979; Killalea Associates, 1978). Of
course, an overall drop in suspensions will reduce their resegregative effect
even ii disparities remain.

There is some evidence that school climate and teacher attitudes are asso-

ell as with disci-

>

ciated with discipline problems in desegregated schools as
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piine problems generally. Desegregation results in a soclally heterogeneous
population of students within the school. Many teachers are confronted with .
students whose behavior they do not understand, and they feel 1l equipped to respond
to or cope with such behavior:

Bispanic students come from a culture in which norms of appropriate
behavior differ from vhite norms. Teachers confronted with Hispanic-apprépriate
behavior may tend to interpret that behavior from their own Anglo-normative
base, thus misinterpreting the student's tehavior, intentions, or needs. Black
students may adopt styles of dress and behavior that are in conflict with school
professionals' sense of propriety. The initial period of desegregation would
problems and suspensions that has; in fact; occurred.

There is some evidence that teachers in desegregated schools recognize

that a lack of effective communication with students from cultures different .
from their own contribute to discipline problems: Trent (1981) found 38%
of professionals in 17 desegregated districts citing communiication problens
and insensitivity on the part of school district personnel as factors in
increases in disciplinz problems and racial disproportion in discipline. In
an earlier study of a iecently desegregated district in the South; white
teachers thought their discipline problems with black students were rzlated to
‘Geir difficulties in communicating with these Students. Only half as many
black teachers—12% compared to 27% of whites--reported disciplime problems
with students of the opposite race; and more white teachers attributed these
problems to communication problems between the races (Wynn, 19713.

Just as positive teacher attitudes about integration zontribute to ;
selection of instructional strategies that facilitate integration (Epsteis, .

1980), they are also associated with fewer discipline problems. Pereiti

(1976) reports that teachers who support busing for desegregation perceive =
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staller increase in discipline problems than teachers who oppose it. Benrett
and Harris (1981) studied schools in two midwestern cities having from Sizl

to 207 black enrollments:. They found a pattern of differences between student
and staff perceptions in schools with a high disproportfonality in suspensions
and drop-outs and in those with low disproportionality: Furthermore; busing
suspensions. Rather, unfair punishment was a characteristic perceived by
students in high disproportionality schools. In one city the schools with
highest disproportionality were perceived as using unfair punishment and
having a poor climate &nd a negative interracial environment. School life -

as seen as being dominated by white students; and power was held by school

| 2]

svstem offictals and not shared with "grassroots" groups--students and
parents. There was also a greater tendency for students to report a dislike
for school.

.Schcbié which did not suspend a disproportionate number of black students
vere perceived to use iair punishment, to be high in both institutional and
grassroots power, and to have a positive interracizl environment; school life
was characterized by more interracial friendships and was not viewed as being
dominate] by whites: In the other city studied, these differences, except for
fairness of punishiment, were fiot as clearcut. Bennett and Harris (1981) also .
noted a relationship between racial disparity In suspensions and in drop-outs, but
found less disproportionality in dros-outs than in suspensions for all schools:

In summary, there is evidence that discipline practices conmtribute to

resegregation within desegregated schools. Suspensions are a common disci-
plinary technique, and black students are much more likely to be suspended

than other students. This phenomenon of racial disparity is thought to be
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acute in recently desegregated schools, parrirularly those with a propor-
ticn of black students abovc 15%.

The soutces of this disparity are aot ciéa:, but there it some evidence
that the blame cannot be laid entirely cn misbehavior of black students.
Blacks are somewhat more likely to meet disciplinary action for "subjective"

~ispended is associated with negative teacher attitudes towards integration
with reports of communication problems between the races and 2 perception that
discipline is unfairly administered.

Racial disparity in drop-out patterns has also been chserved, and there
is an association betueen suspension patterns and drop-out patterns in

that of the school.

Chapter SUNDALH

This chapter has focused on the traditional responses of schools €O
diversity which have collided with desegregation, resulting in resegregation.
Schools have traditionally attempted to manage academic heterogeneity by the
formation of homogeneous instructional groups. These programmatic regularities
of schoois (ability grouping and tracking, compensatory education, special

education, bilingual education) have resulted in resegregation through student

assigoment and program organization practices. Factors associated with resegre-

gation through student assigoment practices are (1) standardized testing, (2)
racial and ethnic bizs or cultural insensitivity of school persomnel; amd (3)

ffffffffffffffff Traditional student assignment practices invariably
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result in the disproportionate assignment of minority students to low ability
zation of the prog-ams thus becomes crucial, for it is the organization
that determines the degree to which the programs become resegregative. Pro-
gram organization determines the degree to which minority students have an
opportunity for equal status interaction with their majority peers: Full-
time programs for special and bilingusl education result in the oSt obvious
less time is wsually spent out of the regular classroom. However, we have
shown that many minority children may be involved in mutierous pull outs on a
daily basis, as a result of their eligibility for multiple programs. The
fragmented nature of the public policies mandating such programs and the
concomitant fragmentation of the services provided at the school level serve
to exacerbate the problem of resegregation. |

The school's response to the social diversity of the student populaticn is
réfiéétéa in its disciplinary procedures. Blzck students, more than Hispanics,
are disproportionately suspended. Both blacks and Hispanics drop out of school
at disproportionate rates, but Hispanics tend to have a higher drop-out rate
with resegregation through discipline policies seem to focus on the culturai
insensitivity of school personnel, reflected in school climate and teacher
attitudes. The drop-out rate of mimorities in the schiool is the ultimate test
of “fit" between the school culture and the minority culture.

This chapter has identified ways in which traditional programmstic and

behavioral regularities of the schools may become resegregative, and identic

discuss alternatives to these school practices which should result in reduced
resegregation.
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CHAPTER THREE
ALTERNATIVES TO RESEGREGATIVE PRACTICES

student assignment practices and program organization. Resegregation through
behavioral regularities was associated with the disproportionate number

out rate: This chapter focuses on alternatives to traditiomal school prac-
tices which should reduce or avoid resegregation through student assignment,
program organization, classroom organization and imstructional practices, and
school disciplinary practices:

Alternatives in Student Assignment Practices

As demonmstrated in Chapter Two, Student assignment to programs relies .
heavily on the use of standardized test scores.. There has been considerable )
concern that these tests may be biased in ways that produce imaccurate mea-
sures of ability for minority group children or that the results may be misused
in the process of assessing minority children for placement resulting in
resegregation. Assessment for purposes of special education includes the use

of tests as tools in the decision-making process. Because assessment is a much

broader process than testing, we will present alternatives which apply to tests

first, followed by a discussion of alternatives in assessment.

Procedures and Alternatives in the Development of Standardized Tests

There are no legal or govermmental standards regarding the development of rests.
Standards developed by a joint committee of the American ?Eiéﬁéiaéiééi Associa-

tion (APA), American Educational Research Association, and the National Council

on Measurement in Education have been published by the APA (1974). Based om an
standards, several alternative practices are suggested.
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Developmerit of items. The APA standards propose that:

1. A test manual should desciibe fully the development of the test:
the rationale, specifications followed in writing items or
selecting observations, and procedures and results of item

analysis or other research. Essential (p. 11).

2. The identity and professional qaalificatfons of item writeérs

and editors shbuld be described in instances where thev are
relevant . , . Desirable (pp. 11-12).

3. 1Item statistics (such as difficulty or discrimination indices,

etc.) should be presented in at least summary form in & test
manual. Desirable (p. 52).

In practice, items are most frequently written by white male psycholegists
and educators. & panel of reviewers tonducts a "face" or judgwental review
to identify items which are potentially biased. Statistical item analysis
is conducted to determine relative placement of items, etc. This does not
usually include attention to differential performance by racial and ethnic
status. Alternative practices at this stage of test development could include
the involvement of more minority ﬁibféééibﬁéiéﬁiﬁ item writing and the comduct

of statistical item analysis with attention to a}fféféﬁtiéi ﬁé?fﬁtﬁéhté by
raciai and ethnic groups.

Norming procedures. Consideration of the normative sample is essential

to understanding the meaning of individual and group standardized test Scores,
for it is this sample (group) to whom the individual is tzing compared. The
APA standards urge that:

clearly described populations. These populations should be the
groups with whom users of the test will ordinarily wish to compare

the persons tested. Essential (p. 20).

1. Norms presented in the test manual should refer to defined and

Care should be taken to avoid misleading 1npressions about the

generality of normative data. Essential (p: 20)-

[

3:. The description of the norms group in the test manual should be
complete éﬁéuéﬁ 56 that the user can judge its appropriateness
for his use . . . Essential (p. 21).
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4. Local norms are more important for many uses of tests than are

published norms. A test manual should suggest using local norms
in such situations. Very desirable (p. 22;. ]

There is wide wariability in the nature of standardization and norming
samples. Some tests have published norms based on the performance of
"middle-class white children in I1linois” whereas other test authors have
tried to obtain a "representative sample of the U.S." The most widely used
and respected tests of achievement and intelligence have norms developed on
a "representative sample of the U.S.” Thus, blacks comprise approximately
10% of the normative sample: Many critics of current tests assert that it is
inappropriate to compare black and Hispanic children to a "sample representative
of the U.S. population" in that there are insufficient numbers of minority

a primary thesis in his decision in the Larry P. case:

Alternative norming practices could include the development of multiplc .
norms so that individual children may be compared to multiple groups, such as .
black norms, white norms, Hispanic norms, combined norms, and norms represen-
tative of the U.S. population. This would 2llow for the most appropriate
comparisons and multiple comparisons; thus providing greater flexibility in
interpretation of scores and subsequent decision-making. Jensen (i§735
argues against the multiple-norms approach, suggesting that interpretation
would be too complicated: Mercer and Lexis (1978) adopted a pluralistic
approach to norming in the SOMPA (an adaptation of multiple morms): The
development of local norms could also be encouraged when appropriate.

Establishing reliability. A test must be reliable before it can be
valid. Thus information about reliability is essential for conducting a :
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qualitative review of tests. The APA standards stipulate that:
1. The test manual should present evidence of reliability, including
estimates of the standard error of measurement, that permits
the reader to judge whether scores are sufficiently dependable
for the intended uses of the test . . . Essential (p. 50).
2. The procedures and samples used to determine reliability coefficients
or standard errors of measurement (SEM) should be described suf-
reported te tie iniividuals or groups with which he is concerned.
Essentiat (p: 51):
3. When a test is recormended or ordinarily employed in homogeneous
subsamples, the reliability and standard error of measurement
should be independently investigated within each subsample and
reported in the test manual: Essential (p: 51).
Salvia and Ysseldyke (1978) recommend that reliability coefficients of .90 or
greater should be prerequisites for decision-making based on resulting test
scores. Most widely used and respected group achievement tests (e.g., Stanford
Achievement Test; California Achievement Test) and individual tests of intel-
least .90. However, reliability is alidost never calculated for different
racial or cultural zroups. Furthermore; few test manuals present ihé staa&a&&
Alternative practices for establishing reliability could include the
calculation and publication of reliability coefficients for each racial/cultural
group in the sample, as well as the standard errors of measurement asscciated
with these differential reliability measures. The use of a "band" of Scores based
on the appropriate standard error of measurement (SEM) more accurately reflects the
precision of measurement on a given test than does the single obtained score. For
example,; if the obtained IQ score on the WISC-R i5 68 and thé SEM for 90% confiderice
is six, the resulting I0 score band is 62 through 74. The obtained score of 68 may

be below the cutoff point for special educatioa identification as EMR {the lower
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limit is frequently 70), but 74 is not. Given the reliability of the test,

it 1s only possible to ccnclude, with 90% accuracy, that the child scored

between 62 and 74: Thus, use of the "band" of scores may affect subsequent

decision-naking.

Establishing validity. Validity is at the heart of the test bias issue:

The real question being asked is whether or not a given test is valid for
use with minority populations. It is also important to note that validity

is vltimately inferred, not measured: While validity coefficients may be

use. The APA standards suggests that:

1. A mgnual . . . should present the evidence of validity for each type

of inf¢- nce for which use of the test is recommended . . . Essential
(p: ID

2. The manwal . . . should provide information on the appropriateness of

or limits to the generalizability of validity information. Very
desirable (p. 35). .=

3. The sample employed in a validity study . « . should be consistent

with recommended test use and should be described sufficiently for

the reader to judge its pertinence to his situation. Essential
(p. 36).

4. Whenever possible, there should be ar investigation of possible

differences in criterion-related validity for ethnic, sex; or other

subsamples that can be identified when the test is given. The manual

..« » should give the results for each subsample separately or report
that no differences were found. Essential (p. 43).

While most test authors present some infcrmation relevant to test validity,
they usually do not present comparisons of racial and ccltural groups. 4n
alternative practice in this regard would be to conduct separate validity
studies for each racial and ethnic group for whom the test is intended, and to
discuss their implications for the use of the test results in the test manual.

Selection and vse of tests. The overriding assumption regarding the use

of standardized tests is that the user is an informed consumer:. The APA
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standards state that professionals who choose tests, intirpret scores, or
make decisions based on test scores should possess sufficient knowledge of
the literature and research on testing to be able to evaluate the information
presented and the claims made in test manuals: This includes knowledge of
the technical basis of psychological and educational measurement as well as
an understanding of related behavioral science findings. The user of
tests with minority children must be especially sensitive to the lack
of consideration of miriorities {n the development of standardized tests. 1In
general; test users in schools are not sufficiently aware of (1) the psycho-
metric properties of the tests they use, such as the standard error
of measurement, and (2) the literature on the use of tests with minority
children: |

Providing test users with more compféﬁe@§i6é psychometric information
regarding test use with racial and cultural minority populations addresses
only one potential source of bias in student aseignment procedures--the tests
themselves. Other elements of the assessment and decision-making processes
using test results alsc need to be examined ir light of possible alternatives.

Procedures and Alternatives im the Referral for Assessment

The beginning point in the psychoeducational assessment of individual
children is the classroom teacher's referral. Just as the teacher is the
pivot for positive outcomes for desegregation, she/he piays a primary role in
the process of placement of children in special education. While it is not
true that all referrals are made with special education plicement as a motive,
it is true that all specfal education placements begin with the referral
(Johmson, 1976). 1t has been dezonstrated that teacher expectations affect
student performance (St: Johm, 1975); and that teachers give differential

teaching, treatment; and resources to different children in the classroom
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(Brophy & Good, 1970; Leacock, 1969). Variables which affect teacher expecta~
tions include appearance, disciplinary conformity, academic conformity,
1ikeability; and peer group relations (Hargreaves, Hester; & Meilon; 1975). .
To underscore the points made in Chapter Tvwo, many teachers develop stereotyped
perceptions of black and Hispanic children as iess ambitious, unmotivated, and

less promising academically: Thus;, minority children are at "high risk" to
be referred by teachers (the majority of which are white).

The referral of the child is generally made to the school psychologist
or a multidisciplinary tesm under the auspices of special education. Johnson
(1976) commented:

By making this simple step, the teacher is generally divested of )
further major responsibility for ensuring improved programming for the
student in question. By and large, the teacher conducts business as
usual, and the student receives few program modifications while
evaluation is pending. In a sense, the teacher shifts the burden of
responsibility by making the iéféifi}; and the student goes into an

8 the relerta., &

educational holding pattern pending "expert" evaluation (p. 48).

The lack of responsibility and even involvement_of the regular education )

teacher is seen beyond the referral stage, and permeates the assessment process

and slacement decision (Pfeiffer, 1980).

the referral process: (1) making the referral, and (2) accepting the referral.

frequently, these experts accept the teacher's referral for testing literally,
When the teacher may be asking for "help” (Cook, 1979¢): Ad“ocates of a
consultation model of service delivery suggest that reinterpretation of the
teferral as a request for help will reduce the number of assessments conducted )

and enhance the teacher's ability to cope with diversity in the classroom (Cook, -

1979¢; Caplan, 1970; Meyers, Parsons, & Martin, 1979).
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Alternative practices that are implied by the consultation model are aimed
at chamging teachers' perceptions of minority children and changing the meaning
of the referral and its use.

Changing teacher perceptions of minoritv children: In-service workshops

for teachers are recurrently recommended in the desegregation literature (Bell

& Semmel; 1978; Bolton, 1973; Edwards; 1966; Hillmam & Davenport; 1978; Robinson &
Preston, 1976; St. John, 1975; Smylie & Hawley, 1981; Weinberg, 1977; Wenner-
sten, 1974). Demonstrations of the effects of such workshops are limited ang
seldom examine the practical application of skills of the participants (Weinberg,
1977).

Changing the meaninpg of the referral. Too often, the referral form com-

pleted by the teacher is titled "rsferral for testing" and requires a brief
description of the '"presenting problem." Teachers frequently describe the reason
for referral with brief phrases such as “slow learner, may have a learning dis-

format is making a statement to the teacher about the nature of his/her future
responsibilities and the services that he/she can expect--testing.

Helping the teacher understand the referral process. Pfeiffer (1980)

recomends workshops and in-service presentations for the teachers on the

services available from the multidisciplinary “expert" teanms.

Changing acceptance of the referral. Even if the referral form derotes

testing, and/or the teacher denotes testing, the multidisciplinary team should
be {ree to reinterpret the referral as a request for help and procesd in a
consultation mode. Though no data has been presented, the contentions of the
propoments of a consultation model of service delivery seem reasonable. Con-
sultation with individual teachers Eé@é?&iag real problems they are experiencing
would seem to result in better understanding of the problems and childrenm, and
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greater enhancement of individual teaching skills than would group workshops

designed around hypothetical situations.

subsequent processes. Some schools are experimenting with a six-week inter-

vention plan following referral; but prior to assessment. The teacher is
asked to complete an extensive referral form, outlining the child's school
historv, and describing the approaches which she/he has attempted with the child
and his/her success with each. The "expert" then works with the teacher as a
consultant to explore additional intervention strategies within the classroom.
Only when both the teacher and consultant agree and when a minimum of six
Harzyove, Graham, Ward, Abernathy, Cunningham, and Vaughn (1981) found
differences among schools in their handling of the referral process that were
related to other school characteristics. Schools in which the referral is
seen as the beginning of a consultative ﬁ?&ééii differ from those in which \
1t i; seen as a routine request for testimg. The congultative process was

found more frequently in schools that were rated high on teacher interactios,

tional features and support services that accommodated student diversity.
School psychologists received fewer referrals from these schools and were
more likely to consult extensively with teachzzs before testing.

Nondiscriminatory Assessment and Decision-Making

Regardless of the referral procedures and interventicn, minority children
remain “at risk" in the assessment stage of service delivery given their sub-

The issue of racial/cultural bias in testing hzs provoked a great deal of .contro-
versy. Though we have been aware of the distortions in test results created by
cultural factors for years, this debate has only recently been forcefully brought
to our attentrion through litigation (Oakland & Feigentaum, 1$80). Cook (1979b)

149



127

for their narrow focus on the tests used in the assesSment process. She ex-

(1) the tests

plained that theré are three sources of bias in assessment
themselves, (2) the assessment process or examiner-examinee tramsaction,
and (3) the decision-making process.

P.L: 94-142 attempts to take all sources of bias into account by
requiring a comprehensive psychoeducational evaluation of the child by a
trained multidisciplinary team, using Standardized, validated tests while
relying on no single "ﬁEBEé&&fE" as the criterion for determining apprepriate
educational programs. These assessment guidelines and the concern about
bias in tests has generated the concept of "nondiscriminatory assessment."

The term "assessment" is differentiated from testing in that testing
focuses on measurement of "traits" of the individual, such as intelligence,
wherzas "assessment" focuses on solving problem situations. Tests are

measurement tools used in both testing and assessment. The role of tests

Ysbjective" decision-making, The role of tests is secondary in assessument;
assesswent is a problem-solving process in which tests are only one of
many tools used:

The modifier "mondiscriminatory" refers to zssessment procedures which
do not discriminate on the basis of race or culture. That is, in nondiscrimi-
natory assessment discrimination occurs only on those real differences not
accounted for by race/culture.

The goal of assessment in special education is to identify handicapped
children and to delineate their special needs: In contrast; the goal of
nondiscriminatory assessment is to delineate individual needs yet differentiate
between children who have these needs as handicapped children vs. children

who have these needs by virtue of being culturally different.
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“Nondiscriminatory assessment is based on the assumption that differing
racial and cultural groups have the same average potential . . . and that the
between-group differences in average scores on standardized tests . . . is
accounted for by different levels of exposure to the cultural materials
covered in the tests" (Mercer; 187¢). Numerous authors have described

various aspects of nondiscriminatory assessment (Alliotti, 1977; Curtis; 1977;

Engin, Leappaluoto; & Pecty; 1977; Figuero, 1979; Guy, 1977; Mercer, 1979;
Mercer § Lewis, 1978; Nazzaro, 1977; Oakland, 1977; Reschly; 1979;

native, (3) Eramsactional, (4) ecological, and (5) interdisciplinary. These
five models are described and offered here as. strategies to avoid or reduce
resegregation at the assessment Stage:

Psychometric model. The psychometric model attempts to control for bias

—eit. This Giodel relies on the examiner's knowledge of the psychometric
basis of the test.

The first approach to control for test bias is the development of tests
Jith attention to minority representation throughout all phases of the develop-
ment of the test itself as noted earlier in this chapter. Because there is
no guarantee of a "good" psychometric basis of the available instruments,
the examiners must be able to judge the relative merits of each instrument.
Unfortunately, familiarity with the test manual is not sufficient.
Many of the issues related to non-discriminatory assessment in the psychometric

siode]l have been addressed by researchers comparing white and minority children's
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performance on specific tests: An example of a psychometric approach to non-
discriminatory assessment is that of Kaufman's interpretation guidelines for
the Wechsler Intelligence Test for Children--Revised (1979): His approach

is based in the research regarding the WISC-R in additicn to knowledge

of the psychometric basis of the test and test administration.

A second psychometric approach to the control of test bias has been the
development of tests which are designed to either reduce cultural influence
of produce culture-free or culture-fair tests. Such attempts have generally
been regarded as failures (Sattler, 1974). The most common attempt to reduce

with which ch’ldren from some cultural groups may have had little experience
(Cohen, 1969). The opposite approach of developing culturally specific
tests (e.g., Williams, 1975) has been found equally unacceptable. Such
tests require highly specific information gained through specific experi=
ences of narrowly defined cultural subgroups and have not been shown to
predict socially useful criteria (Bennett, 1970).

Unfortunately, translating tests or test instructions from English to
other languages has recently become common practice. This movement is likely
to be in response to the legal mandate to assess children using their preferred
language. However, bilimgualism is not limited to language, but includes
different learning experiences, cultural values and expectatioms (Ramirsz &
Castaneda, 1974). Sattler (1974) concluded: "Translation of a test makes
it a hybrid belonging to neither culture . . . . (T)he need 1s for construction

of tests in the native language; with native cultural norms, administered by
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native psychologists" (p. 39).

In summary, the psychometric model of nondiscriminatory assessment
attempts to control for bias as a result of the testing instruments. The
psychometric approach would support the use of tests based on sound technical
aspects of adequate norming sample; reliability, and validity. This model is
most consisteat with the courts' concerns around the nature of the tests used
in the assessment process; but as previously discussed, test bias i5 only one
source of bias in the assessment of mimority children: The psychometrit model

Alternative assessment model. The alternative assessment model attempts

to control for bias by using non-traditional assessment techniques which are
potentially culture fair: Those who have pursued alternative assessment
measures have generally dome so out of disillusionment with traditional,

The first of these techniques is criterion-referenced assessment, &
measurement approach in which a level of mastery of the tested material is
obtained as a "score." The weasuring device can be either a standardized test
or s locally constructed measure: Criterion-referenced assessment is a method
of test interpretation rather thin a type of test itself {Simon, 1967). The
test interpreter describes exactly what pehaviors the child has mastered and
the ones with which he/she had difficulty. Thus, test interpretation is al-
ways relative both to the absolute criterion; or mastery level set for the
child, and to the criterion test content (Popham & Husek, 1969). No normative
or peer-referenced implications are drawn. The goal of this approach is to

group students on the basis of demonstrated skills, rather than abilizy
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quotients (Juifey & Fedner; 1978). The assessment provides the beginning
point for instruction as well as continuous assessment of progress in the
instructional progran. The criterion-referenced approach has also been
known as "mastery testing” (Mayo, 1970) and "domain-referenced testing"
(Nitko & Hsu, 1974). At first impression, criterion-referenced assessment
appears to be "culture-fair:" However; the objectives chosen for learning
and social behavior and the nature of the test items will, by definition;
reflect the culture of the school.

The second alternative model is that of Piagetian assessment. "Within
a Piagetian paradigm, intelligence is viewed as a process rather than a
static entity unmodifiable by experience" (Kratochwill, 1977, p. 300).
Piagetian techniques can be used to determine a child's level of reasoning
and conceptual development as prerequisites to specific learning (Wadsworth,

program for pre-kindergarten through grade 3, is based on Piagetian theory.

The assessment component defines the developmental processes of the children
and the instructional component provides experiences related to the develop-
ment of the corresponding skills and understandings (Anastasi, 1976, p. 432).

Wadsworth (1978) suggests tiiat Piagetian assessr st is primarily a method

and philosophy whereby the examiner can develop his/her own tasks for
assessment: It had been hoped that Piagetian assessment wGuld be culture-
free, however, Boehm (1966) and Hunt and Kirk (1974) demonstrated marked
differences in the attainment of concepts by children in varying sociceccrovic

groups.

The third approach, learning-potential assessment, provides an
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"examination of learning and strategies which facilitate acquisition of new
information or skills" (Kratochwill, 1977): Learning-potential assessment

Leamning Potential Assessment Device; which assesses "the process of learn-

ing across a large number of the cognitive operations that are necessary for

selectively complex learning; and for relating performance in these areas

to specified educational intervention techniques" (Haywood, 1977, p. 17):

The accompanying educational techniques, Instrumental Enrichment; are designed
to "enhance development in the very areas of cognitive deficiency that have
been identified by the LPAD."

Budoff and his associates have used this assessment paradign with a
number of nonverbal stimuli (Budoff, 19675 Budoff, 1972; Budoff & Friedman,
1964). Assessment yields three types of groupings: (1) initially high
scorers who gain little from teaching, (2) initizlly low scorers who demon-
strate gain with teaching, and (3) initially low scorers who do not gain
from teaching (Budoff,Meskin, & Harrisom, 1971). Budoff (1972) concludes

that a large number of 1Q-defined retardates show learning potential, and ire
fot méntally retarded but educationally retarded.

Learning-potential assessment procedures show promise for predicting the
the work done thus far: (1) it has been restricted for use with the mentally
retarded--would it apply to other special education classifications? and
(2) the tasks and teaching used in this approach reflect different content
from classroom learning tasks--will the ability to profit from teaching
generalize?

There are, of course, other procedures that might be considered alterna-
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assessment. The learning-potential assessment procedures show the greatest

‘Tomise as a nondiscriminatory approach to assessment, whereas the crirerion-
referenced assessment procedures provide the rost direct application to class-
room instrucrcion; EKratochwill (1977) labeled such alternatives “extras,"”

suggesting that they be used in addition to traditional approaches to

assessment.

Transactional sssessment model. The transactional assessment model

attezpts to control for bias resulting from the examiner x student x environ-
pent transaction: 1In the large sense, this bias results from the examiner's
unfamiliarity with the cultural background of the student. Little attention
has been paid to this factor in research. Rather, researchers have focused
cn “atsosphere bias" (Flaugher, 1978; Reschly, 1979), a narrow view of the

The standardized assesszént "atmosphere" is frequently considered unfair
to minority children: Suspect élements include the nature of the questions and

examiner, expectancies of the examiner, and style of the examiner: Reschly
(1979) suzmarized the reviews of the research on atmosphere bias concluding
that (1) much of the research was poorly desigred, (2) some of the studies

used experimental manipulations that are atypical and {nconsistent with good
testing practices, (3) the results of reasonabiy well-controlled studies in
“hich the variables manipulated were within the range of good testing practices
scoring of responses on items where there is some subjectivity in evaluating
responses, and (5) when differences due to atmospheric effects are reported,
the size of the differences is usually fairly small. Millsap and Cook (1980)

assert that one reason for the inconsistency of research rosults in this area,
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in acdition to poor design, is lack of attention to the appropriate question.
That is, the question should not be “does race of the examiner make a differ-

ence” but what is essential to the exaciner-examimee relatioaship thar allows

rhe examiner to transcend race as a factor? Transactional assessment is a

process approach to assessment which fﬁli? {fvolves the exawiner, student, and
perhaps the student's family, in order to maximize student performance.

It has been suggested that the degree to which a child beccmes involved
i the assessment tasks may be related to his/her understanding of the proce-
dures (Byrnes; 1979; Cook, 1979b; Cook § Lundberg; 1978; Fischer & Brodsky,
1978). Bersoff (1973) and Cook and Lundberg (1978) describe methods of informing
and involving the child in the assessment procedures. Cook and Plas (1980)
and Martinez-Morales and Cook (1981) expand the concept of involvement of the
child to include the parent(s). Involvement of the parent in interviews;

observation of testing, and drawing of conclusions is especially helpful in

the assessment of bilingual/bicultural children. _The parent is not only used
as a resource but as a partner in the assessmeat process. The involvement of
the parent plays on the strength of the minority culture, especially Hispanic,
as more emphasis is placed on family values, for example, the culture dictates
that the Hispanic child should achieve for the family (Coles, 1977; Ramirez &

Many psychologists would agree that the information obtained from stan-
dardized testing 1s not so much the score achieved but the observed knowledge
of the way the child approaches & tas.. Meyers; Sunstrom, and Yoshida (1974)

recommend attending to observation of reaction to failure, motivation, etc.,

1
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on clinical observations have been criticized freguently, but Haywood (1977)
councers: "It is time to return the intelligent observer to psychology, and
to stop tr¥ing to reduce the psychologist to 2 mere recorder of dara that can
then be referred to as a computerized set of comparison norms"” (p. 17). The
examiner does need to be aware of tne effects of his/her own values on
ciinical observations, however, such observations are of great value when
trying to understand the child and his/her scored performance on a task.

bias resulting from the examiner's unfamiliarity of the child's culture, and,
more specifically; for atmosphere bias: Trazusactional procedures rely on the
individual expertise of the examiner to obtain the best performance possible

from the child by involving the chiid and the child's parent(s). Clinical

for bias by exazining the child in context of his/her environment, comparing
competencies across settings. The relevance of performance obtained in a one-
to-one Assessment setting to real-1ife situations has been criticized (Bersoff,
1971). Furthermore; one must question whether the child's learning problem

is a functior of the child's internal nature, the teaching approach; the
curriculum; the teacher x child interaction, or any combination of events re-
sulting frua the child x teacher x environment transaction.

Ecological assessment includes descriptions of the environments of the
child, expectations for the child in those environments and the degree to which
thev are met; and the social interactions of the child with others--children
and adults--in the setting. Wallace and Larsen (1978) describe the diagnostic
tools used in ecological assessment: systematic observation (duration record-

ing, interval recording, continuous recording), teacher-child interaction
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systems, checklists and rating scales, and Sociometric techniques. Because
étbibgié§ other than school, assessment of adsptive behavior is inciuded in
this model.

The inclusion of adaptive behavior assessment is an extremely potent
nondiscriminatory assessment procedure. When assessing individuals having
1Qs below 70 (the "cutofi™ for EMR),; Mercer (1973) found that 60% of
the Hispanics and 90.9% o the blacks with low IQs passed the adaptive
Sghévibr critgrion, thus ruling out the diagnosis of PMR. In contrast, none
of th: whites with low IQs passed the adaptive behavior criterion. The inclu-.
sion of adaptive behavics assessment {5 essentizl to nondiscyiminmatory
assessment, and its consideration in the diagnosis of mental retardation is
required under P.L: 94-142; A variety of adaptive dehavior neasures are
available; the choice of instrument should depéS& upon the population for which
it was intended; the normative sample, and othex

Interdisciplinary assessment model. The iﬁtéfaiééiﬁiiﬁif? model attempts

to control for bias as a result of the human decision-making process. The
rationale for this approach is the "two heads are better than one" axiom.
The interdisciplinary approach brings together a variety of professionals who
have worked with the child with their discipline's techniques, approaches, and
framework. The interdisciplinary team is to include the child's teacher as
the professional educator with whom the child has the most contact. Under
P.L. 94~142, the child's parents and possibly the child are also included.
P.L. 94-142 requires a muitidisciplinary team of professionals for the
assessment process. A multidisciplinary approach is differ.ntiated from the

Multidisciplinary is suggestive of multiple approaches of a variety of pro-
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fessionals whereas interdisciplinary is suggestive of an integrated zpproach

by a variety of professionzls.

The decision-caking processes of interdisciplinary teams have received
little attention ir research. Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, and Kaufzan (1978)
found that the degree of member participation on the interdisciplinary teax
was related to satisfaction with the team's decisions. They conclude that
regular education teachers were lowest in participation and satisfaction whereas
school psychologists were ranked highest om both variables. Armer and Thomas
(1978) noted that school personnel were avare of differences in the ways high
and low collaboration teams operate and that a higher degree of collaboration
ied to a more positive view of the interdisciplinary teaw. Furthermore, high
collaborative teams were Seen &s more cooperative and independent than were
the less collaborative teams. Weatherley (1979) found a strong tiadency for
professionals tc reach a consensus before parents were involved, so that
parents' understanding of and influence on the process were very limited.
Professional decisions were strongly influenced by the services already offer-
those services. In othar words, the bureaucratic setting in which the inter-
disciplinary teams operate was found to exercise constraints on the breadth

of their deliberations and on their outcomes;

the models of nondiscriminatoty assessment described above addrasses different
sources of bias in the ascessment process, it is obvious that no one model can

stand aloné in the nondiscriminatory assesswent of children. Rather; these
models need to be integrated in an approach to service delivery.
One attempt at an integrated approach to nondiscriminatory assessment

is that of the System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA)(Mercer &

Potesd |
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Louis, 1978). Though Mercer (197%) describes her approach as onme imcorporatring

three peneral assesswent models (medical, social system, and pluralistic), the SOMPA -

also integrates the psvchometric, ecological, and interdisciplinary models of non-
discrizinatorv Assessment. Psychomerrically, Mercer has chosen to develop 7
pluralistic norms. that is, seéparate nor:s for eultural groups. Ecologically,
Mercer has included a thorough assessment of adaptive behavior. The SOMPA
ing along with techniques employed by school psychologists and/or social workers.
Thoigh there is a heavy emphasis on parent {nvolvement (for example; in health his-
torv and adaptive behavior assessment), the SOMPA relies on the parent as an infor-
wation Fescurce rather than a collaborator; thus does not meet the test for the
transactional model of nosdiscririnatory assessment.

The SCMPA is the best organized approach to nondiscrimimatory assess-
ment, however, it has not gone without criticism. Oakland (1979) and Browm .
(1979) express conce-n over SOMPA's Estimated Learning Potential. There
has been no empirical evidence presentéd to support Mercer's rat’ smal argu-
ment for its use. Oakland moted that his research determined the actual
WISC-B 1Q's to be better predictors of achievement than ELP's. A second
emphasis of most critics is the restricted nature of the California-based
normative sample. Oakland (1979) reported differences in the average per-
formance on SO-PA's adaptive behavior instrument between California and
Tisds Mexican-American children. Extréme cauticn has been suggested regard-
ing the use of the published norms; users have been encouraged to develop
local norms. Critiques of the SOMPA have generally questioned the pevcho-

meiric Basis of the system yet commend the gosls of the system (Brown; 1979;

regarding the effe.ts of using the SOMPA for idemtification of minority .
handicapped children, it is reasonable to assume that fewer minority
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childres would be identified as retarded, given the nature of the syste. and
the modification of the 1Q into an ELP, Talley (1979) evaluated tse eifects
of implemenring the SOMPA in 2 Colorado school system. Her study was conducted
from a qualitative perspective relying heavily on the perceptions of partici-
pating school adninistrators. Ste found that the ad=ifnisrrarors vere Very
positive and supportive of the use of the SOMPA:

The SOMPA is only one attempt at integration of some of the components
of these models of nondiscriminatory assessment. A f- '§ integrsted approach
stould vely on a snondiscriminatory model of service delivery by well-trained
professionals of an interdisciplinary team. These professionals should have
an understanding and respect for cultural diversity; a firm knowledge of child
development, pathology, and education, the ability te go beyond traditional
ssychometric procedures using alternative assessments, and the ability to work
well with czher professionals, the regular éiiséibdﬁ teacher, parents, and
the childten. S

The three categorical programs which result in resegregation were
identiffed in Chapter Two: compensatory education, spacial education, and
bilingual education: The degree to which these programs result in resegrega-
tion 18 very smuch a function of their organization. Because each of these
progrexs have been designed to meet differing indivicual needs of students,
the alterniztives in organization will be presented separately.

Compensatory Education

Organization relyieg on “pull out" has been almost universal in compensa-
tory education programs (see Chapter Two). 1f, as we have suggested, the

primary cause for reliance on pullout in cotpensatory education prograus 1ies

in the federal guidelines for achieving compliance, then we would expect
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siternative allocative and regulatory mechanisms to réduce this practice and
concomitantly, its resegregative effects. Some NIE demomstration projects
possible consequences.

As part of its 1974 charge from Congress to conduct a large-scale evalu~

ation of compensatory educatior before its 1978 consideration of reauthorization

(The statut:ry formula uses only poverty criteria to targer schools; with
achievenent determining student eligibility within schools.) A variety of
served lou-achieving pupils in all elementary schools, two served all schools
with a designated percentage of low-achieving pupils, three combined poverty
characteristics, and type of service. In most districts, more schools and

more studencs received services, and both staff and expenditures were increased.
51ightly lower percentages of minority and poor students and a sligh:ly higher
percentage of low-aclileéving students were served, but with wide variation
five percent less compensatory instruction time but 14% more regular
instruction time in reading and language srts. There was no average loss of

that, due to the increased numbers of Title I schools and students, pullout
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vas used slightlv less. Wnile this may be viewed as a dilution of the intensity
of service; it was more than oifset by the additionel instruction in the regu-
lar classroom (Milne, 1977).

The 1978 azendments to Title 1 added a Schoolwide Projects provision
that aliows all students in a School to receive services if 75% of them
are eligihle. The ssate oz school district must provide the equivalent of the
Title I per pupil expenditure for the remaining students. Use of this option
1ifts the prohibition against combining 1itle I funds with other revenue
sources, the requirement to identify the eligible students, and the supplemen-
tation requirement. The intent of the Schoolwide Projects option is to allow

assessment of the First year of implementation of Schoolwide Projects in 19
schools focused on four objectives: to reduce ‘of eliininate pullout programs;
to facilitate schoul-level program administration, to facilitate comprehensive
collaborative school-level planning (the afiendzent requires : seh 2 plan), and
not to dilute services to Title 1 students (Rubin & David, 1981): The

study concluded that most participating schools that had used pullouts elimi-
nated them and instituted in-class programs instead. Some schools reduced
class sizé and implemented change in their overall inmstructional program: In
most schools Title I funds continued to be kept in Separate accounts, however,
the administrative burden on teachers and Ti{tle I coordinators was gi‘ééti?
reduced. Impressionistic evidence indicated that services to Title I

students were not diluted; due to the supplementary sState/local funding and
the increased efficiency of including all students. The comprehensive colla-
borative planning requirement did not foster new schoolwide planning activities;

participating schools with effective planning processes had already instituted
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them, and the other schools met the requitrement mechanistically and without
the broad participation that was intended. -

This initial assessment of Schoolwide Projects impleméentation suggests
that pullout can be eliminated with no apparent ill effects, and that schools
are not reluctant to do so. Only five out of the 19 schools in the study
retained pullouts, and at least two of these did so because they were not
fully informed about Schoolwide Project provisions (Rubin & David, 1981). A
necessary caveat, however, is that schools eligible for this option are those
in which pullouts would probably be most burd.nsome; schools with relatively
few Title I students might find it less attractive to change this method of
service delivery:

Providing Title I services in the regular classroom rather than in pull-
as a consultant and Tesource person rather than simply as a subject matter .
specialist. Tobin and Bonmer (1977) describe such a role definition for the
Title I mathematics teachers in the Philadelphia school system. Instead of
consultants to regular classroom teachers and other school personnel. They
assist teachers in assessing specific learning problems and preparing indi-
vidual learning plans, train classroom aides and parent volunteers; and help
the principul plan the schoolwide mathematics program: While the authors do
dot pro sife comparative data, they do show that modest achievement gains in
zath have been accomplished in the city's Title I elementary schools since the
resourte program was instituted.

In addition to resegregation resulting from the use of pullout, the effect .

5f this practice on the coordination and planning of imstruction has also been
a source of concern. Kimbrough and Hill (1981) have described the effects of :
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sultiple pullouts on teachers' ability to plan and schedule instruction in

the core curriculum. Other authors have suggested that coordination and
joint planning of regular and compensatory education is a critical factor in
the effectiveness of compensatory services, whether pullout or mainstream
approaches are used (Glass & Smith, 1977; Frechtling & Hammond, 1978).

same evidence of the importance of schoolwide coordination and climate
is available in evaluations of compensatory education programs. In the ETS

study of Title I, the more successful programs in raising achievement were

found in schools with the following characteristics: effective educational
leadership and attention to basic skills (espenially reading), a broad range
of instructional materials; professiopal interaction among teachers (Rossi,
McLaughlin, Campbell, and Sverett, 1977).

A three-year evaluation of ESAA produced similar findings about school

schools, identified the following elements of success: administrative leader-

ship in instructiop {including planniing amd @valuation), schoolwide reading and

duzlized inscruction; and the use of remedial specialists in a variety of ways,
including consultation with regular teachers (Coulson, Hanes, Ozene,

Bradford, Doherty; Duck; and Hemenway; 1977). The study examined achieve-
ment gains of a random sample of all students, since ESAA does not require
targeting of eligible students as does Title I. Most of the ESAA schools

ilso had Title I programs and large propor=ions of minority and low-

achieving students.

srogrammatic changes, School-level collaborative planmming is mot as easy to

induce from the federal level (Rubin & David, 1981). The state of California
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has incSituted a School lmprovement Program (SIP) in which schools submit a

ts on developing an integrated school program. Federal Title I of{icials are
critical of this approach because state and federal funds are combined.
Title I and state CE staff are not organizationally separate in the state

agencies. In school districts, school CE positions are frequently "multi-

Hill, 1981; Goettsl, 1978). Nevertheless, the Califceni’ SIP represents one
approach to impreve loeal coordination efforts in schools where several cate-

gorical programs are operating: Such coordinztion is necessary to reduce the

Civil rights concerns regarding the disproportionate placement of black
and Hispanic children in EMR classes were one of the major forces in the
mainstreaming movement: Dunn (1968) noted this racial disparity in his

influential article questioning the appropriateness of separate special

affected public policy through both judicial snd legislative decisions. Im
P.L. 94=142, both the provisions requiring nondiscriminatory asseéssment and
thiose governing placemsnt in the "least restrictive enviromment" (LRE) that is
individually appropriate reflect an awareness of the racially segregative
record of special education:

The LRE doctrine does not require mainstreaming (at least part-tine
placement in a regular classroom with nonhandicapped peers) for all handi-
capped children, but it is a likely alternative for the mildly handicapped—-
learning disabled (LD) and edi:cabla mentally retarced (EMR): Thus it is
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minority children. This discussion ﬁiii focus on the mainstreaming of EMR
children, since that is the category in which the minority placement rates
continue to be the highest.

Extent of mainstreaming. The 1978 Office of Civil Rights survey indicat-

ed that 54% of EMR pupils are mainstreamed for part of the day. This
is considerably lower than the comparable figures for children with speech

same as for those with emotional disturbances (53%). Most EMR chi‘iren

.¢ in the regular educatior p*ljram only for a small portion of their time;

85 % remain in special classes 10 hours a week or more (Natiocunal Center for Policy
Review, 1980):. There are wide regional differences in the extent of mainstreamir: nE
EMR pupils that bear some correspondence to differences in the black placoment

rate and disproportion in this category.

Percent EMR Black ENR Black:White EMR
Region . Mainstreamed Placement Rate* Placement Ratio**
Soiith 67 4. §SZ 4.00:1
Border 56 3.21% 1.95:1
West 49 .952 1.60:1
Fidvest 47 3.49% 2.60:1
Northeast 37 1.51% 2:4051
Uu.S. 54 3.45% 3.25:1

(Source: National Center for Policy Review, 1980)

piaced in EMR:

Schools in the South place a much greater percentage of their black students
in EMR than of white students, having the highest placement rate and also the

greatest ractal imbalance of any region. However; there is also more maiu-

streaming of EMR children im the South.

Effects of mainstreaming. The large number of studies comparing the effi-

cacy of special and regular class placement for EMR pupils have been thoroughly
reviewed by several authors and need only be briefly surmarized here (Abramson,

1980; Corman & Gottlieb 1978; Semmel, Gottlieb; & Robimson, 1979). Most
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studies have failed to show significant differences in acedomic achievement
between the two types of placement. When the comparison inciudes special
ciass, regular class, and regular class with resource room services, slight
gains have been found for reSoiitce room participants over special class pupils,
bit not over regular class EMR pupils without these services. In one large-
scale study, mainstreamed EMR pupils exhibited more academic engagement
(attention to academic tasks, cognitive interactions vith teacher) when in

the resource room than in the regular classroom, but their achievement

jevels remained couparable to those of the special class pupils (Kaufman;
igard, & Semmel, 1978).

In the area of social and personal adjustment, little evidence exists
rates of acceptance by their nonretarded peers (Corman & Gotkltel, 1978;
Sermel, Gottlieb, & Robinson, 1979). Structured interventions have been
shown to improve social acceptance of these children, but the jmproversnt
may not be sustained beyond the duration of the treatment (Chennault, 1967;

Much of this research has been plagued by methodelogical weaknesses,
especially selection bias. In addition, there is & lac.. of specificity about
curricular and other differences between and within regular and special class=
rooms. One study that carefully examined differences among classrooms found
that the social performance of mainstreamed MR pupils did vary according to

classroom environment: Kaufman, Agard, and Semmel (1978) observed that EMR

pupils had higher social status and exhibited less antisocial behavior in
socially cohesive and harmonious classrooms.
In sum, at thic time no particular special education program, painstream

or segregated, has a strong empirical basis inm either the cognitive or the
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affective domain. Thus the strongest arguments in favor of mainstreaming
remain legal and moral ones: 'The argument (is) not advanced that retarded
children will perform better in mainsireamed settings, only that they will not
perform worse. The data support the latter assertion" (Semmel, Gottlieb, &

Robinson; 1979, p. 269).

Racial effects of mainstreaming: There have only been a few studies in-

vestigating the exi_.t to which mainstreaming has contributed to racial inte-
gration within classrooms. So far the evidence is not encouraging. A large
study in the state of Texas indicated that black and Hispanic EMR pupils were
likely to be mainstreamed irto regular classes that were already disproportion-
ately compcsed of students of their 'wn ruce (Gottlieb, Agard, Kaufman, &
Semmel, 1976). In California, vhere court orders and legislation resulted in
the decategorization of large numbers of EMR children over a four-year period,
From 1969 to 1973, the EMR envollment was reduced by over 20,000 students:
However, the proportion from minority groups (black and Hispanic) changed

from 55.3% to 48%, stiill significantly higher than their proportion

of total schoul enrollment (Yoshida, Mac'illan, & Meyers, 1976). In another
study conducted in Texas, EMR children were apt to be mainstreamed into low-
track regular classes (Kaufman et al.; 1978). In both of the Texas studies,

misority students, rather than reflecting within-school segregation.
In summary, little systematic evidence is available on the efféctiveness
of various mainstreaming strategies. Most studies, with the exceptien of

Trc ott PRIME (Kaufoan et al., 1978), have made gross comparisons between
special and regular class placements. As an alternative to resegregation,

rainsnreamiag can only be effective if scheols and regular classrooms are inte-

grated and organized to accommodateé a diverse range of students.
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Bilingual Edurziion

There are wayé to avoid separation, either by teaching all children
in a given school both languages; by emphasizing individualized
instruction; or by having the children tdgether in noti-verbal subject
areas such as physical education; music; ait and separating t hem for
other subject matters where language comprehension is crucia-.
(Brisk, 1978, p. 69)

models of bilingual educscion to resegregation is primarily found in the
characteristics of the students participating in each of these models. ESL

is by definition segregative, since the only participants in ESL programs are
LEP students. However; participation in ESL classes is likely to be for only
a portion of the day and/or for only a relatively short term within the child's
educational career. Therefore, the segregative nature of the program by its
participants may be offset by the time in that segregated activity. All other
models (bilingual education, bilingual-bicultural education, bilingual-
bicultural-bicognitive education) may be segregative or integrative depending
on the goals (transition or maintenance), student participants (one-way or
two-way); and organizational structure.

When considering resegregation, the choice of a tramsition or maintenance
program must rely in great part on the expected participants in the program
(one-way or two-way). Transition programs are generally associated vwith reme-
dial or compensatory educaticn; such programs will not attract white or black

nature of thé program. Should a district choose to implement a transitional pro-
graz, emphasis must be placed on the organ “atipmal structure of the program if
resegregation is to be minimized:

One-way maintenance programs are segregative by participants. However, if they
have an integrative organizazional Structure, they may not be segregative by time.
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LEP students mav join their English proficient peers for coursework and
activities that do not rely heavily on English proficiency. Maintenance

programs are of ten designed so that the amount of time spent in the bilingual
program decreases with the age of the child. It may be designed, fcr example, so
that an Hispasic child eventually is involved in the program for only Spanish

Two-way maintenance programs are by definition integrative. Such programs
are most appropriate for communities having a relatively large proportion of

kispanos. The involvezent of other-than-Hispanic students is most likely to

political relevance:

Two-way bilingual education programs have been inm{ lemented in Dade County,
Filr+ida (described by Cohen, 1975; Gaarder, 1975; Mackey & Beebe, 1977). 1In
the spring of 1963; Coral Way Elementary School was designated to become bi=
iiﬁguai, As success was demonstrated at Coral Way; other schools in Dade
County became bilingual. The specific organization of the bilingual programs
varies among the schools; but all provide inmstruction in both English and
Spanish to all students. Hispanic and non-Hispanic students are separated
for Spanish courses (Spanish for Spanish speakers or Spanish 3s a second
language) aad for English courses (English language arts or English as a
second language). The degree to which students were grouped together for
cutriculum instruction in English or Spanish varied among the schools. 4s
began reorganization to imclude bilingual programs. All students are enrciled
in required courses, Such as English language arts, science, math, social
studies: Elective courses were designed specifically for Coral Way (biflingual)

graduates, such as Spanish for Spanish speakers and Spanish as a second language:
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Additionally, some courses in social science and science are taught
bilingually.
The two-way bilingual programs in Dade County have been quite effective.

Spanish speakers were approaching equal proficiency in English and Spanish,
though native English speakers remained more proficient in English: Native
English speakers in bilingual programs did as well as controls in English
language arts. Consistent growth in English reading comprehension, but not as
much in vocabulary, was associated with participation in ESL: Reading compre-
hension in Spanish decreased as participation in ESL increased. Hispanos'
enrolled in Spanish for Spanish-speakers showed consistent gains and high
achievement in Spanish; interestinmgly, their English reading skills improved
s a result of their participation in this component of the program. English-
speaking students enrolled in Spanish as a second language showed a well-defined
trend of improvement in Spanish reading comprehensfon and vocabulary as a
function of length of participation in the program. Furthermore, their parti-
cipation in the Spanish course did not interfere with the acquisition of
English language skills, rather positive correlations between Spanish as a

second languwage and reading skills in English were found. Thus, regardless of
native language, learning a second language was associated with increased
reading achievement in the native language. Overall; Dade County bilingual
students (both Spanish and English speakers) performed as well as controls in

language arts and mat'; at the same time Spanish-speaking pupils were learning
to read and write their native language and English-speaking pupils were
learning a second language (Cohes, 1975).

Two-way bilingual programs tend to be "fragile;" that is; their continued

existence depends upon the commitment of school personnel and the community to

173




the two-way program. Carter and Segura (1979) described a successful two-

way bilingual program adopted by the United Consoiidated Independent School
District in Laredc, Texas:. The program was implemented in two phases: Phase 1
was focused on réqfaiai skill building, and Phase 2 was total bilingual insttuc-
tion for all students; heginning in the first grade (in 1964) and gradually
implemented as these students progressed through the grades. After three years
of total bilingual instruction, the following effects were found: (1) Only
children who were bilinguals at school entrance retained any noticeable accent
in English. The other groups spoke unaccented English and Spanish. (2) In
reading achievement, Spanish monolinguals were slightly above average at

first grade, and slightly below at the second grade; English ronolinguals and
bilinguals were substantially above grade level norms at both grades. How=
#ver, this two-way maintenance progcam no longer exists: '“Changes in
adrministration and a series of program févisaaaé have redirected the effort.
Instead of the maintenance-enrichment program of the 1960s; there is now a
transition model that is not significantly different from any other mandated

tilingual program in Texas" (Carter & Segura, 1979, pp. 341-342).

here is a modification of Carter's (1979) organizational typology of bilingual

of each organization type for the various models of bilingual education: The
usual program duration is presented as noted by Carter (1979) and is not to
imply the ideal duration. By definition, transition programs would have
shorter durarions than maintenance programs. Additiomally, bilingual prograxzs
should be available at all levels, K-12, due to the mobility of the Hispanic

focus on the individual linguistic needs cf the student. Because segregation
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of Hispanic students is mest serious in the elementary grades, this organiza-

tional continuum is oriented toward integration in the elementary school.

pull out basis; it may be entirely individual or done with very sgpall groups
language arts, (2) early exit into the mainstreaz, (3) minimal reljance on
the first lsaguage; and (4) emphasis on ESL techniques. This is tue simplest,
tut not necessarily the best, way to organize for very few students of a

The resource room, also called a "language lab," depends on a pull Gut
organization, requiring that the LEP student leave the regular classrcom for
focus instruction with a bilingual teacher. 'Fh;é resource room organization
is characterized by (1) a focus on ESL; (2) some Spanish reading and langusge
arts, iéi some content areas in English, in the regular classroom, and (%) some
learning of English and return to the full-time regular class. Resource
rooms share the problems associated with pull out programs in general. Addi-
tionally, the instruction proided may be closer to tutoring rather than to
the development of a sequential curriculum {Carter, 1979). If the students
are very limitsd in Enmglish, they may be spending long periods of time in the

fesource room because they are unable to understand English-only instruction

(Fernandez & Guskim, 1981). However; the Yesource room is a moré complete
organizational model of bilingual education than the ILP, and provides for
greater integration than one-way classroome; thus, ft may be the best model

for a limited number of LEP students given limited resources.
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Bilingual classrooms may be One-way or two-way. 1f one-way, LEP students
should be mainstreamed for part of the day: If two-way, bilingual classes can
be full-time, self-contained. Bilingual classrooms are characterized by
(1) some ESL for LEP students; (2) some Spanish reading and language arts for
LEP students, (3) some Spanish as a second language for English-speaking
areas in English in two-way programs. In orne-way programs the LEP students
are mainstreamed for content areas in English. The bilingual classrocm may
be the best way to achieve the dual goals of bilingual education and integra-
tion, especially if it is two-way, in schools with a sufficient number of
Hispanic students. There need not be a bilingual classroom at every grade
level; multi-age/grade groups may be developed. If the program is one-vay, it
may be possible to have two bilingual classrooms taught by one teacher in-
structing one group of children in the morning and one group in the afternoon,
with mainstreaming for the other portion of the day.

Bilingual magnet programs have been inciuded in several desegregation
Houston, and Mirneapolis. Bilingual magnets may be full magnets, a total school
program; by definition a two-vay, full day program; or they @~y take the form
of magnet strands; an alternative program imbedded within a school. Strands

should be located in predominantly white schools in order to achieve integra-

Bilingual magnets are most useful when the district has @ relatively large
proportion of Hispanic students. Magnet schools are the most popular organiza-
tional model in meeting the dual goals of bilingusl education and integration.
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Wnen Carter (1979) reviewed bilingual prograns in California and Arizona. he
found that everv school district studied had a bilingual magnet. Bilingual
magners Jiffer from the traditional use of magnets in deségregation plans.
Traditicnal magnets are designed to meet student interests, such as arts,
science a2:-< math; or academic enrichment. Bilinguzl magnets cust have the
goal of meeting student peeds but simultaneously must be designed to meet
student interests if they are to draw sufficient white and biack e-roliment
(Carter; 1479). Though bilingual magmets are very popular, Carter (1579)

noted that "the majority of bilinguzl magnets or zagnet strands are failing to
reach ethnic balance or even end in ethnic isolation” (p: 97): Those magnets
which have been successful at drawing non-Hispanic participation are charac-
terized by (1) high quality staff, program, and facilities, (2) the nature
and enthusiasn of the staff; (3) good social climate in the school, and (4) a
history ©f academic success and a strong achievement record.

"The most integratéd bilingua] program in a désepregated school is &
program which involves everyone within the school to some extent" (Fernandez
& Guskin, 1981): 1In a total district organization the entire district is a
fully implemented, organized, sequential bilingual education program: This
organizational model would be limited to implementation in commupities which
(1) have a substantial Hispanic population and (2) tecognize the educational,
economical, and political advantages of bilingualism for all citizens:
Carter (1979) notes that; at the present, there are no total district bilingua)
programs:

Sumna:-y. The key to successful simultaneous implementation of bilingual
educaticn and integration appears to be the organizational structure of the
program rather than the model of bilingual education endorsed. Each model and

cach organizationdl structure has advantages and disadvantages; a choice must
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< to the best fit with the needs of the bilinguszl students and the -

we m3de &
integraticn neeéds oY the school community. 4 school district reed not choose

discrict. With creativity and commitment, a school district with a substantizl

Hicpanic population could design z continuem of models, even with different

goals--transition or maintenance, onz-way and two-wav programs, with several
¢ifferent organizatrionmal structures: Such a bread continuur would allow
Eispanic students and parents alternatives, yet accomplish the total district

Alternatives in the Instructiona’ and Organizational Practices

Within the Regu.ar Education Prosrim

1f alternatives in the organization of categorical prograns are imple-
mented, the diversity of students in the regular ¢ ‘ucation program is increased.
Schools have traditionally responded to diversitv ir - e regular education .
program by creating homogeneous instructional grow: ¢: Given the evidence

abslity-grouped classrooms; the implications of flexible and heterogeneous
crouring for avoiding resegregaiion are clear. A variety of instructional
range of individual differences in ability and acYievement. These alternatives
differ in their approach to heweropeneity: Some caphasize lndividualized
instruction; while others use small groups. Classroou &nd . ~aff org:.nization
may also increase flexibilily and thus enhance capicity for nandling student
diversity. This revies of instructional and orgauizaticnas alternatives
examines available wvidence 0. theiy cifects on both intecracial contact ard :
educationai attairment.

1ndividualized Instruction ;

o Niumerous approaches to an¢ definiticas of imdividualized insiruction have
ERIC —
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incicde: (1) clearlv wristen and/or stated academic objectives, (2) attention
to i{ndividual needs, including individual diagnnses and prescription, and (3)
structured sequential ins-ruction (Archambau't & St. Plerre, 1973. p. 15).
There characteristics hive been emphasized in ccapensatory education amé in
special educasion {in the IEP requ irements in P.L. 94-142, for exazple) as
well as in indawiii:alized instructiom techniques intended for general use.

Some educato¥s have cautioned that individualized education prograns mavw
lead, ircrically, to homogeneous grouping practices (Bailey, forthcoming).
Students vho are working at similar levels may be grouped together, and because
0f the self-paced nature of clascroom work; Interaction among students ray be
iizited. Thus well-intentioned efforts to deal with individual differences
may -ollide with the goals of integrated edrcation if they contribute to the
tacia! and social stratification of stui.uts. Perhaps as a result of these
26=ESTAS, proponents of various ihdivi&uéiizétibQ techniques specify ways
that they cen be used in ccabination with flexible grouping practices (Bziley,
forthcoming; Warg, 19°9a). Two examples are desciibed briefiy below.
individualized programs, including the following: (1) instructicnal groups are
temporary and student mobil.cy amec iy them is high, (2) iroups are separate Ior
each subject aiea; (3) group assignment standards and instructional objectives
sre clearly spesified; and (<) evaluation s based on individual progress.
Bailey {forthcoming) describes a high sc:cel sclence course based on :he phasing
A team of several teachers. Within this format students attend voluntarily

selected locture-discuscions differentiated %y level of cognitive difficulty;

|
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latorazory sessions based on Sequential mastery of specific skills, herero- :
geneous discuericon groups and field trips, znd independent study and/or

tutorial sessisne. Thus students receive imstruction in a variety cf group .
sertings. The arganizatinn of this course is presented schematically in

age classrooms also inmcorporates a combination of instructional groupings.
One such program in a Washington, D.C. elezentary school is based on the con-
cent of ‘learming statio”s.” A clzssroom of first, second, and third graders

is divided into hitevogeneous groups vao follow 3 color-coded

W, A em ”"

road map
scheduiz frov one ‘sarning station [~ enother. Each station represents & core
subjzct o: student chelce ¢ ctivity . ::od.ars sse individualized lessons for

review and work or Freviously taught skills: Students record their own pro-

press at eaci station mut aze fris to conSult with each other and engage in
pesr tusoring. kulle the heterogeneous grocps are using tne learning stations, .
ihe teacher Selerts students with similar skill needs for smcil group instruc-

tion. These gToups are based on srecific skill mastery in an academic area.

Af cér sach group receives a lesson; those students return to their learning

station activities and a new group is called by the teacher. An evaluation of

this project reported achievement gsins above the n# ‘onal norms, witk an

gvoragé gain of two years in reading and 1.5 years in arithmetic in one School
gyear (District of Columbia Public Schoois, 1980).

Self~scheduling 1~ deiigned to increase students' sense of responsibility

for their own learuing and use of time and to acifeve a better "fit" botween
students' rate of learning and available learsirg time. The self-schedule
system developed by Wang (1979a, 1979b1 differs from oiher indivicualized
{nstricticn systems in that students work on assignments i1, the order they
o 182
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FIGURE 3.1
Basic Course Organization for Phasing System
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chocse [0F the amount of time they need and record their own schcdoling.

A copcomitant effecr of self-scheduling is to increase the instructioral rime

m‘

+ailahlé to the teacher, both by reducing classroom management activities and

v insuring that fewer students will need attencion at the same time.

(= ol

igure 3.2 prcvides zn examplé of a student's schedele sheet in a self-scheduled

las ]

classroom,;
FICURE 3.2

Sample Student Schedule--Seif-scheduled Classroom
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The Schedule Sheet is csed to he:p the student plan and keep trach of

the learming tasks he or she is to complete. Tne sheet includes &all acrivity

areas set up in the classrocm: It is divided into two parts, the prescripiive
znd the exploratory sections.

The prescriptive section is indicated on the top part of the sheet. The
teacir makes an entry of a half siash E}Ej to inform the stumdent of the pre-
scriptive areas in whick be¢ or she has prescribed tasks for the student. The
attsched schedule sheet shows that on Monday, November 17, Michell:': prescrip-

The exploratory section is indicated on the bottym ':31f of the sheet. The
student =ay choose ani of the 11 areas he or she would like to work in for the
day. Michelle chose the computer and the rlay deck as her exploratory wctivi-
vies.

Jhen the student is reacy tc work in a particular area; he or she punches
the sheet witn the time clock in the appropriate space. After che tasks heve
beeri comsleted and chécke2 by the teachér, he or she completés the slasa
forming & EX] to indicate that the studers unas correctly compieted a rask in
that zrea. The student punches the clock again in the same pluce on the sheet,
indicating to the teacher how much tiué was uied to perfors .%é tasks. 1h3
students may choose whatever order they would ltke to do their work: For
exa~ple, on Wednesday Michelle chose tu do her spelling fire:. She worked
fron B:45 to 9:55 AM, Her second choice was math, an she worked from
9:56 teo 11:04 AM. This tizing procedure is followed for each of the tasks
performed (Wang, .7 ¥b).

Students usl. » self-scheduling have been found to complete more tiwks in
les tive thas students usirg the s .e individualized program but with block

§iovduling (K ng, 1479b7: lne study was contucted in an innerscity elementary
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chool composed largely of poor and black children. Wang (1979a) suggests

Ji

that the seif-schédule system is oytimally used with other classroom practices
such as mulri-zge grouping and teamw teaching in order zo inc¥ease Flexibility
and opportunities for peer inceractich in small groups.

Cooperative Learming Technigues

These techniques usualliv involvé the creation of teams of students. Each
teax of roughly four to six studenrs yepresents the full range of ethnic groups,

ability, and gender in the classroom. Academic work is structured so that the
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to group goal atzazimment. For example, one teao learning technique (Jigsaw)

{5 strucsured so that each child is given information which all group Tegbers

need to conplete their wark. Arother technique; Student Teams-Achievemen®
{sion (STAD) gives rewa:3s for improvement in academic performance, SO that

Lpuderts wizh wrzk acaderic burkgrounds have the potential to conmtribute as

zuch to the success of the team as do the best students.

techniquer are Ziscussed below {7+ Hawley, et al., 1981).

Teama-hames-Tournasent. Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT) is builc around

two major compoments: 4-5 member student teams, and isstructional
tournaments. The téams are the cooperative element of GT. Stu-

dents are assigned to teams accordir3 to a procedure Yhat maximizes
aeterogeneity cf ability levels, sex, and race- The primary function

of the team is to prepare its members to do well in the tournament.
Following an initial class presentation by the teachers, the teams

are given worksheets covering acadenmic material similar to that to

be included in the tourparent. Teammates ztudy together and quiz
each oiher o be sure that all team menlers are prepared.

~ after the teas prictice seslon, team Sembers must demonstrate
their learning in the touresment; which is uc.ally held once a veek.
Tor the toutnament, stucents are assignes to three person "tournament
tables."” The assigunent 1s done so that coppetition at each rable
will be fair--the higheit three students in past performances are
assigned to Table 1, the next threc to Table 2, and so on- At the

tzbles, the students compete on sixple Scademic tamer rovering con-
cent that has reen presented in claxe by rhe tescher and on the
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worksfieets: Students at the tournazent tables are competing as
represertatives of their :eams,7§n§7§ﬁé score each student eres

at his or her teurnament table is zdded inco an overall tear score.

Becidse students are assigned to sbility--homogeneous tournar&nfri
rables, each student has an eqxa’ chance of conryributing a maxircr
score to his or her team, as the first place scorer at everv tablg

DtIﬂSS the same nuzbggﬂogigggggg to his or her team. Follovw.ng the

tournamentz, thi teacher prepares a newsletter vhich recognizes
successful tea s and first place scorers. Wwhile team assigmments
always remain the Same, tournament table assignments are changed

for every tournament accordirg toc a system that maintains eguality
of pasc performance at eaci table, For a complete description of

Ter:a—Ganes-Tcurﬁament, see Siavin (15:50).

Student Teams-ﬂchievement Divisioas, Stuuent Teams-ﬁchievemen* ﬂivisions

but replaces the games and tournaments with s.mple. 15-minute

quizzes, which students take after studying in their teams. The

quiz scores are transiaced into teanm scores using a system cilled

“achievement divisions." Thz qguiz scores of the highest six students

in past performance sre compared, and the top scorer in this group
(the achievement d’+vision) earns eight points for his or her team,
the second scorer eavns six points; etc. Then the quiz scores of
the next highest six stwdents in past performance are compared,

agd so on. In this way, student scores are compared only with those

of an ability-hoaogeneous reference group instead of the entire

class. A "bumping" procedure changes division assigrments from
week to week to maintain equality. Students know only their own

division xs;igumer*s‘ they do not interact in any way with the

other members ¢: 'ke‘r division. The gchievement division f[oature

maintains the en.x. | v -f opportunity for contributions to the team

score as in TGT. 3 amplete description of STAD appears in Siavin
(1978).

Jigsaw. In ligsaw, students are assigned to small hetexogeneous teans,

as in T6T and STAD. Acsdemic material is broken into & muny

sections as there are ‘team members, For example, . btobraphy

LI N . T I "

might be broken into “early years," "schoolisg,” sst accompiirhments,
etc. The studentt &tudy their sectinus with mem' LY; of other teanms

who have the same sections. Thea they return to their teams and
teach their sections to tte other tean members. Finilly; all

tea= members are guizzed on the entire unit. The guiz scores

contribute to individual grades, :ict to & team score as in IGT
and STAD. In thds sense, the Jigsaw technique may be seen a3
Higﬁ iﬁ iiiR ﬁtL?dEﬁEﬁdEﬁbé bﬁt lg?ﬁiﬁ,fﬁﬁi?d7ihtitdépéhaeﬁté,

goal. Ip the Jigsaw technique, 1ndividua1 performances contribute

to others' individual goals only; since zhe group is aot rewarded

as 3 group, there is no formal group goai. However, bic-use the
positive behavior of eacli team wember (1...ning the sect:uts}
helps the other group members to be rewarded (beciise they v ed

each others’ iﬁszmation), thz essential dypanics >f the ccope ative

rewasd structut= are presen’.

| Y
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~F



~ Slavin (3978) Eﬁﬁstfﬁétéa a modification of Jigsaw called
Jigsaw II. In Jigsaw II; students all read the sase material but
focus on separate topics. The students froz different teams who

have the sate topice meet to discuss their topics, and then return

to teach thes to their teammates. The team members them take a
quiz, and the quiz scores are used to form tean scores as im STAD.
Thus, Jigsaw II involves less task interdependence and more reward

intérdependence than Jigsaw:

The research evidence showing positive effects of various strictured
cooperative learning team strate,ies is strong, although the impact of a few
techniques; such as STAD and Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT), has been more fre-
quently studied than that of others. There is a considerable body of evidence
schievement gains for low-achieving students and almost always improve rel:tions
between majority and minority group childrem (Slavin, 1980; Sharan, 1980)-

Ab esperimental study comparing the use of TGT with an individualized instruc-
tion progran found that the cooperitive learning method produced higher
achievement on a test of the materia.s studiel and slightly wore positive
effect on students’ self-concept, especially regarding peer rélationships

(DeVries, Locasse & Shackman, 1979). 1n a study of racial attitudes and
behavior in desegregated high schools; Ganova and Walberg (1979) found thac
fostering "racial mixing" was the most important factor cortributing to
successful achocl integratien. They recommended interracial learning teams

as tlic most effective racial mixing strategy within classrooms.

The work of Elizabeth Cohen and others on the Multi-Ability Tlasstocam
(MAC) bas also shown promising results in fostering equal particirztion and
tnflucnice in cooperative learning groups. This approach is based on the
premise that studeits need speciu’ preparation for participation ia cooperative
mixod-apility groups in o-rer to counter the effects of sta<us geueralization

often fowne in hetevoperanus o 4 vacl illy iategrated classrooms. Rosentnltz
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{i677), for example, ‘ound thar children seen as high in reading ability and

Rich in status in group reading tasks also have high status in task groups

5:97¢ 2 number of abilities and do miot exclusis:iv rely on reading, writing,
. computaticn skills: >n sddition; studier 5 m:e ;repaTed for the task by
discissing the range of abilities it requires and are .nstructed that while
t- proup member will possess all of the necessary skills, every member will
be 2ble to ccntribute at least ore: The multiple ability assigrments may
fo. special tasks which they then twach to other students (Coken, 1580).
Several svudies provide evidence that the multiple abiliry ianterventiox
helps to equalize stat.s and participation in cooperative learning 3roups of

both single-race and multiracial composition (Stuiac, 1975; Cohen, 197%;
Rosenticltz, 1980). In addition, low~achieving mimority students have been
found to exhibit more active le: -ning behaviit in clagsrcoms that approximate

the MAC model (Cohen, 1580; Ale?  izr-Baer, . 81).
Evidence concerning the impsci uz inverracial academic coopersrion

without erploying a spec.fic tean technique is less clear but gugrestive of

for this stralégy as a means of reducing vesegiegacion. Slavin and Madden

¢197%) found that sssigning black snd white students to work together on

{ndi- ators of students' interracial attitudes and behavior,
Other researchers suggest that several factors may influence thic effec

tiveness of vooperative learning in improvims race relations. Blanchard and
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greatest when the group succeeds: The research of Cohen and her associates
on status generalizacion is especizlly irdicative that careful attentioa
shru1d Bé .2id to structuring cocperative lezrning so that the participation
and S:iafie | different group members is relatively equil.

Peer Tutoring

Cross-age tutoring, in which older lov=achieving children teach younger

low-achieving childres, is based on the rationale that the tutee will benefit
from additional individual help while the tutor will aliso learn through teach-
ing aod vreparing to teach: Numerous peer tutoring proarams were developed
ir the 1960's in {nper-city schools with large wtack and Hispanic populations -
and were seen a5 @ way 1o capitalize on clazsroos heterogeneity and to improve
cacs relations (Gartner, Kohler, & Riessman, 19715, English-speaking and
Spanish-speaking students, for example, caa tutor cach other in language
skills and aleo gain cultural exposire and understending.
considerable evidence exists of cognitive and zifective gains for older;
lov-achieving tutors. Evidence of comparable affac.. 'iv tulees is less con-
sistent. Some studies show positive academic and atiit:3ti’l ci.iges for
boih tuidr ind tutée, while ochers have found that the benefits for the former
do not also #ccrue to the latter (Devin-Sheehan, Faldran, & Allen, 1976).
While pusitive resuits have been found for both black r ° ~hite same-race
tutoring passe, very Tew studies have examined miwr “~race pairs. One siudy
trut Ald s0 Ldund faut czoSS-vace tutoring predvied preater {riterracial inter=
a:ticn and acceptzuce for Boch tulor nd tutee, «lchcugh there wer: no s!gni-

ficant gains in achievemzat {Devin-Staehan et al., 1976).

Team Org....izition
Team-orga'ized schiols group studzits in teams or miri-schools with an

interdiscipliangty group of teacheis: Students are randomiy assipned [0 Loens
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and tvpizally stay in the same unit chrough several grade isrels. The te-x
organizacion is especizlly advocated for middle schools and is desipned o
increase classroor heterogeneity, reduce the focus on grade-level expectavions,
and increase student-teacher interaction (Samico, Green, & Bell-lathaniel,

1981). In a study comparing such schools with more traditisnally organized
ones, Damico &nd his colleaguwes found that students in theé teaz-organized schuols
had significantly more other-race friends and perceived their schosl's inter-
racial climate moré favoradly.

Irn summary, several alternatives tc homogeneous instruction ara available
and have been implemented. Cooperative learning techniques are presently the
fiost well-reésearched of these; they represent the most direct attempt €o
estzblish interracial contact within the heterogeneous classroem while ar the
same time provading effuctive instiuction.

Alternztives To Suspension

Alternatives to out-of>school suspension encompass both specific programs
designed to reduce suspension and behavior proble-s. and school characteristics
and practices that have been asscciated with low suspension rai=s. In this
grass will be described, and available evidence on their effactivensss in
reducing oversll suspension rates and miaority suspension rates will be sums
marized. Empirical research on diffurences in suspension among schools will

be supveyed Lfi ovder 10 1dentifv comon characteéristics ¢ lovi-suspensio- schools.

1n-School-Suspension Programs

Garibaldi (1979) 4lentifies three common models of in~-school alternatives
to sucpension: guldance and counseling programs, time-out rooms, and in-school
suspension centers. The latter category is a broad one in which the length of
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act, manyv programs a7 h “rids thar include elements of all three

-

by

1. In

i

<

[#9

types. In addirion, there are al.e-pative schonls for stedenis w.th severe

benavior probtlems and those wio have slready dropped out or been expelled
fro= regular schools.

Counseling programs. Thase piograms provide iadividual, peer, Or group

counseling sessions for studentsq uysually on a referral basis. Typically the
objectives emphasize the improvement of self-concept, morivation; and attitude
toward schioel: A variety of cechniques such as Glasser's realitv therapy,

values clarification, conflict resolution, aud decision making Skills are

ecoloyed (Bader; 1978; NIE, 1979). WMacaab (1978) described a program ia which

daily behavioral and acadsmic objs tives are set by the student and counselor;
with part-time c-ployment in the community offered as an incentive. In souz

caces, services are provided on & sehoolwide basi; as a prevention effort,
Scn~r ) districts have paved "desegragation aides" who condict discussion
scssions and confircr resolution activities (Higgins, 1074). A wore compre-
hensive counseling program is Positive sltermatives to Suspension (PAS3) in
Pinellas Coioty, Florida. That program includes regular classroosm instruction
‘5 heman ve.ition$, basic enmcounter ETroups for students an? staff, parent
training, and sch ol and home "survival courses™ for students with belhiaviov

fier 2 classroom disruption or conflict with a teacher. No examples were
g of srhool programs that rely exclusively on this device. Frejvently
it 1% cne of a range of intervertions or a first step that is followed by
counseling or i: -achool suspension (NIE, 1979; Bailiey, 1978).
In-school s rprasion centers. 1Sy centers arve epecial ciassrooms where

students are sent in llev of out~of-school suspension; Students usually work
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on regular classroocm assigrments under the guidance of a supervising taacher;
study skills instruction)(NIE; 1979). Counseling sessions and parent con-
ferences are usually a part of the 1SS program (NIE, 1979; Cocton, 1978).
Students spend an average of three days in 1SS (Garibaldi, 1979) on referral

of teachers and/or administrators: Students in ISS may be largely isolated
from the rest of the school, eating lunch at separate times and rezaining in
one classroom all day. Some schools provide a continuum of ISS-type alter-
patives, ranging from only part-day and very short-term to totally self-
contained centers (e.g.; school within a school) with separate instructional
programs (NIE, 1979; Cotton, 1978) .

Effectivencss of programs. Published evaluation data on suspension alter-

cite a few illustrative (and positive) figures. In addition to qualitative
issessments of program content and processes; the primary numerical indicators

minority disproportion in suspension, ard recidivisa in the ISS program it=
self. Many programs point to reduced use of out-of-school suspension as a
result of implementing an alternative (NIE, 1979; Bader, 1978). There is also
evidence of low recidivism in some prcgrams; NIE (1979) describes a counseling
program in which fewer than 12% of participants have been subsequently

returned to ISS.
sns of reduced minority disproportion in suspension rates are féw;
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0%, the proportion of black enrollmest; ¥2eefF the imsritution of 1SS

programs under a court ~rder in Hawkins w. (igiedia {Cotton, 1978}. In

"intervention room” was established reduced ZHeir winority suspensions by
28% ubile in the umserved schools, minority Sespei#iond fncreased by 29%

(NIE, 1979). The PASS program reduced suspensinig .ofr held them constant
Uhile an increase was observed in control group Fthoeold; aféed the pro-
gram was introduced in all Pinellas County high ®:kouls, the wisaber of sus-
pensions was cut by more than half. However, tha i#78 OCR survgy indicated
that the schiool district still ranked high in “excess ‘winority suspensions”
(Killalea Associates, 1978).

1SS program administrators and observers continue X% ZXPRYes tomcern

in Which referrals to a separate school program vere overwhelmingly black
“hile those to an ir-school program were mostly white. Arnove and Strout
(1980) observed similar situations in other large cities. Psrticipants in

the NIE conference (1979) observed that ISS centers could become just as dis-
proportionately minority in composition as was out-of-school suspension. These
programs can become identified as "minority programs" eééééiiii§ wher they
involve & voluntary transfer to an alternative school (Williame, in NIE, 1979,
p: 18): Particular attention to this issue, including careful data collection
on racial composition of the programs and teacher/principal referrals of
minority students, hes been recormended (Mizell, im NIE, 1979).

School Differences in Suspension

Studies of schools with low incidences of discipline problems and use of

suspension have identified features of organization and school climate that
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appear o be related to the school's orderliness.

Leadership and adminiskration. Most authors agree that the leadership of

the school primcipal is an important element in ded.ing with srudent behavior.

They differ, however, im the specific elements of leaderi®lp rhay consider
important. Brodbelt (1980), after examining @ large mmhir #f %tudies, con-
£ludes that the bes: principals are thosé who have administygrive skills
(ability to plan, initiate, and mobilize Tesources and support) and who suppect
teéachers (leave thenm free to teach). Brodbelr Jound these characteristics
is successful schools regardless of racial or sociceconomic composition.
Raeser (1679a), in a study of successful schools in Ohio, observes that pen—
erally "strong” building leadership that “sets the tone" for the school is
an inportant factor. More specifically, these principals do a number of things
to foster superior teacher performance: set an example of and reward quality,
create mechanisms that break isclation in both teaching and planning and in
turn increase teachers' sense of responsibility and professionalissm, and
encourage informal activities 2o boost staff ﬁc?éié.

Puke and Meckel (1980) examined the efforts of two junior high schools to

deal with attendance problems, their most prevalent discipline problem.

making," refers to the ways in which disciplinary policy at the school level is
made. The authors concluded that the schools they studied failed %p increase

and they did not soilcit teacher or student participation. The second factor
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sfficials lacked training in analytic and decision-making skills, hiad lite]
experience with collaborative decision-making, and lacked substantive expejtise
in issues related to poor school attendance and possible remedies. Wnile
this study does mot contain a positive exaEzple, by implication it would b a

principal who seeks participation in decisions but manages it so that options

fffffffff |

Bickel and Qualls (1979) examined school climate differences between
samples of Louisvilie high schools with relatively high and low suSpenéié?
were reported. According to both teachers' pérceytiané'éﬁé ﬁiiﬁéiﬁiléi self-
reports;, principals in high-suspension schools placed primary emphasis on
capable performance of their administrative functions and sav the principal
as the central figure in the school. ?rincipaié in low-suspension schools
gave higher priority to fostering mutual respect between students and staff.
Principais in the low-suspension schools were reported to be more visible

sround the sichool, while those in the high-suspension schools spent more time

and behavior. Low-suspension principals felt they had mcre discretion in
making discipline decisions than did high-suspension principals. There was
no difference between the two groups of schools in student perceptions of the
administration of disciiline poiicy; student ratings of the consistency and

similar in high- and low-suspension schools.

fairness of enforcement wer

Teacher sharactaristics. The effectiveness of teachers in successful

schools is attributed to a number of personal qualities and attitudes:
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enforce a clear set of classrcom rules; they respond guickly to misbehavior

discipline, regardless of the racial and sociceconomic composicion of che
school. Kaeser (197%a) descrives all of the Successful schools she studied

as “child-centered" rather than "subject-centered,” as reflected in the
artirudes of staff and administrators: & coxzitment to serviag all children,
high expectations of teachers and of students, a “cousistent ané constructive"
approach to student bekavior using a wide range of discipline efiorts but all
with an emphasis on self-discipline and problem-solving rather than punishment.
Bickel and Qualls (1979) found that téachers in low-sucpension schools rated
their school more §6§iii§éi? on all irems related te school climate than did
teachers in high-suspeasion schools. These items included assessment of
students' respect for teachers, honesty and sincerity of people in the school,
students' enjoyment of schocsl, students' feeling of acceptance in school, and
the school's learning environment. Teachers' respect for students is greater

in the low-suspension schools, according to principals' reports. Classroom
observers found no differences between the two groups of schools in the rela-
tionship of teacher-student interactions to students' race or sex. However,
students in low-suspension schools rated féiéﬁéihg nonverbal communication
more positively than did students in high-suspension schools.

Curriculum and instruction. Erodbelt (1980) noted that in studies of

successful schools; the curriculum is characterized by structure and "firm
management;" continuous evaluation, remedistion, snd individualized instruction:
Kaeser (19793) described the "child-centered” schools in her study as

those which paid attention to individual needs. Organizationally, most of

these schools made use of team teaching, flexible scheduling and grouping
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Guided Education-IGE). Another aspect of these schools was that they were
siructured to facilitate exposure and contact between sfuc”nts and faculry.
Is the larger schools, this usually meant subdivisions into "houses” or pini=

schools, in order to reduce the anonymity and personal distance in the larger
of professionalism, since it requires prbféssianai tooperation among keachers
and responsibility for a commos group of students (Walline, 1976).

Solomon and Kemgall (1975) fousd that teachers engage in more critical
and disciplinary behuvior in traditional classrooms than in open omes, while

ctudents' actual misbehavior is not significantly different. While the authors
acknovledge that there is no control for teacher persomality or interaction
between personalizy and type of classroow, they suggest that the settimg itself
helps to set norms for behavior.

Descriptions of curricular and instraciiaaii features of alternative
schools emphasize individualization; but there is considerable variety among
specific progranms. In a survey of 18 voluntary alternative schools in
California, Duke and Perry (1978) identified che following practices
(number £n parentheses indicates number of schools characterized by each
practice):

1. provisions for independent study (15)

2. off-campus learning opportunities (14)
3. flexible scheduling (14) _

L. esphasis on curriculur relevance (14)
5. reduced class sizes (12)

6. tutorials (%)

7. wmini-courses (8)

8. shortened school day (8)

5. outside resource people used in instruction (7). (p. 3BL)

Arnove and Strout (1980) found individualized instruztion implemented in

It sddition, the alternative schoois they studied offered many support services,
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since many of their students had undiagnosed learning disabilizies and related
medical problems.

Size has also beem associated with low discipline problems and suspensions:
Atnove and Strout (1980) reported that the median student enrcllzent of L.S.
alternative schools is 200, with many having fewer than 100 students. The
typical student staff ratio is 15:1. (About one-third of all alternative
cchools are special programs for disruptive students——chronic truants,
suspend 1, expelled, dropouts, or in juvenile court:.) The average enroll-
sent of the schools in Duke and Perry's (1978) study was 111. Several posi-
tive consequences are attributed to the small size of alternative schools:

(1) flexibility in scheduling and instruction (Carlson, 1976; Duke & Perry,
1978), (2) access and informality in student-teacher relationships (Kaeser;
19793; Diske & Perry; 1978); (3) consistency among faculty, due to their smaller
1978): (Students in the schools in Duke and Perry's study were self-selected:)

Student perceptions of climate. Bickel and Qualls (1979) used school

climate items for students that were similar to the ones they used with
teachérs. They found some differences between low- and high-suspension
schools, but school differences interacted with race and sex differences.

White students in low-suspension schools rated their school climate more
positively than did black students in both groups of schools and white students
in high-suspension schools.

Interracial climate. While the Louisville study identified climate and

lesdership differences in schools with low overall suspension rates, the dispro-
portionate suspension of black students was not related to these characterisrics
(Bickel & Qualls; 1979): However; a case study of two school districts that

examined schools with low minority disproportion in suspensioni found that

P
(dw )
w‘
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{Beanatt & Harris, 1981).
These studies suggest that altermative programs alone are probably not

developed with broad participation, including staff, students and parents. The
comsion expectations for behavior in school that result from this process should
be widely communicated throughout the school. In addition, tardiness ang other
strendsnce-related offenses piobibly should mot be punishable by suspensior,
and vague prohibitions that allew a great aéii.bf discretion in enforcement;
sctior that administrators can take 38 to analyze carefully the reasons for
minority suspensions and other distiplinary actioms.

Schools should keep records ow suspensfon including the reasen for the
suspension; the teacher or staff person involved, and the race and sex of the
student involved. This allows the School principal, parents and others to
analyze the reasons for suspension by race and sex, and to detemmine if parti-
cular teachers or staff wembers have problems needing attestion. Unti) the
léadsratiip in a school understands the causes of disproportionate minority
suépension in that school at that time, soiutlons are impossible.

implementation of these praciiies. Teachere freaiisntly request in-service train-

ing in ciassroom managément {mmediately after desegregation begins and such programs.

hive been found to reduce discipline problems in recently desegregated schools.
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Administrators can also benefiz from in-service training in developing and
adzministering rules of conduct and in establishing a positive imterracial

climare (Smylie & Hawlev,; 1981).

Chapter Summary

Alternative practices have been examined in the areas of student assign-

Since mean performance differences among racial and ethnic groups are presently
well-established; resegregation is a frequent result of the use of tésts. The

procedures of test development, however, could be altered to include more
minority group data in the development of items, noruing procedures, and the
establishment of reliability and validity. In addition to these changes in
the psychometric bases of tests, test users need to be well-versed in the
psychometric properties and interpretation of tests, as well as in behavioral

In addition to testing itself, the assessment process includes the referral
of children for testing and the broad rangs of interactions berween the child
and the school psychologist and other school personnel. Several alternatives
were identified that are aimed #t changing the use of the referral by both
teachers and psychologists, including en increased emphasis on consultision
and help in the regular classroom rather than on sutematic testing. Five

It was concluded that none of these models ccii stand alime. Rather, elements
of all of them should be included in an integrated model. The SOMPA is one
necessarily the def{nitive one.

Alternative organizational practices for categorical programs have tke
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common feature of attempting to provide greater ictegration of categorical
services into the regular scheol program. In coxmpensatory education, alter-
nate ways of allocating funds and regulating their use have resulted in reduced
use of pull-out in schools with large nucbers of eligible students: In addition,
the use of consultant teachers should facilitate the provision of compensatory
services in the regular classroox.

In special education, recent emphasis has been on the placenent of handi-
capped children the "least restrictive enviromment” that is appropriate, er
nsainstreazing,” defined here as at least part-time placement in a regular
classroom. Very few significant differences in academic performance have

been found betveen mainstreamed MR children and those in special classes. In
some cases, MR children have been mainstreamed into low-track classes and
tacially or ethnizally segregated classes. The potential for reducing resegre-
gation through mainstreaming, then, depends on the extent to which regular

organization. If programs are one-way, some segregation is probably inevitable
especially if small numbers of LEP students are involved. Emphasis should

be placed on part-time integration. With larger numbers of LEP students, two-
way bilingual magnet programs are more feasible and more integrative; if
sufficient nusbers of non-LEP student® participate,

The effectiveness of chenges in student assigmment practices and ia the
organizaticn of categorical programs is contipgent upon the organization of
regular classyoom instruction for diverse groups of students. Several
approaches to classroom heterogeneity have been developed. Individualized

ipéttuction techniques can be comvined with flexible grouping In crder to facili-
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make explicit use of small heterogeneous groups and have been found to improv:

both minority student azchievement and race relations. Peer tutoring programs
have been shown to be =specially beneficial for low-achieving student tutors;
but there is very little evidence on mixed-race tutoring pairs. Team-organized
schools, in which hetercgensous groups of students are divided into "houses"
or mini-schools with a commonr group Sf teachers; have enhanced the i‘iéiiélﬁf:ﬁéiii:

réciéiiy imbalanced as out-of-school suspeﬁsiégfhés been. Experts therefore
recommend careful attention to this issue and thorough analysis of thé reasons
for excess minority group disciplinary asctions. Schools that have low suspen-
sion rates, but not necessarily comparable minority and majority group rates,
are rated more positively on school climate then those with higher suspension
rates. Schools with little or no disparity in minority group suspension rates
are characterized by positive interracial climate and staff support for

integration;

. 203




180
CHAFTER FOUR
FEDERAL POLICY: ISSUZS AND IMPLICATIONS

Introduction

Thé evidence presented in this report supports the conclusion that resegre-

compensatory education, speciai education, and bilingual education--due to
Hethods of student assigrment and program organization. We have also found
that school disciplinary practices, most notably suspension, contribute to
resegregation due t3 the ways in which school rules are made and applied.

School desegregation is a mechanism for educational change as weil as a
way of achieving larger social goals. As an externally imposed change; however;
desegregation cannot fulfill its intent if it is incompatible with school cul-
ture and organization. Resegregation is a manifestation of such incompati-
biliey. Its occurrence undermines the achievement of the educational and
social goals of school desegregation by Eéaﬁéiﬁé opportunities for equal
education of minmority students and for positive interracial contacts among all
students.

While racial and ethnic bias of school pertomnel cannot be discounted as

phenomenon are found in the organizational routines of most schools. Alter-

native methods of student assessment, instructional organization, and School

they mest adopt new ways of assessing student performance, organizing instruc-
tion, and dealing with student behavior. Student assessment should incorporate
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by well-informed "consumers" of testing information. Instruction should be
organized so that students have opportunities for educational interaction

with aiverse groups of students. Special support services should be provided
with as much integration into the regular curriculum as possible. Student
discipline should emphasize keeping students in school and dealing with the
sources of student behavior problems, including the influence of school cli-
mate on behavior and the development and application of equitable school riiles.

These practices, of course, require that knowledge of specific techniques
be made available to school personnel. Equally important, however, is the
development of skills that allow such knowledge to be successfully put to use.
Many of the assessment and instructioaal techniques discussed in this report
rely heavily on consultation among professionals with different specializations:
Psychologists; special and regular teachers, ané other school personnel
sust establish consultative and collaborative relationships in order to plan
and provide programs for diverse groups of students. Professional consul-
tation is an especially important part of the role of specialists who should
provide support for regular teachers ass weil as services for individual stu-
dents:

Another requirement for implementation of practices to reduce resegrega-
tion is an enhanced capacity for planning and management at both the school
and classroom levels: Increasing the diversity of students and programs in
regular classrooms increases the complexity of instructiomal planning and
coordination for teachers. School adminiStrators need to assure the coordi-
nation of Special programs with éééﬁ other and with the regular curriculum.
School-wide planning processes for the development of behavior standards and
discipline procedures should also be instituted. Planning for desegregation
should ineclude consideration of resegregation and ways to avoid it. Because
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tesegregation has many Sources, its elimination fédﬁifég a comprehensive approach
that considers these sources in relationship to each other and to desegregation.

Implications for the Federal Role

The central purpose of this study has been to identify tha zxtent and
causes of resegregation and to suggest some school level practices that can re-
to develop detailed federal strategies that follew from our review and analyses
of the available evidence. Rather, this report jdentifies some general direc-
tions for federal policy: Further analysis will be necessary to turh the sum-
of status and regulations. Nonetheless; the step from the general statements
below to particular poliey proposals is mot a long one and the research reviewed
sbove will facilitate further inquiry and action.

The directions for federal policy outlined here assume that the federal
govermment should not dictate specific instructional practices in order to play )
z role in reducing resegregation. Rather; the federal govermment can facili-
tate state and local efforts to do so im several ﬁéyé; First, categorical pro-
grams and regulations that inadvertently contribute to resegregation can be
amended: Second, research on existing alternatives and development of additional
onies can be stimulated: Third, dissemination of research and technical assis-
tance for implementing specific alternatives and for developing planning and
coordination processes can be provided. Fourth, professional development pro-
grams that include alternative practices and fostering consultation and plan-
ning skills can be supported. The remainder of this chapter is devoted to a

discussion of each of these federal strategies for reducing resegregation.

These programs provide funds for special educationmal services for .
target groups and inadvertently contribute to resegregation due to a combina- .

tion of factors: Separate programs for identifiable and often well-organized
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constituency groups are politically attractive to legislators. Progranm regula-
tions encourage the segregation of eligible students for imstruction through
requirements for separate supplementary services and expenditures. When the
eligible populations for categorical programs are disproportionately composed
of minority group students, as is the case for compensatory, bilingual, and
some special education services; resegregation occurs through pull-cut programs
and self-contained classes. The resegregative effects of these programs are
exacerbated when individual children are eligible for several programs and

a separate track.

Categorical programs can be re-structured in two ways that could reduce
resegregation: First; the regulations of individual programs can be amended.
Requirements such as the supplementation provision of Title I should be re-
interpreted so that state and local administrators do mot understand pull out
to be the only way to satisfy it. While pull out has not been mandated, it

has been viewed as the omly alternative by many school administrators. Alter=

native ways of assuring fiscal accountability that do not encourage separate
services for accounting purposes should be explored. The new amendments to
Title I which authorize simplifying record keeping and reporting requirements
provide an opportunity to clarify this point:

A second strategy deals with the management of categorical programs and
the intergovernmental relations involved. Each program is administered
separately at all levels of govermment; the impact of multiple program opera-
tion and overlap among target groups in schools and students does not fall in
the domain of any single agency. Schools have little incentive to consolidate
services for multiply eligible children or to integrate services into regular

instruction whes funding applications and revievs of expenditures are disaggre-

Q ) I o
[ERJ}:‘iﬁg should be reoriented tc encourage program consolidation, rather than
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forcing local administrators to deal separately with an autonomous fedural
bureau for every program:"

Application procedures can be altered to stimulate local planning and
coordination of categorical services in relation to desegregation and to the
total school program. Such changes would probably involve some degree of
federal and state administrative reorganizalion and differential federal
administration among states. Goettel (1578) has suggested the development of
contractual arrangements in which states and the federal govermment establish
a comprehensive plan including all funding sources: A model for this pro-

submit consolidated spplications for all state education funds. Federal offi-
cials have been critical of this approach because state and federal funds are
combined and administered jointly. Titie I and state compensatory education
funds, for example, ar€e combined. Several other states have also instituted
processes for program and grant coordination, with varying degrees of success.
The centrifugal forces that mitigate against such efforts at the national level
can be just as strong at the stat® level (Berke & Demarest, 1978). Where
opportunities to do comprehensive planmning imvolving multiple programs have
existed; many districts have chosen not to pursue thie approsch (Rubin & David,
1981). Llocal management resources may not be adequate for the task. This

As Kinmbrough and Hi1l noted in their conclusion to the Aggregate Effecte of

Federal Education Programs (1981), while:

. . . some form of reducing the barriers that separate categorical

programs is desirable, [njot all forms of comsolidation are equally

constructive. 1In the interest of the nation’s neediest students and
schools, the best form of consolidation would be one that increased
local educators' flexibility while contimuing to ensure that federal
funds both increase and target the rescurces available for the educatiom
of disadvantaged students. (p: 44)

If categorical programs for the disadvantaged are to be placed in block
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the need for mechanisms and support for comprehengive planning and coordination,
¢nd the need to provide technical assistance to LEAs. A strategy which would
allow states to present and implement comprehensive coordination plans for
future regulations or federal officials might devise progra=ming approaches to
schools in which many students with special needs are concentrated.

The relaticnship of service delivery programs to the enforcement of civil
rights guarantees is another aspect of program administration that affects
resegregation. While the groups protected by civil rights regulations clcsely
parallel the recipient groups of categorical assistance, the two activities are

been a formal linkage requiring that civil rights compliance be established
priotr to receipt of grant funds and there was no formal linkage with categori-
¢zl program personnel: Indeed ESAA regulations aimed at avoiding racial isola-
tion were apparently seen by school systems as conflicting with other program
regulations which targeted aid to students in racially isolated settings: More
recently, a memorandum of understamding was adopted between OCR and the Office
of Special Education regarding enfoscement of P;L; 94-142; which combines
regulatory and service delivery provisions. These instances, however, are
exceptions and not the rule.

Closer cooperation between OCR officials and federal program administra-

tors waild reduce the likelihood of different arms of the federal government

workimg at cross purposes. For example, the Lau guidelines eon bilingual educa-
tion contain a nuzber of provisions regarding segregation of LEP students, vet
ESEA Title VII funds for bilingual education programs were not contingent upon
compliance with such safeguards. Clear links between program monitoring and
civil rights enforcement at the federal level could foster greater coherence
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in state and local policies regarding resegregation issues.

Clearly, resegregation is not the only effect of categorical aid that
could be ameliorated by changes in regulations and the organization of these
programs. Nor are these changes alone likely to eliminate resegregatfon, How-
ever, to the extent that schools keep children with special needs in separate

groups for administrative rather than educational reasons, changes in the

regulations coticerning implementation could be designed to remove obstacles

efforts.
N S

In the course of gathering and analyzing information for this report, we
to resegregation. Almost every topic we investigated is characterized by gaps
in data and analysis on sources of the problem, or by & paucity of alternative
models to reduce the problem, or both. Frequenrly, the assertion that resegte-
gation occurs is built on fragmented pieces of collateral evidence, “ecause
much of the research on educational practices is fiot conducted in a desegre-

gated setting or the racial context is not specified.

Research, when it involves the evaluation of specific practices, can seldom
be translated directly into new policy or programmatic recommendations with
great confidence. Thus, the Funding of research based models in local agencies
and the assessment of the effectiveness of these models, along with the identi-

fication and evaluation of extant programs of presumptive effectiveness is a

provides considerable confidence of ihéiri?%ftfii%éﬁé&é:
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rS

. Scheduling, grouping and instructjonal practices to facilitate inter-

action among heterogeneous high school students. Resegregation is

particularly acute id high schools where differentiation of tha curri-
culum {s most pronounced; there is almost no informacion about strategies
to mitigate the separation that occurs.

3. Discipline techniques, including alrernative forms of in-school sus-

he di 's’ptép;ﬁiI?Htiilﬁiiﬁzilwitﬁyﬁ of B‘]Spéﬁisiiénisi ar excip-

sions of minority group childres. The literature is replete with

examples of techniques, but there is an absence of comparison among
prograns that would allow identification of program characteristics
that are 1linked to desirable outcomes in different settings. There

winority suspensions.
4. Furtber development and evaluation of ‘psychological assessment techniques

for evaluating minority children fairly. There is little evidence

to suggest how currently developed experimental techniques affect

5. Uevelopment and assessment of slternative approaches to the delivery

of categorical services: Little sustained analysis of effects of

alternatives to pull out programs has been accomplished.

Meeting these needs in research and development requires an avareness of
the relationships between desegregation and school policies and practices that
result in resegregation. The establishment of these linkages is difficult
science research and its dissemination. Academic specializations tend to be
quite narrow. These are barriers between basic and applied research, even
within a single institution, and between research and model or product develop-
ment. The joining of different topics and types of research with a common

focus on resegregation can take place at many levels, from a single institute
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or university to the federal government. Such linkage efforts ‘represent the
establisiment of a “learning cycle" that is analogous to the individual learning

process, in which data (experience) analysis (reflection), ctncept and hypothe-

fapmction, an® testing are related ir a sequentisl but alsa cyclical pre-

is

m

cess. The establistment of a federal research and development system coordinated
perhaps by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement in the Department
of Education based on this model would encounter formidable problems of inter-
agency coordination and resistance from universities and research firms (Crain

§ Hawley; 1981).

The importance of the federal role in research development and dissemina-
tion activities cannot be overstated. The limited resources and urgent demands
make it unlikely that research will be supported. Where local districts
develop coordination strategies or instructional models to cope more effectively
with their own needs; there is little incentive to evaluate or disseminate
these results to other districts with similar needs.

The developrent of new knowledge through research; model building and
evaluation, in itself is not enough to effect changes in resegregation prac-
practitioners need to be told about new knowledge in ways that they will find
meaningful to the solutions of problems they see as important. These instru-
ments of federal policy can serve this function: dissemination, technical
assistance and professional development. We discuss the third of these in the

next section of the report.

Just as resegregation cuts across the boundaries of service delivery pro-
grams, it alsc intérsects many technical assistance activities; which are
usually organized categorically to parallel federal grant programs. Technical

assistance for irplementing categorical programs typically has been concerned
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with neither desegregation nor resegregation. Rather, it is focused on

Conversely, race desegregation-related technical assistance programs
have not often addressed within-school segregation except, perhaps, with

respect to issues involving discipline. While this is one of the categories

(RDAC's); many of these centere apparently have not focuSéd on resegregation
or on instructional planning and management (Hawley § Schapira, 1980). 1In

addition, the RDAC's lack coordization with other type: of technical assistance,

such as categorical program assistanie and sex and national origin minority
desegregation centers:

In order for technical assistance to be effective in eliminating resegre-
gation, it needs to focus on linking the management uf impiementation of
desegregation and other s2rvice delivery:

Federal policymakers need to recognize that the sheer number of separate

programs is the soarce of many problems: ... < A significant task,
then; is to help local_ districts devise programming strategies for
multiple program %chools; and to help local officials coordiuate pro-

grams at the schcol level. . . . Most federal programs provide funds

for their own management, but there is no money or specific technical

2ssistance to help local districts devise an integrated strategy across

federal programs. Local districts should be given resources for coordi-
nation and be furnished with,g;ampxes of successful program integration.
{Kimbyrough & Hill, 1981; p. &43)

tion of desegregatfiocn technical assistance might be structured. Several options
were explored in a memorandum by Hawley (1981). They include: (1) the direct
funding of LEAs to purchase twchnical assistance, (2) coordination of existing
mechanisms for research and téchnieal iSEiEtéﬁté, so that information related

the creation of a small technical assiscance office, and (4) support of a research
and development center to assist state agencies. This memo is attached as
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Professional Development

~he content of federally supporied programs for teacher education and in-
service staff development has often paralleled the definition of target popu-

lations for service delivery programs. Training programs for teachers of

handicapped and 1imited-English-speaking children {n schools and colleges of
edicacion have been funded to provide personnel to implement categsrical pro-
grams for these groups. In=service workshops to train remedial reading and
math specialists have produced teachers for Title I and other compensatory
programs. Some technical assistance efforts have used teacher training as a
key part of their efforts.

In addition to support for training of specialized teachers and other
school personnel; the {ederal government has provided funds for in-service and
teachers center programs on implementing imstructional innovations; classroom
management, and other issues that have relevarce to resegregation. What has
been lacking is an integration of these efforts within the context of desegre-
gation. Staff development programs for regular teachers in resegregation
issues and alternatives should go beyond the disciete sources of the problem.
The capacities of teachers and administrators to implement these changes are
enhanced by training in planning and management. This is an area that in-
suceessful introduction cf innovations in schools (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978).

The recent consolidation of many professional development programs imclu-
ding Teacher Corps; Teacher Centers; ESAA and others into a block grant
greatly reduces the possibilities of influencing professional development through
federal regulation of programs. This trend coupled with the lack of effective
training models and instructional and management strategies for dealing with

must be focused on research and developwent and technical assistance that will sup-

port efforts of

their personnel. e -
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I

The central purpose of this study has beeti to identify the éxtent and
causes of resegregation and to suggest some school level practfces that can
reduce racial isolation within schools. This study has not sought to develop
detailed federal strategies, but suggests some general directions for fedezal
policy,

To sowe extent federal programs through targecing and accountability
réequirements have contributed to the development and waintenance of resegrega-
tive practices, This #s most dramatically seen whera students are pulled |
out of regular classes to receive several compensatory services: These pro-
grams can be restructured to make it clear that pull out is not theé only way
to meet target’ng requircments; to allow coordinatiom of multiple program

services &nd to provide states and localities with modeis f¢r program inte-

problem of seeing that resources contimue to be t?fgétéa-tﬁﬁirds educationally
needy students and that school districts receive the necessary technical
assistance £o manage the program.

The greatest eource of resegregative practices appears to be the tradi~
tional organizational and academic practices of schools. Here the clear
need is for research, development, and dissemination of effective techniques
for working with heterogenecus groups of students, discipline strategies
that cerb disproportionate suspensions of minority students, and development
of useful nor-discriminatory asseszment techniques. This is 2 critical meed

unlikely to ba met at any other lewel of government.
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Context
In June, both the Senate and the House passed budgets which placed the :
Emergency School Assistance Act program and the Title IV (Civil Rights Act) )

program into the state block grant and eliminated funding for the programs.
Sitrice this action follows the proposal of the Administration; this memo
assumes that these desegregation assistance programs will be the responsi-
bility of the states: The questions with respect to federal policy toward
desegregation are essentially two:

1) Will OCR continue to have a role in the enforcement of Title VI

school districts?
2) Should the federal government seek to provide technical assistance
to state agencies concerned with desegregation?

This meiio is addressed to the second of these two questions. This memo _ -

provides an overview of five different vays the federal government might .

raspond to the needs of LEAs for technical assistance .to facilitate effective :
desegregation.



215

1t seetis reasonably certain that the answer to the question just posed

1 affirmative. This conclusion follows from the following propositions:

1. Many school systems continue to face unresolved problems after
having been desegregated, including resegregation.

2. Even in the absence of any pressure from the executive branch of
the federal government, many school systems will be desegregated as
a result of new or continuing court action or the actions of state
agencies.

3, There is insufficient expertise in most LEA's to address the unique
issues posed by desegregation.

4. The normal sources of inservice training, such as schools of educa-
tion or teachers centers (should they continue to exist), do not
generally offer training related to desegregation and do not have

the resouries to 45 #0: .

What type of technical assistance do school systems need? Needs range
from help in drawing plans to minimize public transportation and maximize
student continuity in a given school to the developument and implementation of
systems for promoting academic achie‘ement in heterogeneous classrooms and
for achieving discipline in an equitable and effective manner. These and
other peeds usually confront schools more or less simuli:.zously so that
incremental strategies for staff development are imsufficient.

Policy Options

1. Do nothing: allow states or private industry to provide technical
assistance without federal support to states or LEA's.

2. Provide funds directly to LEA's to purchase the technical assistance
they require.

3. Coordinate existing mechanisms for research and technical assistance
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to provide information to state agencies;
4. Create a small office for technical assistance to states that would
serve one or both of two functions:
a. to provide transitionasl capacity building assistance,
b. to collect, synthesize and disseminate relevant information
over time.
5. Support a research and development Center to assist state agencies.
Another hypothetical option is to provide technical assistance directly
to LEA's from a federal or federally funded sgency: We assume that this
option is incongruent with Administration policies.

Analysis of Options

Option One: Do Nothing

Under this option whatever needs school systems had for technical assistance

would be purchased from the private sector or provided by stc : agencies.
Advantages: -
There would be mo cost to the federal government.

The needs for technical assistance to promote desegregation would

be veighed sgainst other nceds in terms of local and state budgetary
allocations.

pisadvantagea:

There 1s little money to be made privately so that consultants tend
to be individuals with 1imited experience and almost no familiarity

with research or information about developments natiomally.

Some technical assistance capabilities nov exist in SEA's but this
is true of only a handful of ctates. Most states that dc have

capacity have been supported with federal funds.

1f states were to try to develop expertise in the sbsence of federal
support; they would have to draw on the resources of other states and
no vehicle now exists for doing so. The Task Force on Desegregation
Strategles of the Education Commission of the Staces, vhich vas sup-

ported in part from federsl funds, is no longer in full operation.

Q :2235;
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Option Two: Directly Fund LEA's to Purchase Technical Assistance

Would provide LEA's with resources thus creating & market for techni-

cal assistance to which private industry or the states might respond.

Would put LEA'S in a better position to define their needs and select
the type of assistance they want than would other options.
#iisadvantages:
LEA's may be able to define their needs but may lack the expertise to

determine who can best meet those needs.

The private “market" for technical assistance would not be robust nor

would it be predictable so that private centers with institutional
stability and expertise are unlikely to develop. Private sector

technical assistance would probably be based on individual offerings
and individuals would lack the scope of expertise to be helpful acrcss

the broad range of issues confronting desegregating school districts.

The present absence of state agency providers; which is the current
situation in many states, would not be remedied without direct sup-

port frow states or the federal government because LEA funding of
state agencies would be unstable and inadequate. Some states would :
probably have difficulty with the basic premise: there are few other

Option Three: Coordinate Existing Mechanisms for Research and Tachnical Azsisesnca

Several federal programs now develop information and provide technical
assistance that 15 relevant to desegregation. These include the Office for
Civil Rights; NIE, the National Diffusion Network, the Right to Read Program,

programs for handicapped children, bilingual programs, and others. Information

about effective practices and programs related to desegfegation could be gleaned
from exieting programs, could be synthesized and/or packaged, and disseminated
to state and local sgencies. A small staff would be required but direct services

and much of the dissemination could be handled by other program offices serving

school districts 2nd states in which desegregation is & continuing concern.
Advantages:

1. Very low cost
2. Does not pose any threat to educaticon agencies.
Q 3. Esphasizes the interrelationships between desegregation and
.
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other school-level policies.
Disadvantages: Z

1. Information and assistance provided would mot be very great.

2. Desegregation would receive secondary priority and responsi=
bility for ensuring that the information and assistance needed
was provided would be diffuse.

Option Four: Create a Small Desegregation Technical Assistance Office

A small office of technical assistince with outreach capacity could be
established. This office would as its first priority; assist states to develop
their own capabilities for technical assistance. Its second priority might be

to collect, synthesize and disseminate relevant information over time. Th
office would Tely as wuch as possible on other agencies (see Option Three
sbove): Its functions would include information gathering, identifying research

. -
S e

compliance, needs assessment and Program development and implementation.

L s

Advantages:

Would permit information o be developed that would be more helpful

to agencies responsible for desegregation.
Would be unintrusive.

Would create strengths in state education agencies that do not
exist in most states. .

Vould be respomsive to the probability that states are ualikely to
develop their own technical assistance capacity without financial

{ncentives and external technical expertise.

Would retain a priority on desegregation that would facilitate the

dissemination of information and successful practices.
Disadvantages:

Would result in desegregation being treated as a problem discreet
from.other education issues. ,
Hould be more costly than Options One and Three: )

The expertise does mot now exist, at least in any ome otganizational

24}
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unit, to staff such a federal office. (Though Title IV offices
that presumably will be phased out; along with some Washington based

personnel, could provide the necessary staff.)

Asgisr State Apericies

This alternative could supplement Options Three or Four. This activity
would be pursued so a8 to provide a mechanism better suited for knowledge
development and evaluation than are (line) operating programs. Its funding
could go through NIE or it could be directly funded by the federal operating

unit responsible for providing technical assistance (if there is one). It

or a university, or it could be a private organization.
Advantages :

Would pruovide a more positive role for the federal government in
developing new knowledge about effective desegregation strategies.
States lack the mechanism to develop knowledge from other political
jurisdictions.
Would foster the concentration of technical expertise in ways not
usually possible in an operating unit of the federal bureaucracy.

and local agencies.
Disadvantages:

Mechanisms to focus such a center on the needs of state, local and

private education agencies would have to be developed.
Would add: costs to other options.

May lead to confusion over responsibility for neeting state and local

technical assistance needs.
Unless care was taken to assure otherwise, desegregation might not be

treated as & problem that is inextricably part of almost all education
service provision racially mixed school districts.

Concleding Comsents
There seems little doubr that some form of federally supported technical

assistance related to desegregation would be welcomed by state and loczl agencies.
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At the same time, it seems clear that states and private organizations will
not develop adequate technical assistance capacity without federal aid.

It seems important that efforts be made to treat desegregation as an issue
that should be dealt with as part of the overall effort by education agencies
to foster equity and provide quality learning opportunities. This suggests
that & new approach to technical assistance may be required that seeks to

with the range of program development and improvement needs most systems should
be addressing as part of an overall plan for the delivery of education and

reisted services. Perhaps an Office for Technical Assistance with expertise

that cuts across program areas should be Considered. Such an office would assist

states and, through states, districts to develop comprehensive prograns for
meeting educational needs and would then facilitate the linking of expertise

and resources from the different program areas so as to be of greater iiiiétiﬁ;é;':

Such an office would also serve to help identify sources of interprogram
inconsistencies and opportunities for program reforms aimed at making federal
programs more responsive to the needs of different populations as these needs

are addressed by state and local agencies.
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