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This working paper 1is an expanded and revised version of an article
by the same authors appearing in LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS, 1979.
The major differences appear in sections 1T and 111, where we have greatly

expanded our discussion of the intellectual background and alternative para-

digms underlying current policy decisions and school programs. We are
grateful to the Duke University Center for Policy Studies, the Natiomal
Tnstitute of Education, and Community Resources Ltd. for their support of
our general inquirfes in this area.

T. INTRODUCTION

The term '

'racial desegrepation” stands as a symhol for many American
realities. 1In simplest terms it denotes some form of racial mixture in living,
working or schooling patterns. Thus, it is an alternative to thoroughly
segregated situations in which whites and blacks (or hispanics and other
minorities) lived in totally homogeneous neighborhoods, were employed in
racially homogeneous work groups and strata, and attended racially separated
schools. Although the most dramatic and exclusive forms of segregation have
passed from the American scene in the past three decades, much partial segrega-
tion still exists in suburban and urban housing, in employment, and in school
attendance. The direct force of law is now absent as a sustalning agent; but
governmental regulations, institutional practices, and private traditions of
thought and action have helped maintain partially segregated and highly strati-

fied social systems. Moreover, the character and quality of raclal mixture,

when it does- occur in large degree, varies considerably throughout the society.l

Some Alternative Meanings of Desepregation

Current efforts to advance desegregation, especially in schools, represent
examples of both the continuing press for racial change and traditional resis-
tance to new patterns. Thus, desegregation triggers a variety of images,
feelings, and actions among Americans. For some people and groups, it represents

a violation of fundamental constitutional rights, to be avoided by multiple forms

1Dtstinctinns have been drawn between physical desegregation (wherein
people come into new forms of contact with onc another), cultural desegregation
(wherein customs, speech, and other traditions are shared), and structural deseg~
regation (wherein joint interaction in clubs and informal associations occur).
With special respect to schools, "desegregation" (indicating physical hetero-
geneity and mixing) is often distinguished from "integration' (which usually
signifies a positive set of educational, cultural, and structural interactions
among members of different races).
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of resistance. For others, it is one of several nuisances pgrpetrated and
supported by the federal government, to be obeyed with as little serious
commitment and energy as bossible. Some see 1t as one more means by which
affluent whites can maintain control of minority populations, and shut off
minority efforts at self-governance, control of their own schools, etc.
Others sece desegregation as an end in itself, as a goal or a right long
denied. Or 1t may be seen primarily as a means to other ends, as an
opportunity to create minor reforms in éhg generally positive operation of
schools. It ;nn also be seen as a means to surface and mobilize energy for
making fundamental changes in schools, local communities, and national

socio-political patterns.

The definition of desegregation as a school condition or situation also
varies considerably. For instance, depending upon who is doing the defining
or observing, desegregation can mean, or can be measured by, any of the
following criteria:

number of predominantly black or predominantly white or predominantly
hispanic schools in a unitary district;

comparisons of the perccnf minority enrollment (or staff allocation)
in each achool in a system; :

comparisons of the percent minority enrollment in each class or curric-
ulum focus in a school;

comparisons of the percents of majority vs. minority students achieving
at grade level "norms";

percents of minority or majority students with positive racial attitudes
and interactions;

percents of minority and/or majority students with positive educational
and occupational expectations.

The various criteria and meanings of desegregation reflect the reality that
different communities have implemented quite different desegregation plans.
Some have bussed minority youth throughout a system, some have bussed only small

numbers of minority youth, some have bussed majority and minoxity youth; some
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have recassigned students at all grade levels, others have begun this process
only at the third or fifth grade levels; some have done it in one year, others
have phased it in over several years; some have created many new educational
programs, others have reassigned youngsters with few progrnm.innovnttons;

some have done it with great community support, others have faced considerable
resistance; some have done it only under court order, others have done it more

2
or less voluntarily.

The Focus of this Paper

Given widely varied interpretations, implementation efforts and reac-
tions, it is not surprising that some groups push for desegregation and some
against it, and that different groups may have very different reasons for
advocating these school changes. As Clement, Elsenhart, and Wood note, "The
contest which desegregation constitutes is one in which the rules change, the
goals change, and even to some extent the composition of the 'sides' change
over time" (1976, p. 1). Without conceptual clarity ahout this contest, it is
difficult to understand the variety of issues involved in desegregation and
hard to take advantage of the full vange of practical options available for
its implementation.

Our goal in this paper is to advance this understanding in two ways.
We plan to:

1. identify and contrast different central assumptions underlying current
theory, research, and practice in school desegregation;

2. consider the usefulness of theory, research, and practice options which
have not been pursued on a large scale, especially those that might help
us move beyond mere physical desegregation to a state of quality inter-
racial education.

2Several good sumnaries exist of the varlety of techniques used to
reassign pupils, and even to address some educational programs related to
reagsipgnment plans: Foster, 1973; School Desegregation in Metropolitan Areas,
1977; Tomkins, 1976.
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Social science theory and research potentially relevant to desegregation,
and to other matters of public policy, often have failed to be effective
because they have not explored fully their own assumptions, nor those assump-
tions supporting public policy options. The conceptual models and assumptions
that guide research studies make important differences in topics selected, data
gathered, and analyses and interp;etations made, as well as policies and
programs suggested. Likewise, the conceptual models and assumptions used by
practitioners make a difference in their approach to knowledge, and to action
tasks of planning.and implementing change., The exploration of different
conceptual frameworks ugsed to order and explain phenomena, or to design and
implement programs, is essential to identifying and clarifying the diverse and
confusing alternatives available both to scholars and practitioners. Thué, in
the next section we review contrasting paradigms of social thought, as they
are represented both in social scientific research and in public practice.
We expect to demonstrate important differences in two widely used and funda-
mentally different ways of thinking about the society, about local communities
and organizations, and about schools ‘and school desegregation in particular.

In later sections wé review some recent research and journalistic
reports ofAnew educational practices that bear upon key issues in planning
and carrying out descgregated schooling. This review will not be exhaustive
but illustrative: illustrative of work stressing the importance of new com-
munity and organizational processes to support school change. ‘In most educa-
tional research efforts, community and organizational processes either have
been ignored or treated as residual categories. Thus, they have been seen as
impotent or inconsequential, and as minimally impactful on student outcomes
predetermined by home/community environs. In other studies, inter-school
differences on these organizational variables have been assumed or demon-

strated to be quite minimal. Their apparent uniformity fails to create
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statistically significant descriptions or correlations to student outcomes in
large-scale quantitative analyses. Thus a common argument is that social
class and/or individual school/family effecté are so powerful that they
determine the outcomes of schooling more or less by themselves. The corollary
argument is that organizational patterns are so uniform, rigid, or impotent
that they are not liable to change, and that little can be done inside the
school to alter these externally determined effects.

Unfortunately, much of this research has been limited to a narrow set
of outcome measures, with an over-emphasis on student achievement on stan-
dardized tests of cognitive skills. Achievement on non-standard classroom
tasks, relationships among students of various races, conceptions of current
and future occupational and social careers, new forms of youth-adult activities,
and students' broader interactfon with the school and civic community are far
less often studied. Moreover, much of this research has been guided by the
traditional scientific focus on studying "what is." 1If current organizational
practices are non-innovative, and thus do not lead to (correlate with, cause,
etc.) new student processes or outcomes, it is not necessarily valid to conclude
that new forms of these organizational practices are irrelevant or might not
have a more positive impact. Studies of "what might be" may shed some light on
the ways altered organizational practices could lead to altered outcomes, and
thus tell us more about the relevance and power of the school organization.

Our view is that community and organizational processes are quite potent,
do make a difference to students experiencing them, and can and do impact on
pre-existing student characteristics. There 1s some scientific evidence
supporting this view: Weinberg notes that "A number of empirical studies have
suggested the inadequacy of [assumptions of] . . . social class determinism
and school powerlessness" (1977, p. 7). Thus, he too concludes that new forms

of school organization may be powerful cnough to mediate or alter the impact of

at
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students' social class characteristics. Although the hard evidence for this
view 13 not as rich or massive as for the alternative, it deserves to be
explored, especially since it has enormous implications for the implementation
of desegregation as an educational/social change effort.

A central concern of this paper 1s: what can we do to help school deseg-
regation be effective? After all, 1if desegregation does not positively alter
student achievements, self-esteem, racial knowledge and attitudes, inter-racial
behaviors and relationships, etc., then it 1s hardly worth promoting. Desegre-
gation already is an economically and socially costly enterprise; if it does
not or cannot have positive payoff, it is not worth the cost, For instance,

a number of scholars and citizens, especially minority members, have argued
that the quality of education for minority youth may be improved with greater
ease in predominantly minority schoola.3 Desegregation efforts which erode
minority influence in schools, which treat minority youth as guests or
intruders, which separate minority youth from their peers, which discriminate
further against minority youth, or which do little to deal with these youngsters'
unique educational needs and interests, do not serve them well at all. Desegre-
gation efforts wh}ch place the main burdens of trangportation, dislocation,
alienation, and adaptation on minority youth hardly represent an equitable
respoése to educational. inequality. If desegregation plans cannot overcome
these barriers to equality and justice (in segregated or desegregated schools),
it may not be a worthwhile public policy. Then perhaps we should pursue other
options to gain racial equality and educational quality.

The appropriate answers to these questions, and to problems in the

3I'he research on whether and how minorities gain from attending racially

mixed schools, while generally positive, is not so overwhelming as to completely
rule out alternatives . . . nor to satisfy us with current plans and programs
(St. John, 1975; Crain and Mehard, 1978). Of course, academic gain is not the
only educational issue in desegregation, nor is it necessarily relevant for the
adjudication of constitutional rights, but the same problems arise regarding
other educational variables.
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analysis of the success or failure of desegregation cannot rest solely on a
review of "what is" or "what has been": such a focus is biased by the slipshod,
resigtant, and non-enlightened ways schools and communities have attempted to
implement desegregation. For desegregation to be successful, we believe,
various school practices must change: moving youngsters is only one part of
a larger process of educational change. Moreover, for desegregation to be
analyzed effectively, it cannot be treated as a single Intervention in an
otherwise stable input-output model of schooling. As we have indicated, many
local definitions of desegregation exist, and each one gives rise ;o different
school programs. Thus, desegregation must be considered as a multiple series
of events, some overt and some covert, some of which may change life in the
school system quite radically. Furthermore, it is not a series of events that
occurs by itself; its components are planned and implemented by human actors.
As such, they are planned and implemented in various ways, and the reality of
what desegregation "is" varies considerably in different schools and communities.
We are interested in exploring what desegregation "might be" {1f the best wisdom
of social scientists, educators, and citizens were utilized to define and
implement it at the local level.

In particular, we will focus in this paper on changes in community,
organizational. and individual processes, and educational programs that have
worked or might work. Simply, we believe there can be no successful desegre-
gation without educational change. 1If only bodies are moved, with no corollary
changes in school structure and process, new youngsters merely are placed into
old settings. The welght of social structure and tradition (including habit,

ignorance, discrimination, etc.) can be expected to maintain prior outcomes.

Thus, desegregation must be considered as a process of change itself, and as

part of a broader process of change. To be 1mplemented successfully, it wt

requires other changes in the community context, organizational processes, and
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individual actions of schools and school actors.

Many of the changes--policies and programs--we discuss here have not
been subject to well designed social scientific research; that is, there often
is little "hard evidence" regarding thelr payoff to students and to other |
members of the school community. Where there is such research, we hope to so
indicate; however, occasionally we will speculate and draw implications for
policy and program without benefit of empirical data and analysis. This is
not a novel situation. Even the best technical research often leaves policy-
makers or practitioners unclear as to its exact conclusions and programmatic
implications. And many practitioners and comsumers/clients (including educa-

tors, parents, and students) simply cannot wait for the complex process of

scientific investigation to run 1its course before acting upon alternatives.

As legislators and judges deal with educational remedies to segregation and
raclal isolation, they too need programmatic guidelines that make sense and
that might work, whether or not they are supported by.conventional forms of
scientific analysis. ‘The empirical and theoretical base we utilize here, in
the absence of direct evaulative efforts, is rooted in scientific research on
conflict and conflict resolution, in studies of organizational structures and
changes, in studies of race relations, and in studies of schools and human
learning. We also try to use other scholars' syntheses of the scientific
literature, and their descriptions of desegregation programs various communi-
ties and schools have attempted. The result 1s an agenda for much needed
research on potentially useful alternatives, as well as an outline for thought-
ful local implementation.

This paper is a critical activit}, aimed at asking ourselves and our
readers to reconsider the intellectual bases of school planning and action--
Therefore we invite response--positive and

educational theory and research.

negative--in the hope that others will join in making advances in our collective
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praxis as scholars, practitioners, and caring citizens. Such critical
activity is a necessary first step in assesging the real value of current
research and the utility of proposed action programs. For theory affects
research and practice; research affects practice and sometimes theory, and
practice can affect theory and research. They each have impact upon our
schools and the ways we can imagine or invent to design and implement deseg-

regation. And that affects children and adults throughout the society.

IT. ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTUAL MODELS OF SOCIAL SYSTEMS

Throughout the development of the social sciences, two alternative
models or paradigms of social systems and systemic functioning have been
domingnt. One model focuses on order and equilibrium as basic ingredients
and virtues in the nature of socleties, the other focuses upon the operations
and necessity of conflict and change.a

Chambliss' (1973) review of several scholars' analyses of these two
models provides us with the following descriptions. Essential assumptions
underlying the consensus paradigm include:

1. Every soclal system is well integrated.

2. Fvery society exists on the conscnsus of its members.
3. Every soclety 1s relatively persisting.

4These models are ideal types and as such do not describe actual social
situations; they refer to.underlying assumptions about those realities. Moreover,
they are not completely exclusive of one another, but may be considered to exist
on a continuum, with potential overlapping principles; in some cases mixed models
may even exist. However, all efforts to conceptualize, respond to, and conduct
research on problems in social systems require us to make certain assumptions.
The contrast between these ideal types or polar models is useful in illuminating
contrasting approaches, and in forcing us to review our assumptions carefully.
At critical choice points--in research and in public practice--they make a
difference. It is essential 'that practitioners and scholars be able to select
and evaluate assumptions purposively, in light of our own values and information,
and in terms of their impact on the problems we seck to understand and the
changes we elect to make. Part of our intellectual strategy in this paper is teo
discern and/or pose a provocative dialectic such as this, and to move back and
forth between polar examples in order to increase our own clarity and to stretch-®
the range of our thinking about theory, research, and practice.
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4. The governing bodies of a soclety are value-neutral and act to promote
the common good.

5. Social inequality exists as a result of levels of hard work, talent, and
selection'by others.

On the other hand, essential assumptions underlying the conflict paradigm

include:

2. Every soclety exists with constraint of some members by others.

3. Every soclety is constantly changing.

4. The governing bodles of a society participate in the struggle on one
side or another, and use organs of the state (law) as instruments of
coercion for their own benefit,

5. Social inequality exists as a result of the use of coercion, fraud, and
inheritance as the basis for obtaining resources. .

|
1. Every society exists with ubiquitous social conflict,

|

|

|

Another 1llustration of the conflict and consensus paradigms has been f

are shown on the following page.5

As the comparisons indicate, persons using either the conflict or consensus

presented by Buttell and Flinn (1975). Selected portions of their analysis
1

paradigm understand the same phenomena differently, stress different system
dynamics, and even would have us attend to different issues and data. The I
history of these divisions within social scientific thinking is long and tortuous,

. 6
and full of debate and counterdebate about who assumes what. Our purpose here

5Buttell and Flinn acknowledge their indebtedness to Horton (1966), Havens |
(1972), and Chambliss (1973) in articulating these comparisons. While Chambliss
takes a general societal focus, Buttell and Flinn are especially concerned with
the utility of this analysis for understanding enrivonmental problems and issues.
They are all part of an increasing body of scholars attempting to describe the
assumptions and ideological roots of social scientific approaches to social
issues and public policies. Later in this section we focus on schools and
school desegregation, as they may be seen from these different analytic perspec-
tives.

6Dahrendorf (1958) identifies the order-consensus-equilibrium model as
rooted in, or perhaps reflected in, structural-functionalism, the dominant |
stream of modern American sociology. Marxian or neo-Marxian thought is seen by It
some as the root or reflection of the conflict school of sociology (R. Paulston, !
1976). Lenski (1966) identifies the roots of these traditions, respectively, ;
in conservative and/or radical theories. Numerous articles and books have |
attempted to analyze the differences between these models in detail, and to “
argue for the certitude, accuracy, or heuristic value of one over the other. f
l
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Assumptions in the Order (Consensus) and Conflict

Approaches to Social Structure, Social Change, and Natural Resources *

Theoretical Issue

Approach

Order (Consensus)

Conflict

Society System with "needs" Stage for class struggle
" Social relations Advantageous Exploitative
Social unity Congensus Coercion

Inequality Social necessity Promotes conflict and is
unnecessary
State Promotes common good Instrument of oppression

Values, culture

First-order causal
force

Second-order consequence
of political power (hegemony)
and class position

Power

Differentiated "multi-
centered"” origins,

pluralistic

Results directly from
economic power

Nature of advanced
industrial societies

"Post~industrial,"”
classlessness

Persistence of property as
the basis of class structure,
elaboration of contradictions
and crises

Relationship of society
and resource base

Adaptation to survival
base as functional
requisite of society

Capitaliem degrades environ-
ment through ircrationalities
of productive system

Nature of environmental
problems .

Result from "external-
itles" and inappropri-
ate values '

Embody irreconcilable
contradictions

Resolution of resource
problems

Adaptive cultural
mechanisms

Recurrent cycles of crisis
and re-equilibrium

Primary causal force
underlying soclal change

Culture, values

* Adapted from Buttel & Flinn (1975).

Exploitation, alienation,
class conflict, contradic-
tions
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is not to further these academic debates, but to review and extend the contrast-
ing paradigms in order to highlight issues and alternatives in school desegre-
gation.

The conceptual distinctions arising from these two paradigms have been
used to describe policy orientations and social programs as well as social
systems in general. For example, Horton (1966) examines different approaches
to the analysis of social problems and argues that the order or consensus
model focuses on inadequacies in administrative arrangements as a prime source
of problems. Applied to school desegregation, this model draws attention to
inadequate planning, inappropriate administrative procedures, and the poor
training or preparation of educators who must operate in multi-racial school
settings. "Another major source of problems, as seen from the consensus model,
is the 1nndequaée socialization or adjustment:of minority or lower class
youngsters and parents to schogls.

llorton argues further that the conflict model of social problems foguses
on the ways institutional structures and programs fail to meet the needs of
particular interest groups, thereby reflecting societal injustice in rewards
and resources. Applied to school desegregation, this model directs attention
to the inappropriateness of current school structures and programs relative to
the nceds and potentials of mlnority students. Tt sees these structures and
programs as racist and unjust, both in reflecting broader injustice and

inequality in the society at large, and in recreating those patterns in future

generations. Thus, school tension and student "failure" are products of

‘fundamental conflicts between social service systems and the clients they

purport to serve.

Just as these contrasting models have been utilized to describe social
systems and the origins of soclal problems, they have also been and can be
applied to studies of communities and organizations. For instance, adherents

of the consensus paradigm generally assume that most parts of a community can
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and do work together. Accordingly, overarching values bind different groups
together, permit commonly trusted leaders to emerge, and promote cooperation
. « . especially during crises that may accompany community change. Adherents
of the conflict paradigm, however, agsume that all parts of a community do not
cooperate, and have had little experience working together. Accordingly,
different groups have divergent values, different trusted leadership, and
different ways of velating to key issues and institutions. During crises that
may accompany change, all these differences are as likely to pull the community
apart as they are to bring it together.

Organizational theorists operating from consensus or order assumptions
certainly may agree that conflict occurs in organizations, but prefer to see
it as ephemoral, accldental, or temporary deviation from the necessity of order
and regularity in a complex social situation. Weber argued that rules and
legitimate authority were key organizational factors, and that they were ncces-
sary in order to constrain people who were different, and who were performing
different tasks, to cooperate with one another. Many theorists and practitioners
following in Weber's footsteps often took that cooperation for granted, however,
and sought to devise plans to encourage what they felt was the underlying reality
and unecessity of consensus and harmony in organizations . . . to the point of
ignoring or denying basic conflicts and constraints.7

éonflict theorists of organizations stress the import of structural
characteristics that underlie operational policies and procedures. For
instance, Dahrendorf locates the primary root of conflict in the authority

system present in all organizations:

7Perrow (1972) notes that the kind of harmony and cooperation stressed
by early organizational sociologists, such as Mayo and Roethlissberger and

Dixon, was to take place on management's terms. Moreover, no fundamental o

conflicts of interest were perceived between labor and management.
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In every social organization some positions are entrusted with

a right to exercise control over other positions and to ensure

compliance with authority through coercion. . . . The persis-

tence in time of authority structures gives rise to relations

of dominance and subordination and thus provides ‘the occasion

for exploitation. (quoted in Oberschall, 1973, p. 33)

Gamson (1968) elaborates this view, distinguishing between two organizational
parties ~- authorities and partisans. Authorities generally occupy managerial
roles and are responsible for making and impleménting policies. Partisans
generally occupy lower-status positions in organizations and are ruled by
authoritative decisions. As such, partisans are structurally liable to
challenge managerial authority. According to Gamson, this dialectic or strain
is generic in organizational life . . . a view consistent with the conflict
paradigm.

In even more detail, Walton andlDuccon (1969) stress the conflicts
involved in the following ubiquitous organizational conditions: mutual task
dependence, organizational differentiation, unequal rewards, and assymetrical
interaction patterns. Other factors give rise to conflicts, such as communi-
cation obsgtacles, personal traits and skills, role dissatisfaction, and
information ambiguities, but these are not structurally unilversal characteris-
tics of organizations. Both sets of factors may lead to certain conflict

behaviors, such as competition, distortion, rigidity, grievances, suspicion,

etc.

)
8'rhe variety of uses of the term "conflict” requires .an’ important
distinction between what is often called "realistic" or "objective" conflict,
and "unrational" or "subjective" conflict. The former refers to incompatible

goals, task differentiation or disproportionate shares of valued resources;
the latter refers to experiential factors such as misperceptions and mis-
communications, psychological feelings, etc. (Coser, 1956; Mack and Snyder,
1957; Boulding, 1962; Dahrendorf, 1958; Fink, 1968; Rapaport, 1960; and
Williams, 1947). A second distinction can be made between conflict as an
organizational "situation" or "condi{tion" and conflict as a personal or group
"behavior" or "reaction." The structural characteristics of communities or
organizations may represent conflict situations that give rise to certain
conflictual social reactions by individuals and groups (reactions such as
tension-release, attack and defense, flight, etc.). For the most part, our

- 15 -
"Mixed Models"

A number of social theorists and practitioners have found the dichotom&
between the paradigms too stark. Some have crieé to muddy the differences
and others to create syntheses which mix elements of both models. For
instance, to argue that a consensus exists does not imply that all people
agree on all social goals, or on the institutional means to reach them.
Obviously, minor differences can exist within a general consensus. As van

den Berghe states, "

; . .while sociéties do indeed show a tendency toward
stability, equilibrium and consensus, they simultaneously génerate within
themselves the opposites of thése" (1963, p. 696).9 Similarly, the argument
that conflict is ubiquitous does not mean that war is constant; surely moral
agreement and common actions are evident on many issues, among many groups,
and in_many times and places. Thus, it is generally agreed by most who deal
with these idea systems that both stability and change, both consensus and
conflict, are essential and undeniable ingredients of society. As Coser
notes in his updated attempt to state the issues clearly: "They (each) are
partial theories sensitizing the student to one or another set of data relevant
to a full theoretical explanation" (1970, p. 9).

While these two paradigms are not necessarily mutually exclugive inter-

pretations of the world at large, they éach do provide very different perspec—

discussion in this paper stresses the role of objective conflict, regardless

of the levels of subjective experience or awareness individuals bring to these
gocial situations. The early sections of this paper concentrate, moreover, on
conflict as a social condition, and only in the later sections do we focus
explicitly on behavioral strategles that do or do not use, raise, or lower, etc.,
the level and nature of conflict.

9Numerous scholars, of various persuasions, have also stressed the ways
conflict may be strategically "functional"” or useful for societal stability and

" improvement (Coser, 1956; Dodson, 1960; Himes, 1966). 1t may be necessary for

surfacing differences, correcting injustice, tuning programs to the real neceds
of others, and providing a safety valve against future explosions. "
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tives for viewing social phenomena. When compared and contrasted with one
another, they highlight choices theorists, researchers, and practitioners
must make in thelr work. Most researchers and practitioners are not conscious
of the paradigms underlying their work, or if they are, they are seldom explicit
regarding the relations between these assumptions and their own information,
findings, -and applications. As we suggest later, schools try to actualize a
social consensus, and to promote adherence to a general cémmitment to order and
harmony. Thus, people graduating from, and adapting well to, our public educa-
tional system are oriented toward a consensus view. The process of academic
socialization takes this trend further, and generally reinforces attitudes and
behaviors most congruent with the consensus paradigm. If scholars do not
bend over backwards to be alert to the Influence of these traditions, they

will continue to reinforce, in themselves and in the general public, a consensus

Coser summarizes this tendency in his analysis of social scisntists'

ideology.
roles and orientations:

. . . the majority of sociologists who dominate comtemporary
soclology, far from seeing themselves as reformers and address-
ing themselves to an audience of reformers, elither have oriented
themselves toward purely academic and professional audiences, or
have attempted to find a hearing among declsion makers in private
or public bureaucracies.

They center attention predominantly upon problems of adjustment
rather than upon conflict; upon social statics rather than upon
dynamics. Of key problematic importance to them has been the main-
tenance of existing structures and the ways and means of insuring
their smooth functioning (1956, p. 20).

Different "Payoffs" of the Congensus and Conflict Models

In a pluralistic society, each paradigm serves different groups' special
interests. Who gains from the perception that consensus is the natural order
and that conflict is unnatural and/or dysfunctional? By and large, institu-

tional managers and othet authorities.lo Those in control of major social

10Camson (1968) notes that authorities generally assume a consensus
perspective for understanding social and political problems. In contrast,
potential partisans generally assume a conflict perspective. .

-
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processes need to be able to maintain them against challenge and change.
In so doing they also protect their own privileged positions. - In a democratic
society, where superior force is not a sufficient rationale for rule, control
requires the eséablishment of an official ideology that defines a;d justifiles
ruling groups' decisions as "good." Thus, authorities require a societal
model that suggests the current order is right and proper, that it is freely
and consensually agreed on, and that conflict about it 1s illegitimate. Not

only do system managers feel supported by such assumptions, but often subor—

dinate and oppressed classes or "victims" embrace this view, and see themselves
" to blame for their poverty, slavery, low performance, etc.

Who gaing from the perception that conflict is natural or functional?
Oépressed groups and those who would benefit from changes in the distribution
of socletal resources must organize new resources to combat prevailing power

structures. If the system is unresponsive to their needs, and appeals do not
bring redress, their attempts to heighten conflict and generate threats to
the prevailing'order also require a supportive ideology. Thus, social movement
organizers often argue that things need not be the way they are, that oppres—
sion is not inevitable, an& that some people are benefitting unfairly from
current arrangements. They require an ideology that assumes authoritles or
the "system" is to blame for various problems, and that escalated conflict and
change are both justified and necessary.

Other issues besides a grogp's political interests frequently influence
which paradigm is dominant in a specific situation, or in a specific research
project. The goals.bf various parties, the nature of the issues facing them,
the degree and depth of their differences, and their freedom of action when
facing external pressures all make a difference. For instance, Warren and

Hyman note that on issues of major controversy, such as fluoridation and

civil rights, " . . . consensus models of change processes do not appear to
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be applicable' (1966, p.294). They argue that the key point is whether or not
the rest of the social system is likely to be in fundamental agreement with
the changes being advocated:
If the party attempting to bring about a change can reasonably
expect that there will be no major opposition and that there is
substantial agrecment on the way the issue will be geen, he has
much to gain by employing a collaborative strategy. :
On the other hand, where there is opposition to the goal -- opposi-
tion that cannot be won over through alternative strategles -- one
must "fight" for it or give up (p. 295-296).
"Fighting" for it does not mean fighting to the "end"; it may include vigorous
negotiations that lead to compromise. And "substantial agreement" does not

exclude differences that require consideration and adjustment within a broad

consensus strategy. Contrasting strategies also may be used serially:

(1) a conflict strategy may be initiated to threaten key managers, and to
"goften them up” for multi-party collaboration; or (2) a consensus strategy
may be initiated to discover the 1limits of administrative reform, thus identify-

ing goals that can be attained only via the introduction of escalated conflict.

Alternative Models Applied to Schooling

Schools play crucial roles in the society's efforts to solve the dual
problems of conflict and order inherent in societal differentiation and integra-
tion. By helping to shape consensus on core values and to route individuals and
groups into economic, political, and social patterns, schools are the screening
mechanisms and opportunity systems that stand between students' families of
origin and their subsequent adult statuses as workers, citizens, and family
mcmbers..

Adherents of the conflict paradigm start from assumptions of inequity and
contest between interest groups in the society; they sce the school as an arena

for the maintenance of these societal 1ncquitiea.11 Struggles occurring in

1lThis general view is explicated by a group of revisionist historians

and educational sociologists. See, for example, Bowles (1972), Carnoy (1972,
1974), Katz (1970), Spring (1976).
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more fundamental socigl institutions, such as the polity and economy, dominate
the 1life of the school and determine the nature and outcomes of school processes.
Accordingly, schools are seen to channel students into economic, political, and
social roles that maintain for some conditions of privilege, for others poverty,
and for others vulnerable economic existences somewhere in between. Schools
also teach obedience to vague and abstract views of the political system and
passivé conformity to rules and regulations established by legitimate authority.
Different things happen to men and women, to black, brown, and white people, and
to rich and poor youngsters in schools; and the educational system uses sexual,
racial, and economic criteria carefully to sort and screen people into limited
opportunities for mobility. Privileged groups of affluent white males exert
monocultural control over the symbols, arenas, and norms of social interaction.
Other cultural and social styles and preferences are given short shrift, and
must contest with these monocultural values for visibility in the school.
Adherents of the consensus paradigm start with an assumption of a funda-
mental normative con;enaus ag the necessary basis of societal ordgr. Schools
are seen as institutions that maintain such normative agreement and bnlancé
the incremental changes and minor differences that exist in the surrounding social
context.12 éince this paradigm views the American soclety as valuing opén access
to positions of leadership and privilege, schools are seen as helping to
actualize this democratic and achlevement-oriented ethic. Youngsters are alded
to overcome the natural inequities of their origins and to acquire the basic
attitudes and skills required to perform roles congruent with their talent and
ability. The variety of pluralistic political beliéfs and actions available in

the society at large also are manifest in the school, and the school encourages

Y2y01e general view is called "meritocratic" by Rehberg and Rosenthal

(1978). It is explicated by sociologlsts such as Goslin (1965), Parsons (1959),

Hauser (1971).
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(or at least does not prohibit) inter-status groupings among various races
and classes. For the most part, universal standards and prdcedures guarantee
that similar things happen to women and men, black, brown, and wﬁite youngsters,
and rich and poor students in schools. When the outcomes of schooling deviate
from these universal criteria and fail to respond to individual attributes, it
is seen as due to inadequate administrative practice, maladjustments befween
the school and other institutions (such as families responsible for prior
student preparation), or the talent, effort, or attitudes of students who are
failing.

One example of the distinctions which flow from these two different models
of schooling exists in the explanations given for the growth and expansion of
public education in the United States. Squires notes that according to the
consensus view, education "expanded in response to the rising technical skills'
requirements of jobs and to create greater equality, or at least equality of
opportunity" (1977, p. 437). According to the conflict view, education
"expanded to meet the rising social control problems generated by industriali-
zation and urbanization in the U.S. by imparting non-cognitive traits of obedi-
ence, discipline an; respect for authority in students" (p. 437). 1In seeking
to assess the validity of these two models of our society and our schools,
Squires has identified the basic issue as whether‘educntion's value pays off
according to technical competence/training, or according to non-job-related
soclal and political skills and styles. Adherents of the conseunsus model hold
that historic and pervasive links between family o;igin and educational attain-
ment, and between educational attainment and occupational status, are the
result of direct relevancies of prior Eamiiy socialization, technical education
training, talent or skill, and changing job requirements. Adherents of the
conflict model argue the relevance of group struggles that have placed certain

clasges (white and affluent) in control of both occupational and educational
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systems. They- control the rules of the game ~- the ways in which requirements
are developed and implemented -- and can ensure preferred educational and occu-

pational opportunity and outcomes (only partly related to actual talent or
training) to children of elite groups (Collins, 1971).

Inside the school organization, adherents of the consensus model assumec
that authority is wielded as a public trust on behalf of all people. Others,
not in power, generally trust the good will of those in managerial and govern-
ing roles, believe that authority is rooted in professional expertise and
efficiency, and therefore feel that its exercise usually {s both legitimate
and wise. Consensus theorists and practitioners see no reason to interfere
with this exercise of public trust, and dismiss citizen accountability in
preference for intra-professional guardianship and systems of peer review and
monitoring. This view is most consistent with both bureaucratic (Callahan,
1962; Katz, 1964) and collegial (Corwin, 1970; Miles, 1967) notions of the
formal control structure of schools. While these views of schools do not
ignore internal and external conflicts, they generally are scen as avoldable,
unfortunate, caused largely by subjective reactions, and remediable by better
managerial procedures.

Adherents of the conflict model assume that authority in the community
and the school is wielded by ruling groups primarily in their own interests.
These interests include maintaining the power of ruling groups, perhaps
including some rewards that "buy off" challengers and partisan groups possess-—
ing lesser power. Inside the school, authority 1is wielded by professional
educators in the primary interest of professional adult educators (who general-
ly are white and relatively affluent). Others, not in power, often do not trust
this authority to govern in ways that meet their needs. Therefore, conflict
theorists see it as lmperative that unrepresented or low-power groups find ways

to hold educators publicly accountable for their acts. This view is most
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consistent with clearly politicized notions of the formal control structure of
schools (Carnoy, 1974; Fantinl, 1969; Kimbrough, 1964; Lurie, 1970). These
conflicts do not occur only between educators and clients; they also mark the
structure of intra-professional relations as well. As a member of a profes-
sional gystem, the educator can anticipate autonomy to control his or her own
work and collegial governance of the organization. As a subordinate employee
in a bureaucracy, the educator can anticipate rules controlling his or her per-
formance and governance via a hierarchy of superordinate officials. And as a
member of a political agency, the educator can anticipate pressure from local
clients and peers via public mechanisms of representation and informal pressure.
Thus, educators themselves are caught in an objective and unavoidable conflict
between varied role expectations and responsibilities (Becker, 1953; Bidwell,
1965; Getzels, 1963).

Running through. all these organizational forms and role expectations is
the reality of differential power and privilege accorded to principals and
teachers, to department chairpersons and regular teachers, to professional
staff members and para-professional aides, etc. When differential rewards are
allocated on the basis of status, a natural and endemic.conflict ensues bhe-
tween staff groups over: (1) the rules of the game; and (2) the power to rule
the pame. One key vehicle of power consolidation is teacher unions and asso-
cin;ionﬂ, organizations established to protect and advance teachers' self-
interests in rewards as well as thelr control over the workplace. The quest
for such control has spawned an increase in the use of collective bargaining
and its fmplicit base in a conflict set of assumptions. According to Kalish
and Goldner (1971), teachers and other public employees adopted this approach
as they'expertenced the failure of the consensus model, which assumed that
professional managers of public employee systems would make decisions in
their employees’ welfare. Their loss of trust in benevolent paternalism

raised the consciousness of professional employees regarding the natural
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conflicts present in the public employee system. Since many middle-level
administrators see themselves left out of the resource~allocation contest
among communities, teachers, and boards, they also have organized to ohtain
a share of power and to press thelr own self-interests in the midst of
multi-party conflict and negotiations.

Paulston (1976) has extended these analyses in his comparisons of
consensus-oriented (equilibrium in his terms) and conflict-oriented theories
of the relationship between educatlonal and social change. His work, summar-
ized in the chart on page 24, helps us make several essential points:

1. When the focus 1s upon educational change, each paradigm (theory)
makes its own conclusions regarding the key pre-conditions,
rationales, scope and processes, and outcomes of change.

2. While we have been contrasting consensus and conflict paradigms
in general, there are many more discrete variants within each
major paradigm. Despite these distinctions, our general descrip-
tions of each paradigm agree with the more detailed linecup
Paulston presents here.

3. These general descriptions need to be rescued from abstraction
in order to interpret or guide effective analysis and action.

In the balance of the paper, we turn our attention to the particu-

lar get of research, theory, and practice needs and opportunities
present in school desegregation.

Alternative Models Applied to School Desegregation

Adherents of the consensus and conflict paradigms offer alternative
views of the roots, nature, and future of school desegregation. As such,
each suggests different problems that must be solved for desegregation to be
effective. According to adherents of the consensus model, strains have
arisen between the value of equal opportunity and the need for educational
talent to operate a highly technical economy. Over time, minority subgroups
have competed less effectively than whites for cherished economic roles and
for positions of political leadership. These circumstances have thelr roots
in a history of racial and class stratification, alnhough this history is

being altered by more egalitarian soclal arrangements. Currently, intergroup

had
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1dpaulston, 1976, p. vi-vii.
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relations' problems occur within a context of individual prejudice and
occasional systematic deviations from American norms of racial and socilal
equality. This is, indeed, "the American dilemma," seen by Chesler (1976) as
treating racism as ephemeral in nature and as only minimally embedded in basic
institutional structures and processes.

The pattern of unequal winority achievement is seen as unfortunate by
consensus theorists, partly because of society's consequent loss of human
resources and partly because it prevents the society from realizing its moral
objectives of equal opportunity. Inadequate educational arrangements have
rendered the soclety less efficlent than it could have been had talented
minority members been identified, utilized, and advancgd. In a changing
political system, these outcomes can lead and have led to serious disruptions
of social order, as minorities respond to thelr frustrations and blocked
aspirations.

Since schools are seen by consensus theorists as essential to the
realization of equal opportunity and achievement, minorities must be provided
with school experiences which will enable them to be competitive in the employ-
ment market, as well as in attempts to gain political leadership and social
privilege. School desegregation promises that minority youngsters will have
access to the same educational resources and experiences as do whites. 1t is
a response to the minorities' feelings that their educational and economic
aspirations may be forever blocked, and provides an aremna in which talented
minority members may advance themselves.

Adherents of the conflict model provide some different images of the
roots and meaning of desegregation. 1In their view, the American society
is experiencing another episode in its continuing struggle between powerful
groups who rule the society and minorities who historically have been at the "

bottom of the socio-economic ladder. This pattern is but one element of a
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larger pattern of economic stratification and control which, in the wealthiest |
nation in the world, produces super-;ich groups as well as groups for whom
day-to-day survival is ftaéile. Racial oppression is seen to be systematic
and coercive, with only minor or rhetorical progress being made toward true
equality or justice. Inter-group relations' problems certainly are supported
by patterns of individual prejudice, but much more importantly by institu-
tional racism, a basic, historic, and heavily embedded feature of the American ‘
society (Chesler, 1976). Ruling groups not only rule minorities but poor and
middle-class whites as well: one dynamic by which affluent groups maintain
control is to exploit the divisions between poor whites and poor blacks, to'
keep them battling each other, thus distracting attention from actual rule by

very affluent groups of whites.

According to conflict theorists, the condition of minorities and other
moderate- to low-income groups deteriorates as their concentration increases,
and as thelr low power roles in massive corporate conglomerates or govern-
mental bureaucracies becomes more solidified. As corporate industry has
increased in size and diversification, cities have become less and less
important to our economy -- new factories, new worker populations, and new
consumer wealth are concentrated increasingly in the suburbs. Industrial
developers scek regions with tax benefits, non-unionized workers, low

environmental controls, and "safe" wofking environs, all conditions of social

harmony and order that take them away from northern, industrialized, polluted,
and "crime-ridden" urban centers. At the same time, the concentration of i
minorities in urban centers increases.

Conflict theorists emphasize that in northern cities desegregation may
satisfy constitutional provisions for equal educational opportunity while ;
i
I

typically retaining separated housing and occupational patterns. The focus

|
on school desegregation often diverts attention from the increasing economic t
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igolation and abandonment of the poor of all races, especially blacks and
hispanics. At the same time, it gives the appearance that changes are being
made and that the ruling white and affluent class is making alterations in
the soclety . . . of course the alteratlons accompanying desegregation pri-
marily affect the life styles and‘Pducational experiences of minorities and of
whites who are urban and poor, not of affluent whites themselves., Struggles
to redress these educational and social conditions often develop as poor
peoples' movements or minority group movements attack ruling establishments.
In turn, according to the basic principles of a political democracy, elites
try to move these struggles off the streets and channel conflicts into the
legal arena, Into a ratlonal and lengthy process for conflict resolution.

1t is all too easy for local communities to ignore these patterns of
racial separation and stratification, or to assume a consensus on race-related
issues and to concentrate on the schools' problems. According to adherents
of the conflict model, significant and sustained changes cannot be made 1in
schools unless connections are made to problems of municipal finance, jobs,
housing, social services, crime, transportation, political representation,
federal agency actions, and all the other factors which determine the quallty
of 1ife in a local community. IFf the entire politico-economic structure is
involved in the maintenance of raclsm and inequality, then educational changes
cannot effectively Address those issues without attending to the role and
actions of larger social structures. Thus, positive efforts at desegregation
must also address broader educational issues, such as how schools are to be
financed and controlled. Whether local séhool financing occurs via local
property taxes, general state revenues, or federal block grants matters a great
deal. It is relevant to community-wide questions of financial inequality and
places school desegregation conflicts in the context of broader community

s

economics. Similarly, it matters for desegregation how local schools are to
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be controlled. Community elites who rule in the name of a local consensus
establish very different governance patterns than do negotiators arranging
collaborative bargaining among various conflicting groups.

One key aspect of any organization is the nature of its interface with
the community or other external environment. Almost all observers agree
that the local school gystem exists in a delicate balance, caught in the
American political struggle between those advocating more control of education
at the national level and those advocating more control of schools at the
local level. As part of the exploration of this interface, Orfield (1969) has
conceptualized conflict over southern school desegregation as rooted in basic
tensions between the principle of equality and the principl; of local control.
Although both principles are fundamental to the Ametican system, various
groups have differing power to affect their destinies, either with regard to
1ssues of equality or issues of local power and control of their communities.
In the decades following 1950, minorities often were able .to exert more
influence at the national that the local level; the trans-local organization
of minority 1interests had access to the federal judicial and legislative
system (Coleman, 1970; Corwin, 1965). At tlie local level, powerful white
groups ruled their communities and schools, especially in the southern sgtates.

According to conflict theorists, the political structure governing local
schools is most often dominated by the property-owning classes, including the
social and business elite of the community. These local elites typically
favor (and get) stability and the maintenance of their preferred interests in
the operation of schools, through the instrument of professional practitioners.
According to consensus theorists, such elites do not necessarily exert ruling
control of local communities, and therefore not of their schools either. Many
people of a given community, from various cross-cutting groups and. roles, are
seen to participate in electing a school board, voting on millage elections,

gaining access to educational leaders, etc.
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The educational goals of local school desegregation are also conceptual-
ized differently, depending on whether the consensus or conflict paradigm is
used. According to the consensus model, desegregation should increase the
possibility of order and stability in the society, primarily by satisfying
minorities' feelings of exclusion and injustice. Such goals may require
increasing the ability of minority groups to compete with white groups,
especially by raising their educational standards and performance to those of
prevailing white norms. This is accomplished best through assimilative
processes, subtle pressures, and opportunities whereby minorities accommodate
to white norms, standards, etc. According to the conflict model, desegregation
should increase the possibility of justice in the society by increasing the
status and power of minorities in their attempt to negotiate for various
resources with more powerful white groups. The maintenance of pluralistic
goals for performance, and of distinct cultural heritages, s essentfal. A
pbtentinlly dangerous byproduct of desegregatign, in this view, is that f{t
might dilute the concentrated power of numbers available ta minority communi-
ties by spreading their children throughout the broader white community. The
result might be a loss of the sense of cultural unfiqueness and the power base
from which minorities protect and advénce their interests. Without substantfal
numbers of minority youth in a school, 1t is hard for minority parents to press
for special programs, minority faculty, and school accountability to them and
their concerns. According to the consensus model, this concern about the
dilution of minority power is either irrelevant to educational goals or
politically compatible with the notion of defusing and diffusing groups that
might challenge current power arrangements.

In addition to discussions about the overall goals of desepregation, the
different models can also illuminate alternative means-goals, organizational

“

programs presumed to lead to broader goals of achievement, equality, equity, ctc.
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For Instance, Paulston clarifies the distinction between conflict and consensus
perspectives in her analysis of the differences between "Bilingual Education"
and "English as a Second Language" approaches to educational equity and proQ
ficiency for hispanic youngsters:lb

Bilingual education proponents typically claim that teachers

should be members of the same cultural group as the students and

tend to ignore the teachers' proficiency of English as an impor-

tant qualification. Their position, whether theoretical or not,

tends to be one of conflict orientation, frequently tending

towards utopian i1deology. ESL proponents, on the other hand,

typically insist on discussing 1ssues at the level of method

and technique, a characteristic of the structural/functional

approach. They see fluency in English and a thorough training

in the techniques of ESL as the major requirement amongst the

competencies of a teacher of limited English-gpeaking children

(1977, p. 9).

ESL advocates evidently assume a consensus on goals, while Bilingual
Education advocates see themselves in considerable conflict with dominant
educational traditions and cultures. Questions of cultural and linguistic
assimilation or pluralism (or the appropriate limits of pluralism) obviously
are relevant here.

Adherents of the consensus paradigm suggest we all agree on the meaning
and importance of educatfonal values like individual achievement, academic
excellence, citizenship training, etc. Such universal norms and values
Adherents of the conflict
paradigm, on the other hand, suggest that what appear to be unlversal norms
are really only thin veils covering one group's control of the educational
Just as there 1s conflict over basic material resources and

value system.

status, there 1s also conflict over moral norms. People from different back-

grounds disagree about the nature of the good life, beauty, adolescent sexuality,

laBilingual Education efforts suggest that youngsters' original language

be maintained, and that instruction occur in this language. Thus, students can
learn math, reading, and social studies in their original language. English as
a Second Language approaches recognize youngsters' original language, but seek
to supplant it, inside the school at least, with academic instruction in English.
Thus, English proficiency sooner or later is a prerequisite for success in math,
reading, and social studies.
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citizenship, proper male student behavior, proper female student behavior,
what a good white gtudent is, what a good black student is, what a good
hispanic student is, etc. Control of the definition of "good" is a part of
the basic conflict and does not exist apart from it.

The organizational structures and processes of local schools potentially
intervene between these general cultural, community, and family issues and
students' eventual performance and the short- or long-term outcomes of
schooling. They are also the major mechanisms for implementing desegregation
at the local level. Adherents of the consensus model suggest that school
organizations support cultural pluralism and that a well-functioning profes-
slonal staff can serve the interests of most if not all students -- and
certainly those who are motivated to pursue an education. Some minor altera-
tions no doubt are necessary, but the basic school structure does not neced
major overhauling in order to accomplish desegregation. Adherents of the
conflict model, on the other hand, suggest that schools act as conduits for
the white culture, barely tolerating and attempting to asslmilgtc aspects of
black, hispanic, and other minority cultures. Professional selection and
socialization patterns, organized by the prevailing white culture, systematic-
ally alienate educators from identification with minorities and poor people,
and often make adults non-trusting of youth. Student motivation, and often
performance as well, reflects this pattern, and minority students often recipro-
cate with alienation and distrust of the school itself. From this perspective,
attempts to desegregate schools require a series of cultural and structural
changes that cannot be effected within the professional bureaucracies of
schooling as currently organized.

For instance, in the attempt to analyze and alter organizational
structures ané processes, scholars often collect various elements into a single

organizational variable called "climate." All parties' access to trust aud

)
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influence, student and teacher satisfaction, mutual respect across racial,
generational and other status lines, norms and expectations, and the quality

' Weinberg makes

of peer organization and support may be included in "climate.'
the general case for the importance of altering this variable or variable
cluster during desegregation, noting that most dcsegregation:l5

« « . experiments are usually confined to changing the

racial compositions of the classroom or the school. Teaching

methods and school organization remain the same. Implicitly,

this assumes that existing methods and structures are conducive

to educational growth (1977, p. 169).
Orfield (1975) argues further that the key organizational targets of change
in a desegregation program should include teaching methods, the principal
role, the tecaching staff, and the curriculum.

Another position somewhat consistent with the conflict model can be
found in several scholars' classroom research. For Instance, in a review of
rescarch on organlzational factors relevant to school desegregation, Cohen
argued that: " . . . the school, as presently structured, does not present
many opportunities for interracial interaction" (1975, p. 290). And certainly
not for interracial interaction that might support positive racial relations!
Even within descgregated schools, student social groups are segregated, and
academic groups often are tracked or informally separated in ways that permit
and promote status inequality and cultural distance. For different interracial
patterns to be promoted, alternative structures and procedures for grouping and

teaching youngsters will have to be developed.

At the classroom level, these issues of "climate" and interracial inter-

15This observation is another example of the difference between reviewing
the "what is" version versus the "what might be.'" According to Weinberg, most
degegregation is implemented as if no major changes in the school organization
are necessary, and the changes or "experiments'" that are made are often limited

to physical movement of youngsters. If this is the "what is," our evaluations of

desegregation are based on a series of minimally changed situations. No wonder
they show only minimal gains in climate, performance, and other variables!
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action become much more visible and potent. The enormous power of the teacher
is usually seen to be necessary, in what may be viewed as a site of multiple
incipient conflicts, some of which are age/grade or role related (student-
teacher), and some of which are latent and peer related (student-student).
Because of the dominance of the consensus model of schooling, wﬁich accepts
this power as an appropriate reflection of public trust in educational
authority, relatively little critical analysis of alternative instructional
dynamics during desegregation has been undertaken. Recent studies of the
nature of teachers' power bases (reward, legitimate, coercive, referent,
expert, and informational) have begun to relate this role variable to class-
room conflict, student-teacher and student-student behaviors, and school
outcomes (Jamieson and Thomas, 1974). The power of the teacher's role has
major implications for many commonly studied situations in desegregated
schools, such as teacher expectations, student initiative and satisfaction,
1nterper§onal and racial relations in the classroom, differential student
response to classroom content and instructional processes, and probably
self-esteem, achievement, and other student outcomes as well (Willower, et
al., 1973).

One particularly interesting issue is the nature and structure of
student tasks and rewards. Important student outcomes generally are
recognized in standardized grades, rewards delivered on an individual basis,
presumably for individual work. Adherents of the consensus model genecrally
argue that such rewards implement a normative agreement regarding expected

student hehaviors; when administered "fairly,"

everyone has an equal chance
for good grades. No special procedures or innovations in this apparently
universalistic system are required to deal with desegregation. Adherents of

the conflict model generally do not assume rewards are distributed fairly for

individual work; rather, grades are seen as a mechanism for ensuring dominant
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groups' standards, styles, and status. Moreover, individual rewards generate
a biased range of peer comparisons and competitions and promote student com-
pliance to historic academic criteria and authority. These tendencies are
especially dangerous in a newly desegregated setting, where dominapce—submission,
peer competition, and fearful compliance to authority may become highly charged
racial issues.

The further we proceed in this discussion of the societal, community,
and organizational contexts of desegregation, the more it becomes obvious_that
successful desegregation-requires a variety of changes in traditional schooling
processes. According to the model preferred, the changes may be minor or major,
reformist or revolutionary, easy or hard. But changes they are! In fact,
desegregation can be considered as part of a deliberate attempt to alter
current patterns of school and community life, Thus, the conflict and con-
gensug paradigms can now be applied to alternative strategies of planned or
intended social chnnge.16 Several scholars explicitly or implicitly have used
these comparisons to categorize and compare theorfes of social and educational
change (Chin and Benne, 1269; Crowfoot and Chesler, 1974; Rothman, 1970), but
the most recent comprehensive effort is Paulston's, as summarized in the chart
on page 24.

Adherents of the consensus strategy of change make assumptions congruent
with the broader consensus paradigm. As such, it is assumed that a relatively
rational and collaborative problem-solving process will permit everyone to

participate as they wish and to work together to solve organizational or

16As noted in the general discussion of the conflict and consensus models,
elaboration of the ways these models lead to change strategies should not bind
us to an either-or orientation. Conflict and consensus-based strategies can be
mixed or used in a serial manner in any change effort such as desegregation.
Conflicting and competing community or school groups can make a consensus or
coalition on single issues, even while they continue to be in conflict on .other
issues. By the same token, groups in a consensus may experience tactical dis-
agreements, internal contests for dominance, etc.

)
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community problems. When and if the ﬁrocess of collaborative problem solving
fails to work effectively, it is assumed this 1s accidental rather than delib-
erate or inevitable. Therefore, increased communications should provide better
information and broader input to a basically open decision-making effort.

Groups who feel their needs and interests are not being met should use tactics

.of appeal, wherein they communicate their concerns to authorities, whom they

expect have good intentions to serve them. Implementation of change efforts
undertaken from this strategy also proceed in a collaborative manner. Change-
makers generally plan with the interests of aggrieved groups in m{nd; on
occasion they will include these groups in their deliberations. It is expected
that people will accept changes that help them attain the organization's goals,
or that appear ;o benefit most organizational or community members.

Adherents of the conflict strategy of change make assumptions congruent
with the broader conflict paradigm. As such, the basic process utilized to
make changes involves advocacy of group interests and negotiations or collective
bargaining. In this situation, low power groups must gain power, and when
various groups have fairly equal power (or at least power sufficient to hurt
one another), they will assess each others' strengths and on this basis make
decisions that will protect and advance their respective goals and vulnerabili-

ties, as well as protect the system's viability. When this basic process fails

to work smoothly, it is assumed that one group has managed to gain so much power

that it can ignore or disregard other groups' needs and interests., More commu-
nication may not help in this situation; it might ;ven glve away important
secrets (about vulnerabilities, potential compromises, etc.) that could be used'’ -
to increase the power imbalance. Increased efforts to mobilize one's own power,
or to neutralize opponents' power, is the appropriate step., Action may take the
form of pathering more potent resources —-- money, people, organizing -- or of

threatening the stability and ability of other groups to rule.17 Implementation
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of change efforts proceeds via organizing people who hold similar v%lues/
needs into tightly self-reliant groups. The development of a power base is
esgential, and confrontations with people of different statuses and values
should be expected. People will accept changes that help them attain personal
or subgroup goals, or that appear to help them move the organization or
community in a desired direction.

Adherents of both paradigms own that the process of change 1is not easy.
What or who are the key roadblocks? Why do some people and groups oppose 1it?
The rationales for opposing desegregation can be every bit as varied as the
reasons for supporting it. In practice, it seldom is.clear whether minority or
majority groups' resistance is rooted in opposition to racial mixing, per se,
or to the particuldr programmatic mode in which desegregation is implemented.
For instance, it is obvious that some white citizens' objections are rooted in
opposition to lengthy transportation plans which take youngsters out of their
home environs to "alien turf," to schools that are perceived to be physically
unsafe or inferior. White groups may also express concerns about "lowered edu-

cational standards," and the poorer education they expect will accompany new

groups of students. Other whites' objections are rooted in more general forms
of racism, perhaps in what some have called "symbolic racism."l8

"Some minorities' objections are rooted in opposition to policy-makers'
assumptions that minority youth can learn only when exposed to or located near
white "models," thus derogating the possibility of quality education {n any

minority environment. Other minorities' objectlons are tied to the transéor—

tation burdens their young are asked to bear, or to their potential exposure to

17For low power groups who have few material and official resources,
threats and illegitimate acts that disrupt orderly operations is a critical
source of power.

18See our discussion of racism, attitudes and acﬁions. in pages
following.
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rejection, 1solation, discrimination, or violence in a new school. Minoritiés
are as concerned with neighborhood schools as are whites, and desegregation may
threaten their newly found ability to influence and control the local educa-
tional system. The challenge from local groups may ;end to examination of

the educational program of desegregated schools, and to minority focus on
whether and how their special needs (regarding subject matter, instructional
techniques, vocational efforts, bi-lingual or multi-cultural programs) arc
being met.

Opposition or roadblocks to desegregation do not come solely from commu-
nity groups: educators often resist these changes as well. However this
resistance is couched (e.g. in racial terms or in educational terminology and
jargon), it is clear that educational leaders have helped delay and/or resist
desegregation through a variety of legal appeals and administrative arrangements
over the years . . . north and south, urban and rural.19 In fact, Candoli has
argued that it is a false myth to believe that educators are generally committed
to desegregation (1978). Rooted in the same society as the rest of us, often
required to make many immediate changes, teachers and other staff members can
be expected to vary considerably in their support for desegregation. Since
they have considerable power (at levels of policy-making and school/classroom
implementation) to determine whether or not desegregation will work, educa-
tors' responses and reactions are quite important. The general focus on overt
community opposition often has overshadowed the more subtle varieties of resis-
tance and even sabotage generated from within the educational establishment.

Social scientists and policy-makers concerned with opposition or resistance

.to desegregation make different assumptions about the legitimacy and potency of

each of these groups and factors, depending upon the dominant paradigm from

19 Numerous books, articles, and court cases document the post-Brown
history of '"massive resistance," outright delay, and gradual implementation of
desegregation orchestrated by professional educators and community school boards.
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which they operate. Their commitments to either the consensus or conflict
model of school and community life, and their general approach to desegrega-
tion as a public policy matter, also clarify the options they have for dealing
with opposition. For instance, consensus strategists generally stress the role
of failures in communication and trust as key pitfalls to any change process.
On racfal matters, they stress the negative heritage of ignorance and prejudice
primarily ecvident in poor white groups who feel threatened by the intrusion of
minority youngsters. Organizational inertia itself is seen to play a major
role, as does some educators’ resistance to innovation. Conflict strategists
stress power imbalance, or the ability of ruling groups to successfully ignore
or out-maneuver léw power groups as the key pitfall. When this occ;rs, vital
official resources are denfed to the desegregation effort, and advocates of
change must create new community or organizational resources by themselves.
The organizational (and sometimes socio-economic) self-interest of educational
professionals, who wish to make educational decisions by themselves or with
trusted community allies, also 1s seen to play a major role in excluding the
concerns of minority groups.

In the chart on the following pages, we have summarized the relevance of
the consensus and conflict paradigms for the process of'desegregation. Several
conclusions can he drawn frém this summary and the préceeding discussions:

1. The contrasting paradigms offer basically different understandings of
the societal origins and goals of desegregation.

2. The contrasting paradigms offer basically different analyses of the
community and organizatfional contexts within which school desegrega-
tion takes place.

3. The contrasting paradigms begin to suggest basically different praxes
for both established leaders and white and minority citizens as they
try to implement desegregation effectively.

R4

The contrasting paradigms call for basically different kinds of
strategic information, research, and conceptual analyses to aid in
understanding the history, progress, and future of local desegregation
efforts.
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In the balance of this paper we will examine selected practices which have
been utilized to bring about effective desegregation in schools and commu-~
nities. In order to advance our understanding of these practical options, we
will continue to consider their assumptive bases in the consensus or conflict

paradigms of analysis and action.
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Alternative Models Applied to School Desegregation

Descgregation Parameters

1. Generally

Consensus Model

Conflict Model

a. Societal context

Value strains between equal
opportunity and individual
achievement.

Need for minority talent and
better use of human re-
sources.

Economic and political
struggle between groups
with-privilege and those
without.

.Need to maintain underclass

and resist thelr struggle
for liberation.

b. Goals of
desegregation

Assimilation, adaptation of
minorities to white styles.

Improve academic performance
of minorities, peaceful race
relations, improved self-
egteem of minorities.

Reduce tension accompanying
social change.

Empower minorities in
struggle for social
Justice.

Reduce white racism.

Improve survival skills and
carcer related academlc

performance of minorities.

c. Problems of race
relations in school

Rooted in poor communication,
inadequate socialization,
and malcontents.

Prejudice and ignorance on
the part of some whites.

Rooted in differential
socialization and gtatus,
exploitative white con-
trol, and rebellion by
minorities.

The schools' own racism.

2. Community Structures

a. Power and control

Shared by entire community
and exercised through demo-
cratic processes

Held bf affluent white
elites and exercised in
relatively covert ways.

b. Elite-grassroots
interaction

Elites are representative and
trustworthy.

Elites often act altruistic-
ally to serve the general
welfare.

All are part of the same com-
munity of interest.

Elites exploit others.

Elites will resist changes
that threaten their self-
interest.

Elites seldom are affected
by mass education
policies, such as de-
segregation.

Elites have very differeat
goals, interests, and
styles.

¢. Role of schools

Arena for individual mobility.
Pluralistic reflection of
all groups' values.

Arena for maintaining
differential access to
societal rewards.

Built in the image of
white and affluent groups.
groups.

3. Organizational Festures
of Schools
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a. Authority

Wielded as a public trust for
the common good.

Others not in power trust
managers' good will and
expertise.

Authority is legitimate and
wise.

Stress professional (peer)
accountability.

Wielded in the interest of
ruling groups within and
without the school.

Others not in power do not
trust its arbitrariness.

Authority makes 1ts
working mysterious.

Stress public accounta-
bility.

b. Norms

Natural outgrowth of shared
values and goals like
individual achievement.

Universal norms ekxist that are
good and should guide us.

Communication resolves dif-
ferences and increases con-
sensus,

Deviants are maladjusted or
pathological.

Imposed result of power and
its justification.

Basic values are part of the
contest,

Differential norms reflect
socletal divisions.

.Communication often clari-

fies differences and
increases conflict.

Deviants are disagreers who
are labelled and con-
trolled.

c. Professional/
client/consumer
relations

Professional expertise is
valid.

Parent-student involvement
is good.

Control should be in profes-
asionals' hands.

Professional expertise is
a mask for elite stan-
dards and values.
Parent~student involvement
is good 1f translated into
power to affect decisions.

4, Changes Required

a. Change processes

Comes from collaboration and
agreements among all
parties.

Supported by top managers.

Process of rational problem-

- solving, scientific analy-
sis of options, persuasion.

Increase communication from
educators to minorities.

Comes from strongly felt
needs of excluded or
oppressed groups.

Often implemented without
support from managers.
Process of mohilization of
low-power groups, coali-

tions with some elites,
challenge to authorities
with threats and bargain-
ing.

b. Priority changes

Retrain educators.

Better trained staff can serve
better.

Minor organifzational changes
in curriculum, personnel
policy, and student rela-
tions . . . all within
existing structure.

Train parents.

Retrain educators in con-
junction with parents.

Better trained community
can hold staff account-
able for services.
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Priority changes
(continued)
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Major organizational changes
in programs, personnel,
and structures to reflect
plural cultures and
increased minority power.

c. Relation between
individual and
organizational
change

Individual changes are a
good end.

As individuals change, so
will organizations.

Individual changes must be
translated into organi-
zational change.

Organizational norms and
structures control the
limits of individual
change.

5. Views of Conflict

a. General

Maybe natural, but unneces-
sary.

Nuisance to be avoided or
suppressed or resolved
quickly.

Natural and necessary. )
Key resource needed to
alter gystem.

b. Major roadblocks
to desegregation

Inevitable slowness of tran-
sitions in cultural values.
Ignorance and prejudice of
some educators and many
parents.
Irrational fears of educators.
Natural inertia of organiza-
tions and the complexity
of change.

Larger patterns of socie-
tal privilege and
oppression are hard to
alter.

People in power try to
retain control and fail
to share resources.

Manipulation of parents’
fears.

Racial mixing substituted
for racial justice. ,

Difficulties in low-power
groups’ ability to
mobilize support.
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ITIT. DESEGREGATION PRACTICES

IN RELATION TO THE CONSENSUS AND CONFLICT MODELS

We have indicated that the paradigm used to understand socileties and
schools affects the options social researchers or practitioners employ in
their research or action efforts. 1In this section we examine selected innova-
tive school practices cmployed by people trying to create positive forms of
desegregation. Wherever possible, we will continue to make the connections
between these programs and our earlier discussions of alternative theory,
researgh, and action efforts. 1In the course of this review, it will become
clear what the biases are of currently popular options, where possibilities
exist for new practices, which current chang? efforts we ought to pursue more
vigorously, and what new research is most critical.

The educational and soclal changes accompanylng school desegregation re-

quire new programming at various levels of a school system's operations. We

will examine, in turn, action alternatives that occur in the community or between

the school and the community, in the internal organization of schooling, includ-

ing the classroom, and in the ideas and behaviors of individuals who staff the

teaching-learning system. The specific examples discussed herc come from a
variety of knowledge bases: some come from social scientific research and evalu-
ation, some from informal observations and reports of school-community activities,

and some from participants' and practitioners' plans and programs.zo What they

20Several sources have been most helpful in the preparation of this
section: (1) Weinberg's massive compilation of research studies and his thought-
ful effort to extend research to its practical implications (Weinberg, 1977);
(2) the Educational Testing Scrvice's original research report on school con-
ditions associated with effective desegregation (Forehand and Ragosta, 1976; and
Forehand, Ragosta, and Rock, 1976); (3) the recent series of research reports
prepared by Coulson and his colleagues that document the Emergency School. Assls-
tance Program (Coulson, et al., 1976; and Coulson et at., 1977); (4) the
descriptive case studies created by the regional offices and advisory groups of
the United States Commission on Civil Rights . . . as summarized by the Commis-
sion (Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the Law, 1976), and as presentcd sepa-

o
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all have in common is a concern to alter and 1mprove the daily business of

desegregated schooling.

The Community Context and Resources

The nature of the school system's interface with the local community is
a critical issue for all those concerned with desegregation. All community
contexts are not alike, of course, and school-community dynamics may differ in
different regions, urban and rural areas, etc. Communities also d}ffer in their
degree of overt conflict between majority and minority groups, or between
affluent and poor groups, and the 1nstitutiona1\means available for resolving
such conflicts. They also differ in thelr support for desegregation.

In the context of community variation, it is often difficult to assess the
meaning of ﬁubltc opinion polls or surveys purporting to describe popular senti-
ment regarding school desegregation. Consider the trends reported in the

21

following table:

White Support for Black and White Students

Going to School Together

Year Noxth South Whole Country
1942 407 2% 30%
1956 61% 147 49%
1963 73% 342 63%
1970 832 46% 732
1976 n/a n/a 83%

 rately in at'least.29 individual case studies (USCCR, 1977a-q); (5) our own

retrieval efforts, derived from contacts with scholars and practitioners in
numerous schools, cities, and related agencies. These five major sources vary
considerably in their investigative methods, in their concern either with re-
search procedures or with practical programs, and in their focus on original
knowledge or in the creation of integrative systheses. We wish to thank Ms.
Jan Wright for her thorough analysis and organization of many of the materials
reported in this section.

21This table combines data from several articles reporting public senti-
ment towards school desegregation over time (in some cases the numbers represent
our approximation from charts and graphs). The same question, asked at five
different points in time, is reported in: Creeley and Sheatsley (1971); and
Taylor, Sheatsley, and Greeley (1978).
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Shall we conclude that there is growing public support for school desegregation?

Or shall we conclude growing public sophistication about the "soclally correct"
answers one ought to give to public opinion surveys? Are these reported atti-
tudes peoples' "real' and private views, or just those they are comfortable

sharing publicly with a stranger conducting a poll or interview? Several

scholars suggest that many whites still resist desegregation but have substi-

tuted more cautious or sophisticated arguments for outright expressions of
prejudice or disfavor (Schuman, 1969; McConaghy and Hough, 1976).

There also may be quite a gap between 'liberalized" sentiments such as
those reported above and peoples' actual behavior in specific and local circum-
stances.22 Some people hold these views firmly and support them with highly-
articulated arguments and relevant actions; some people merely react verbally to
a social situation. For some citizens the process of school desegregation is an
immediate one affecting their day-to-day experilences and behaviors; for others
it is an issue they care about but are not directly affected by; for still
others it is merely an item of information encountered in the newspaper or the
television newscast. National public surveys cannot posaibly reflect the role
of local events and community dynamics in mobilizing and directing public
opinion, and in constraining or creating opportunitiecs for certain behaviors
and actions. For instance, media reports of school desegregation are replete
with reports of local resistance and concern. While most organized resistance

to mandatory desegregation, or at least to massive student transportation plans,

‘has come from white groups, it is clear that some black, hispanic, and Asian-

American parents and community groups also oppose these school changes.

22The attitude-behavior discrepancy is a long-standing issue in social-
psychological research, and the issues are well documented in two excellent re-
views, separated by over 25 years of work (Chein, Deutsch, Hyman, and Jahoda,
1949; and Schuman and Johuson, 1976). Arguments can be made about whether the “
explanation for the discrepancy lies in the psychological nature of individuals,
poor measurement techniques, the ineluctable character of attitudes, or the
power of changing social environments, etc.

e s e




- 46 -
Regardless of one's perceptions of local community support (or lack
thereof) for school desegregation, it éeems clear that school and community
leaders' actions may have potent impact on community orientations and actions.
For instance, according to the observations of the United States Civil Rights

Commission:

Ordered by the Federal District Court to eliminate every form of
racial segregation in the public schools of Boston, the Boston
School Committce has pursued a deliberate policy of minimal com-
pliance. The effect of the Boston School Committee's statements,
policy. and inaction was to foster within the community outright
resistance to school desegregation (Desegregating the Boston
Public Schools, 1975, p. viii). '

N

And in Pontiac, Michigan, community leaders identified the manner in which they
felt their school board and superintendent contributed to strife and eventual
violence in that city's desegregation efforts:

The school board knew it was in the wrong, but refused to admit
it, even after all court appeals had been exhausted; the board
misled the public. The community would have been more coopera-
tive if the superintendent had said, 'We are desegregating
becaugse it is the right thing to do for the children' (Fulfill-
ing the Letter and Spirit of the Law, 1976, p. 179-180).

The relevance of positive action by school system and community leaders
also has been documented in a number of cases. For instance, the Community
Relations Committee of Charlotte-Mecklenberg noted, in 1972:

. . . our first and firmest attention should be turned from

discontent with courts . . . to our schools and the way in which

they educate our children. The Committee believes that leader-
ship from the Board of Education and from others — elected and

private civic leaders alike — will cause this community's
parents to reaffirm their belief in good education (FLSL, 1976,
p. 179).

Obviously, no community or school leadership group acts independently of the
support it perceives within the community. The general state of public opinion
regarding desegregation and the existence of well organized movements of
support or opposition must affect political and educational leaders, espe--
cinlly those who hold elected office. But at the same time, leadership does

count, and a consistently positive approach by school and community leaders can
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!
?e very helpful in molding, activating, and directing community support that
already exists or that can surface.
1t seems.clear that attention should focus on new mechanisms for

generating or increasing positive public responses to school and community
change during desegregation. How can this be done? Adherents of the consensus
model of change usually stress the use of broad-based problem-solving mechan-
isms, procedures which include representatives from all portions of the commu-
nity. When people from various racial and class groups are brought together,
they may be asked to respond to court orders or to school problems, and to
help develop local programs or pollcies for bussing, student orientation,
safety, etc. The rational basis of such community or community-school planning
rests on peoples' willingness and ability to get adequate information; to
utilize the skills of professionals committéd to all students' welfare; to work
together and transcend minor differences; to focus on common problems; and to
agree on mutually satisfactory solutions, Adherents of the consensus model
generally deal with school-community issues within the boundaries of the
school system and treat educational leaders with considerable respect,
Attempts woilld be made, therefore, to separate school desegregation from other

' and to treat it as a technical educational problem.

local "political issues,'
While broad community input and resources might be sought, they would be
considered as advisory to the expertise of the school system staff and the
legitimately governing role of the school board,

In the same context, adherents of the conflict model usually stress the
need to organize members of particular interest groups who feel they are
excluded or suffering as a.result of current progress or lack of progress on
desegregation plans and programs. These members would try to articulate their
particular needs and to develop a coherent vision of desired changes. They
would look towards allies and uncommitted groups to help generate the pressure

that would permit them to be included in school deciﬂion—making (not just in

R R TR
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advisory planning). If such inclusion is not forthcoming, they may challenge

the aﬁility of school authorities to govern the system without them: threats or

demonstrations, tcacher and student strikes, and parent or service group boy-
cotts are’ all examples of this strategy in action. Since adherents of the
conflict paradigm stress the ways in which school problems are connected to
broader community issues of racial and economic justice, mobilized groups
would include a variety of movements for change in the local community. Thus,
the resource base for bringing about desegregation is very broad. At the same
time, adherents of the conflict paradigm anticipate the formation of other
mobilized groups, some of whom are covertly or overtly committed to opposing
desegregation, or at least to opposing a particular local version or plan.
Coalitions. One tactic that has been used to develop and mobilize
community support for local desegregatiqn i{s the multi-racial coalition.

Burges (1978) makes a helpful distinction between two types of pro-desegregation

coalitions: (1) the city-wide "blue-ribbon'" coalition, which includes members of .

powerful local organizations representing labor, industry, banking, government,
and social welfare agencies, etc.; and (2) the neighhor;ood or regilonal "grass-—
roots" coalition, representing parent groups, churches, and clubs from local
areas impacted severely by degegregation plans and programs. The former comes
closest to the assumptions underlylng a consensus model; members of various
elite groups form a consensus and pool their rescurces to help make and imple-
ment policy. The latter coalition more closely reflects the assumptions of a
conflict model; people affected by others' decisiong about school changes
gather together to influence or challenge elites, and t& pursue their own
change goals.

1n several cities, local civic leaders helped organize various groups'

resources and developed blue~ribbon coalitions out of historic patterns of

group conflict and non-communication (Desegregation Without Turmoil, 1976).
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In these efforts, minor divisions among powerful groups were temporarily
resolved as attention was focused on a special community problem. Examples
of this approach to coalitions occurred in Detroit (PRO-Detroit and New Detroit,
Inc.), Memphis (Involved Memphis Parents Assisting Children and Teachers),
Dallas (Dallas Alliance), and St. Louis (Civic Progress). In these citiles,
leaders from various local agencies helped organize and accomplish events such
as:

speakers bureaus sending informed people to local clubs, blocks,

and schools to explain the desegregation plan and the need for

peaceful cooperation;

neighborhood méetings to develop local coalitions;

community forums where representatives of various groups could present
their views on elements of a good desegregation plan;

telephone "hotlines" or rumor clinics;

media coordination and the placement of positive stories about
desegregation;

mobilization of influential community persons;

generation of resources for special school programs,

The involvement of local community leaders in a pro-desegregation coali-
tion is scen by many as a key step in promoting effective and peaceful school
change. The Unitéd States Commission on Civil Rights indicates that in cities
where community leaders supported desegregation, there were fewer reports of

disorder and violence; conversely, disorder and violence were more common

where such leaders did not suppor%3desegregation {Fulfilling the Letter ond
Spirit of the Low, 1976, p. 175).

Of 411 districts where superintendents reported no serious dis-
ruptions on the issue of school desegregation, superintendents
sald: -

23Most discussions of the actions of elite coalitions or community

leaders assume that the general public follows their lead. The reverse is just
as likely; leaders may be more likely to lead in those communities where public

opinion already supports certain policy initiatives. Or some external factor
(such as strong judicial intervention) may influence -leadership groups and
community members simultaneously. :

i
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Business leaders were supportive or neutral in 65%

Political leaders were supportive or neutral in 672

Religious leaders were supportive or neutral in 87%

Of 95 districts which reported serious disruptions:

Business leaders were supportive or neutral in 27%

Political leaders were supportive or neutral in 30%

Religious leaders were supportive or neutral in 662
Of course, a lack of disorder does not automatically guarantee positive
changes in the qualiiy of desegregation or .interracial education, but the
avoidance of violence and sustained disruption obviously is beneficial and
desirable.

Grassroots or conflict-oriented coalitions developed in a number of
cities as well -- most notably in Detroit (Coalition for Peaceful Integration),
Cleveland (Greater Cleveland Project), and Boston (Freedom House Coalition and
City-Wide Educational Coalition). More informal grassroots coalitions of white
and black'parents and community groups made input into administrative plaons for
desegregation in Tulsa and Greenville (USCCR, 1977e, 1977p).

According to Crain, et al. (1968), the issues that attract elite colla-
boration in blue-ribbon coalitions are fairly clear; they generally share the
following concerns:

Pecace . . . or social order and gtability;

Prosperity . . . or the stabilization of the‘economic order required

for profitable enterprise . . . including workers who can work and

consumers who can and will buy;

Charity . . , or concern for the welfare of others;

Progressive reform . . . or concern for gradual change to improve the
community and its image.

To the extent that a local desegregation controversy appears to threaten the
progressive image or social harmony of the community, or perhaps even its
business life, elites are likely to act to .protect these four con;erns.

Issues that attract grassroots coalition may not be so easily identified; they

generally occur at a more local level and are bound by the hope of generating
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more power together than any group can create on its own. Bonacich and Goodm;n
(1972) report that some issues may be more effective than others in attracting
grassroots coalitions of majority and minority parents: opposition to tracking,
effective and fair discipline, and general upgrading of the educational program
might have been effective rallying points in Inglewood, California. We suspect
safety could be added to that list for most communities, although the issues
will differ as the local setting varies.

Whether organized to exert the power of civic elites, or to challenge
that power, coalitions represent a good bet for a broad attack on the many
problems of community finance and control that undergird local desegregation
controversies. They are usually the key to unlocking other community resources
as well, such as the media, volunteer time, etc. All too often, however,
elites' concerns for‘community peace fail to address root problems of racism,
educational faillure, and parental exclusioun from school decisions. Some

scholars and practitioners arpue that peace may have to he threatened, and a

conflict escalation strategy pursued, if meaningful school change is to occur.ZA

Some grassroots coalitions, and many associations of minority parents, advocate
this strategy as well. !

Several recent reports, referred to herein, document the development,
activities, and general utility of multi-racial coalitions in support of deseg-
regation, lowever, there is little incisive data that helps the practitioner
discover how to create a local coalition, and how to keep 1t together in the
face of historic competition among agencies, racial and class discrimination
and competition, tensions between blue-ribbon and grassroots efforts, ctc.
Moreover, there is little research evidence that indicates the particular and
unique contribution of this tactic, especially as compared with other efforts

to coordinate elite actions or mobilize community concerns. However, cities

2l‘See, for instance, Gamson, 1975; Kirby, Harris, Crain, and Rossel,
1973; Lipsky, 1968; Lurie, 1970; Sprecht, 1969.
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that have sustained effective multi-racial coalitions, of both the blue-ribbon
and grassroots varlety, obviously have a broader base of resources to call
upon in support of desegregation,

Advisory Boards. A somewhat different mechanism for accomplishing
similar purposes is the school (or school'system) advisory board. Substantial
efforts to create such boards were made in Memphis, Boston, Dade County,
Florida, and in 17 of the 27 cities or counties studied by the U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights (FLSL, 1976). Boards' structures varied considerably; in some
systems one board was established, in others each geographical region or even
local school had a board. in Little Rock, the school board and NAACP set it
up; in Stamford, one was established by a small task force operating under the
aegls of a Title 1V grant; and in Ogden, Utah, portions of the local community
who felt left out formed their board themselves (USCCR, 1977h, 1977k, 19770). .

In some circumstances these boards appeared .as potent actors in school-
community.decision-making efforts; in other cases they operated merely as
sounding boards and conveyors of complaints and information; and in still
other cases they made recomnmendations that were ignored or resisted by top
school officials. The ESAA evaluation, for instance, asked superintendents to
chooge thelr preference among three items describing parental and community
roles in desegregation:

1. Parents and community should play a major role.
2. Opinions on educational issues should be sought from parents and
community.
3. Parents and community should play a minor role (Coulson, et al.,
1976, p. 16).
In their basic sample, 12.9 percent of the district superintendents indicated
a preference for the first item, 87.1 percent for the second, and none for the
third. The first itém's "major role" probably is close to policy-setting or

decision-making activity that may require sharing .educational power and

control. The second item's stress on "opinlons sought" maintains power in
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the hands of professional leaders and suggests an advisory or comnunicative
role for the community. It should come as no surprise that current decision-
makers would favor some community involvement, but an approach to this involve-
ment that maintains their own power. .

Almost all the advisory boards reported in the literature were multi-
racial in membership, although many wrestled with problems of minority repre-
sentation. The nature of constituency representation cuts to the core question
of whether these boards were coalitions reflecting the meeting of groups in
conflict, or the meeting of leaders of various groups who collaborated despite
tﬁe real issues separating their constituencies. Tn Corpus Christi, for
instance, the NAACP representatives (and some others) resigned from the Advigory
Board, because they felt it was an attempt by the district to delay and " . . .
to delude the court and people who might think that a real effort is being
made . . ." (USCCR Report, 1977c, p. 63). The attempt to use advisory boards
and leadership coalitions to crecate a false consensus may be similar to other
actions of elites, wherein many ". . . éities have been reported to have a
formally or informally organized top leadership group that irons out its
differences in private, presenting a fairly united front to the community"
(Warren and Hyman, 1966, p. 298). In contrast, some leadershipvgtoups fought
their battles in public, inside and outside such advisory boards. Only persons
committed to the potential benefits of a conflict strategy, and to the ability
of communities to deal with conflicts productively, would encourage such '
public controversy.

Only two of the USCCR.reports indicated that advisory boards included
students as members -- Colarodo Springs, and Racine (USCCR, 1977b, 1977m).
Seyeral.communitles experimented with student advisory boards, but thé segre-

gation of this age group generally marked thelr exclusion from meaningful

influence and collaboration with adults, and thus thelr exclusion from a
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consensus strategy. As we indicate later, other roles are avallable for - argued that their efforts were premature (USCCR, 1977c). When community groups

students operating from a conflict strategy of change. have an agenda of their own, preparation activities are more likely to proceed
Information and Preparation for New Activities. One of the key roles in a conflict framework, with community members and students taking the initia-

noted in activities of interracial coalitions, advisory boards, and various . tive in demanding the design and implementation of new educational objectives,

school-community efforts was that of preparation and orlentation (or informa- decision-making structures, rules and regulations, and staffing procedures.

tion-sharing) for desegregation. All but three of the 27 case studies pre- One of the ways some community groups got more adequate information

pared for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights indicated at least some about school actions was through monitoring programs. This tactic involved

community program of this order. In some cases, school officials conducted 1 community volunteers, or on occasfon paid staff, in keeping tabs on the school

the preparation, but in other cities clergy played a major role, as did the system's progress in desegregation. Sometimes community groups voluntarily

media, the local Community Relations Commission in Tulsa, the NAACP in ! took on this role, sometimes school systems invited community monitoring, and
Williamsburg County, and local Mental Health Associations in Corpus Christi | sometimes such activities were established by a court order. We do not yet
(USCCR, 1977c, 1977p, 1977q). have enough experience with this community option, nor with research on its
Informational meetings open to the public appeared to be the most operations, to know what institutional base, what internal format, or what
common tactic. Organized clergy efforts to speak to thelr congregations and sets of data gathering and reporting activities make the most sense.
rumor-control hotlines were also quite common. In Santa Barbara, large dis- We are, however, beginning to get reports of monitoring activities of
plays promoting the value of integrated schooling were shown in several local ! different kinds being utilized in different communities. Tn several desegre-
banks and larger businesses: room for comments encouraged community members' . gation cases undergoing litigation, federal district court judges established
responses (USCCR, 1977n). In Kirkwood, over 350 "coffees' were held where ’ moni.toring commissions or panels (e.g., Boston, Buffalo, Dallas, Detroit,
school administrators came and answered parents' questions. and in Minneapolis, ' Milwaukee). These groups, charged with the responsibility of seeing whether
it was estimated that more than 150 local meetings were held prior to desegre- ‘ l and how judicial decisions were carried out, generally reported directly back
gation (USCCR, 1977g, 19771). When such activities are conducted within the to the court. In some cases, they operated as mediators of disputes fhnc
congengug model, they usually involve educators transmitting information ] occurred between defense and plaintiff litigants, or among thelr community
about new schedules, procedures, and educational options -- and parents and : constituents (Cunningham and Carol, 1978).25 In other communities, educators
students are expected to comply with them. ) t ' and/or parent groups themselves created relatively informal and grasscoots

School-community preparation did not go smoothly in all cases, especially | monitoring efforts. For instance, reports from several cities, such as
‘ |
when it appeared that certain community groups had special needs and concerns. i Santa Barbara, Kirkwood, Berkeley, and Providence (USCCR, 1977a, 1977e, 1977g,

For instance, in Corpus Christi, the school system evidently was reluctant to 1977n), indicated programs wherein parents rode buses and observed racial

25Cunningham and Carol report that these court-appointed monitoring "com-
missions to date have tended toward elitism rather than grass-roots membership"

(1978, p. 83).

|
provide ald to community meetings for hispanic groups. Non-school agencies t

- went ahead with their preparation conferences, even though the school gystem
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‘interactions on buses and in playgrounds. Elsewhere (e,g. Denver) parent
monitors collected information about bus seating or lunchroom segregation, and
identified potential trouble spots (School Monitor Information Packet, 1976).
When monitoring guidelines are established by or with educators' supervision,
they are often done within a consensus-collaborative context. Thus, guidelines
caution against intervention, limit the arenas of inquiry, stress the locus of
control in the school system, and require data to be turned over to the admini-
stration. These approaches to monitoring generally assume a sympathetic and
helpful leadership of descgregation efforts by educators and public officials,
and a supportive and trusting community response.

But what if educational and public officials are not providing adequate
information to the community and fail to give positive leadership to the
desegregation effort? Or what if they wish to do so without serious challenge
or intrusion Ffrom parents and community members? Obviously, judges who estab-
lished monitoring commissions were worried about official as well asvgeneral
public response to their decisions. Community groups favoring a certain deseg-
regation plan may also doubt the will or competence of educators to follow
through on these efforts. In fact, Cunningham and Carol (1978) caution that
monitoring groups must remain vigilant to co-optation by school officials.

They argue that a monitoring "commission must work closely with schools but
matntain its independent operation” (1978, p. 84)., Working within a conflict
framework, community monitoring groups ma& need to help "ideﬁtify problems,”
and "raise igsues'" to a new level of public awareness. In some cases, even
drawing public attention to issues has not been sufficient, and new forms of
power have been used to turn a "condition" into a notable "problem," typically
by demanding attention and threatening public action. The importanée of this
approach 1s reflected by Zeigler and Boss, who report that 50 percent of the

superintendents and board members in thelr sample of interracial school dis-
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tricts recognized no racial problems:

School governors apparently do not recognize such [racial]

difficulties as being 'problems,' a fact that undoubtedly

upsets the black citizen. Rather, school governors appear

to recognize racial problems only where major issues or

crises have evolved (1974, p. 322).
Monitoring activities that gather data on the school system's positive steps
(or lack thereof) to counter racial and economic discrimination could be used
as part of a broader campaign to hold these actors and institutions accountable
to parents and community groups. Under these circumstances, well organized and
mobilized community groups are critical to achleving peaceful and effective

desegregation,

Negotintions and Bargaining. When a consensus is difficult to attain,

and conflicts among varfious groups are intense, some school officials have
turned to formal and informal negotiations as a way to proceed with community
involvement in desegregation planning. In some cases, two parties meet with
one another, and then another two meet, presenting an example of serial bi-
lateral bargaining. In other cases, ali parties gather simultaneously for a
multi-party bargaining situation. These innovative efforts to include represen-
tatives of the public as parties to educational planning and implementation
usually occur after the fact of a crisis; seldom have they been implemented
ahead of time, or as part of a new institutional structure.

Formal negotiations or céllective bargaining are problem-solving tech-
niques that officially assume a conflict model of soclal systems and system
change. They start from assumptions of important and lasting differences in
interests and goals; moreover, they assume that groups must deal with one
another and cannot ignore others' positions. TInterdependence is based partly
on groups' relative power, and partly on their necessary cooperation for basic
tasks to be performed or for institutions to survive. The question addressed

in negotiations generally is: what compromises and/or agrecments must be made
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so that this interdependence can be maintained? Formal negotiations generally
will not occur if one party feels it has enough power (or the right!) to make
decisions without others' input. The creation of a sense of mutual vulnera-
bility, then, often is a precursor to the commun;ty's acceptance by public or
school officials at the bargaining table. Vulnerability may be created by the
deprivation of certain resources, such as funds (from the federal government or
bond proposals) or personpower (via staff strikes or consumer boycotts), or by
the threat of an exercise of superfor power, such as judicial decisions or new
board elections, etc.

Effective negotlations and/or bargaining require more than a recognition

of this power "parity" or interdependence. They also require skill in exchang-
ing information about needs, jostling for position, securing advantage, letting
go of irreconcilable differences, making compromises that one's constituency
will accept, and being able to bring heated negotiaiions to a close without
continuing rancor and the threat of sabotage (Lohman and Wilson, 1975).
Moreover, according to Deutsch (1969), cénflicts underlying the bargaining
process are likely to be destructive or non-productive if:

a. misperceptions exist that minimize similarities or maximize

differences between the groups involved and/or increase the

hostility between groups.

b. few cross-cutting social bonds and allegiances exist between
the groups engaged in bargaining.

c. views exist which expect solutions to be arrived at via force
or fraud.

Q

unreliable communication exists and leads to stereotyping,

lack of feedback on group initiatives, frustration, impasses,

etec.

Under these conditions, the roadblocks to effective bargaining may be so high
that the entire context of negotiations must be altered first. Conflict-

escalating acts might help raise the igsue of system survival to such potency

that these subjective or psychological perceptions and communicative stercotypes
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become less relevant. Or consensus-creating acts might help improve the
accuracy of perceptions and communications so that 'real" conflicts may be
joined. and "unreal" or "unrational" ones based on subjective distortions
discarded. Despite whatever resources, goals, and commitments groups bring
with them, the informal interactions a;d contexts of bargaining, per se, may
be very potent. Group negotiations often have a dynamic of their own, and
skills in the interpersonal politics of negotiations are often overlooked in
the rush to clarify perceptions/communications or to mobilize power/vulnera-
bility.26

Although the Community Relations Service (U.S. Department of Justice)
and the American Arbitration Association have been active in community-school
negotiations around desegregation, there is not much literature available on
these public sector events. Two important exceptions are Chalmers and Cor-
mick's (19f1) case studies and analyses of racial conflict resolution, and

recent reports by the Institute for Responsive Education (Collective Bargaining:

bringing citizens to the round table, 1974)., Chalmers and Cormick concluded

that negotiations provide a route ﬁor‘only‘the temporary adjustment of racial
conflict. Where there 1s basic ideological disagreement between parties, or
where issues of social justice are at stake, collective bargaining is not an
expecially effective technique in the long run. It may temporarily restore
order in a tense situation or create the collaborative conditions for reform
and continuing operations, but it may do little to resolve underlying problems
qf soclal injustice or inequality or to create institutional change. Thus,
collective bargaining may work best when parties accept a common base of
assumptions and are prepared to confront and respohd to one another to re-

allocate systemic resources. When defining characteristics of either party

26An excellent portrayal of the internal psychology and power plays of A
bargaining situations can be found in Douglas (1957). Attempts to prepare
community persons for such role dynamics include: Preparing for Negotiationms, -
(n.d.); Negotiations: A Tool for Chawnge, (n.d.); McShurely, 1967.
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are challenged, or when major structural changes (or the steadfast refusal of
changes) are one group's goal, this mechanism has quite limited utility.

Developing Other Resources. Another popular community change effort

relevant for desegregation is the development of new resources for schools.
Many additional resources beyond money are important, including the volunteer
labor of parents and community groups to help teach new classes, monitor buses,
playgrounds, and lunchrooms, staff innovative field trips, expose students to
various previously-hidden segments of the community, etc. 'As parents and
community members utilize thelr resources in school affairs, segments of the
community which seldom have encountered each other may discover their miscon-
ceptions, fears, differing styles, and/or conflicting expectations about domin-
ant and subordinate behavior. The results can often be problematic, as diffi-
culties are compounded or underlying conflicts escalated. One attempt to deal
with these problems occurred in Dade County, Florida,'where special training
programs helped community members examine their relation to potential al{ies
and opponents as they worked in local schools.z7 Efforts were m;de to sharpen
parents' skills in running meetings, engaging in collaborative problem solving,
gathering data, and understanding school issues. School-led training programs
for community volunteers have been reported in many other cities undergoing
desegregation.

Relevance of the Alternative Models for Community Change in Desegregation.

What assumptions do these various programs make about the community context
within which desegregation takes place? Adherents of the consensus strategy
generally view desegregation as occurring within a more or less pluralistic

environment, one with progressively more egalitarian adjustments to counter

historic racial and class stratification. Educational leaders and community

27Dr. L. Pugh, Department of School-Community Participation, Dade County
Public Schools (personal correspondence).
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groups are seen to be supportive of school change, especially if their fears
and anxieties can be reduced. Thus, access to schools should be easy for most
parents, and their efforts should be accepted and supported by school officlals.
Asking questions, gathering local data, assisting in implementing administrative
decisions, and surfacing grievances to legitimate leaders all appear to be
favored approaches. Community-wide meetings, open houses, and local advisory
boards are seen as useful adjuncts to professional declsion making, and
various groups can expect that there will be a rapid response to concerns.
People operating on assumptions consistent with the conflict model of
communities are not so sanguine about community-school cooperation. Access to
school 1is expected to be reserved for the powerful and influential, and not
easy for lower-class or minority parents. Throughout, adherents of the conflict
strategy seem to stress tactics that focus on community initiative in making
decisions, organizing parallel decision-making bodies, publicizing data that
may hold educators accountable for their decisions, and the like. Advisory
boards often are seen as a sham, as a way of masking fundamental c;nflicts
between professional control of the schools and community members' attempts to
advance their own interests and nceds. Such boards substitute "participation"
for "power," and they often distract community members from the need to exert
influence on school officials. Failing to get rapid and forthright response by
educators, community groups adopting a conflict strategy must mobilize to exert
influence, perhaps even to generate problems or crises for educators. That this
strategy is indeed used is borne out by many reports: for instance, superinten-
dents of the ESAA basic school sample reported protests, demonstrations and
sit-ins (29 percent), legal suits filed against school leaders (39 percent),
boycotts (10 percent), destruction of school* property (16 percent), or closing
of schools due to intergroup tension (19 percent) (Coulson, et al., 1976).

Should community reaction and resistance be expected? And where might 1t
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come from? Adherents of the consensus model of desegregation and school change
generally downplay the relevance of professional resistance to desegregation,
or see it as a problem of miscommunication . . . correctable by open discussion
and problem-solving activities. Anti-desegregation community groups usually
are scen as uninformed or mistaken, perhaps acting out of prejudice. Adherents
of the conflict model of desegregation anticipate that the clash of community
values and interests ought to generate resistance to racial and educational
change. Some of that resistance might well come from educators seeking to
maintain their an positions of power and their own traditions of professional
behavior. Some of it might come from anti-desegregation community groups
(elites or grassroots citizen groups), from other parents and students (white
or minority) who cherish values and interests threatened by or not met by a
desegregation agenda. The social scilentific and educational literature on de-
segregation hag not yet provided us with good data on the interest group bases
of such community conflicts, on the ways social movement analysis may help us
understand these mobilization processes, and on the ways by which pro-desegre-
gation forces can out-mobilize, withstand, or create compromises and ccalitions

with resistant groups.

Organizational Structures and Processes of Schools

Can desegregation be accomplished effectively within the current structures
of school organizations? Many educators and community members believe they can.
Others disagree. Many educators and community leaders feel that most school
organizations support a variety of cultural styles, promote intellectual growth
and divergity, and operate in a relatively fair manner. Thus, not only can
students achieve positive educational outcomes, but students of all races and
classes can do so. This is eppecially true for those students, majority or
minority, with the talent or interest to galn an education. Adherents of this

consensus model generally agree that minor alterations are necessary but that
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the basic structure and culture of schools do not need major reform to accom-
plish desegregation.

Others, viewing the school from the vantage point of the conflict model,
believe our schools do not reflect or respect minority cultures, traditions,
and norms. Not only do minority youngsters not achieve well in school activi~
ties, school patterns often doom them through unfair treatment. Upless they
conform to white standards and come from relatively affluent or economically
stable backgrounds, the school tends to overlook or disrespect their unique
talents and interests. Thus, efforts to desegregate schools, to introduce
representatives of alternative cultures, and‘to create new outcome patternsg
cannot be successful without major reform in the structures and operations of
school systems, schools, and classrooms.

While there may be disagreement about the nature and extent of change
needed, most scholars and practitioners support alteratlons in the school
organization that might increase the likelihood of positive results from deseg-
regation. But what particular aspects of the organization require attention?
Forehand and Ragosta (1976) indicate, in a research-based manual prepared for
educators, that the key organizational characteristics of effective desegre-
gated schools include:

multi-ethnic teaching methods

home and school communication, cooperation, and confrontation
when necessary

equitable rules and regulations for students
principal leadership

human relations activities 1n the student curriculum
staff retraining

interracial achievement grouping

fairness and equity throughout the school

This list suggests changes 1n the organizational "climate" of schools that are

-t

attractive both to consensus adherents (home-school cooperation, human trelations,

staff retraining) and to conflict adherents (confrontation when necessary,

’.
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" equitable rules, fairness and equity).

Another general list of organizational changes relevant for effective
desegregation may be gleaned from the work of Coulson, et al. (1976). The
intergroup relations and cultural enrichment programs they found in ESAA-
funded schools are presented below (adapted from p. vi-20):

Intergroup Relations and Cultural Enrichment Programs

Program Objectives:

Decreasing intergroup conflict
Appreciating different cultures

Reducing desegregation problems

Raising minorities' self-image

Increasing knowledge of different cultures
Increasing achievement of minorities

Program Activities:

Cultural programs
Multi-ethnic materials
Ethnic studies units
Student exchange programs .
Academic instruction
Group discussions

Staff inservice workshops
Social activities

Parent meetings
Interaction events
Student tutoring

Serving ethnic food
School integration

Group counseling

This list is not a series of suggestions based on research, as is the Forehand
and Ragosta set. Rather, these are programs actually implemented in schools
provided with extra funds to facilitate desegregation, Almost all of these
objectives and activities appear to be "add-ons"; they treat the current school
structure and operations as satisfactory and, rather than alter them, merely

add on some extra items. Moreover, goals of "decreasing conflict” and
"reducing problems" without a corollary concern for justice, power equalization,
or the quality of services provided, clearly sets this list within a consensus

framework. Many of the same programs could be tied to other objectives, and
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could then be consistent with a conflict approach to organizational change.
The following discussion should illustrate both of these possibilities.

Role of the School Principal. Many observers agree on the importance of

the principal's role for the success of desegregation and educatfon in a
school building. This role may not be reducible to a set of personal charac-
teristics or background factors, but they probably can be expressed as skills,
role relations, and leadership acts. For instance, when St. John (1975) stresses
the need for "affirmative administrative leadership" in desegregation, she mcans
a principal's unequivocal commitment to positive changes, active selection and
training of a school staff competent in interracial {instruction, and vigorous
efforts to structure a positive interracial climate within the school.

As the senior educator in a bullding, a principal can facilitate desegre-
She or he can:

gation in several different ways (Chesler, et al., 1970).

(1) help organize staff resources in ways that build an instructional team

devoid of competition and raclal bickering, and replete with efforts to share
competencies, support new ideas, and promote positive interaction; (2) act as a

professional leader to help provide feedback to teachers, consult on the develop-

ment of new pedagogy, reward innovative classroom efforts, and {nvite/require

staff participation in school leadership functions; (3) be a direct and an in~-

direct teacher of students, both as instructor and as a model of concerned and

fair-minded educational authority; (4) assist the school staff in establishing

effective communication and accountability links with parents and other commu-

nity members; (5) help organize the local community in éupport of desegregation

and in support of new student, staff, and parent programs to increase the

cffectiveneww of desegregation; and (6) act as a change agent in the larger

community and in the upper reaches of the school system, protecting local inno-
vations and promoting changes throughout the system. This last role is often -

overlooked and appears especially important: Forehand, Ragosta, and Rock (1976)
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or community arena may help gain added resources for the local school. creating competition among black educators

promoting compliant blacks

«
stress the ways in which a principal's influence in the larger administrative 1 Examples of the erosfon of unity pattern included:
Although these and similar priorities make good sense, we do not have
i

permitting/encouraging black parents or staff to appeal to higher

very good research on just how a principal can go about accomplishing these role level whites
behaviors. Research that correlates principal attitudes, or even reported prac- i Without higher-level administrative support, minority administrators experienced l
tices, to certain staff or student outcomes still fails to inform how to ! sabotage and disrespect and were unable to exercise positive authority at the
implement such suggestions. 1If would be useful to have a series of studies local school level. *@
of the ways 1n which successful (and not so successful) principals operate in Naturally enough, most administrators anticipate support from their
desegregated settlngs. Probably ethnographic studies would be most helpful in supervisors and peers within the school administration. But innovative educa-
filling the gaps in our knowledge. tors, and in this case minority administrators whose racial characteristics
As dcscgregatioﬁ both creates and highlights new community-school rela- make them an "innovation" regardless of their actions, may not be able to
tions and different groups' leadership expectations, principals may experience depend on that educational consensus. Under attack, or faced with subtle non-
quite contradictory role demands and increased pressures from various groups. . support and sabotage, these educators may have to gencrate support from sources
These issues are exacerbated when the principal herself/himself is a member of ; outside the school system itself. 1In an approach consistent with the conflict
a racial minority. Buxton and Prichard (1977) provide a sensitive and detailed j paradigm, they may have to build strong constituencies of reform-minded or
narrative of the ways in which community groups, administrative peers and l minority parents and students who desire affirmative leadership, and who will

superiors, and local staff subordinates tried to subvert the authority of black stand behind administrators engaged in a struggle with other school authorities
principals. Their study of 30 current and former minority principals (equal to ' or with resistant community groups.

75 percent of the total population) in a southern state indicated two major More optimistic reports from Dorchester county and Nashville-Davidson
lines of attack: (1) erosion of the principal's authority, and (2) erosion of indicated some success in their efforts to create majority-minority teams for
the minority community's unity (including the potential unity between the the.administration of desegregated schools (USCCR, 1977d, 1977j). 1f inter-

minority principal and the minority community). Examples of the erosion of racial leadership teams can be developed, they may stand as models for staff

authority pattern included: ' and student organization, and may begin to publicize new vislons of .racial

making black principals assistants to white principals equity and shared power in organfizations. But this is no easy task, and we know

ncil - i 1 ith salary increases
promoting black principals to do-nothing roles (with s v ses) little about how to make this idea work. At the very least, it requires a great

placing pressure on black principals to resign

hiring others to do part of the principal’s task deal of higher administrative support, and perhaps complementary encouragement,

permitting/encouraging white staff to resist principal's leadership ' from community coalitions and fellow staff members. Tt also requires adminis- i

trators to learn new skills and commitments and to risk their old patterns in

ploneering a difficult innovation.

\
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Staff Roles. Change in the nature and operation of the educational
staff appears to be another appropriate gactic for facillitating successful
school desegregation. Almost all of the case studies conducted for the USCCR

1ndicated.somc local changes had been made in staffing practices (Fulfilling

the Letter and Spirit of the Law, 1976; and USCCR, 1977a-q). At least six of

these case studics indicated that new and specilalized staff roles had been
created to assist in the desegregation process. The following titles of new
roles scemed most popular: human relations officer, community liaison officer,
student ;dvocate, ombudsperson, teacher aide, bus monitor, multicultural
expert, and counselor. Obviously these additional staff members buttressed
the school system's resources to deal with a variety of the community and
organizational changes discussed gerein. Hlowever, there is little sound
evidence indicating they were helpful in and of themselves, or which new roles
were most useful. In fact, the titles (and the USCCR studies) alone reveal
very little about what they actually did, or how they generated support from
the school and the community to do it.

1f these new roles were created in the image of the consensus paradigm,
we would expect a focus on dealing with "problem students,” and on attempts to
increase communic;tion with parents and community agencies. If the conflict
paradigm were dominant in the creatién of these roles, we would expect to see
time spent in developing sound and potent student and community orpanizations
and attempts to hold the school accountable to the community for its plans
and action. We ;annot conclude from these descriptive titles just what func-
tions are being played, and in what manner these roles are enacted. On this
basis 1t is hard to evaluate (empirically or speculatively) whether these
staffing innovations will really help. The best we can conclude is that these
innovations may be useful -- either In broadening school-community communica-

tion or in increasing community pressure and presence in the school., 1f they

s s e e — T
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do not receive support from other staff members (such as the principal,
superinteﬁdent, and teacher leaders) and from standard orgnnizattonal proce-—
dures (such as meetings where innovators participate, or committees where
newly identified grievance; are adjudicated), these new roles and their
functions will not be institutlionalized and will stick out as token reforms
that can be scapegoated and discarded easily at some later date.

Manyanf these new staff members, especiﬁlly those in non-traditional
roles, require careful preparation for their jobs. In Denver, for example,
school bus drivers were given special training in responding to desegregation
incidents, and parents were given explicit instructions in how to prepare
their youngsters for the busing experience (Handbook Supplement for Bus
Assistants, 1976). Often, however, schools have hired and utilized ancillary
staff without paylng close attention to thei; special training needs or unique
contributions to desegregation. ' Bug drivers, custodians, and clerical workers
all have substantial interaction with students and local parents and often do
or can play critical roles in creating positive school-community relations.

If they are not treated as important staff members, or not prepared well, and

1f their relevance to overall policy and program is not acknowledged, much of

their special utility may be wasted.

Nine of the case studies produced by the USCCR in&icated that the local
percentage of minority professional staff members had increased since the advent
of desegregation efforts; three indlicated that minortgy percentage had decreased;
and at least fiftecen of these studies mentioned successful efforts to move staff
members to different schools in order to establish greater staff racial balance.
In several communities, moreover, courts have ordered greater racial equity in
hiring, in replacement hiring, or in placement.

It seems essential that each local school and school system develop and |
pursue an affirmative action plan for the recruitment, sclection, placement,

and maintenance of minority staff members, including administrators. The reason
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for such a priority may not necessarily be that minority teachers are more
caring or effective instructors of minority: research data on that proposition
are by no means clear. On some matters, such as language and culture, minority
staff members may have special and irreplaceable expertise; in other matters
they may be no different in their relation to youngsters than majority staff
members. But racial equity in professional teaching ranks is an important
indicator of a concern for equity throughout the community and the school
system. And an interracial staff that can surmount traditional stereotypes
may be able to present a good model of interracial harmony and cooperation to
students and community members alike. It 1s not easy to accomplish such
staff patterns; racism within the staff 1is just as stubborn as elsewhere, but
it ia an important issue for the desegregatgd school.

Affirmative action programs that are instituted cannot end with new
hiring practices, even if they are successful. If organizational racism is
maintained subsequent to hiring, and if power structures fail to support new
personnel, sabotage and rejection can be expected. Our earlier discussion of
the Buxton and Prichard study of reactions to minority principals stresses the
difficult and complex nature of affirmative action efforts within schools. In
many cases new minority staff are not supported actively, are not guaranteed
access to rewards and promotional systems on an equal basis, and their needs
are not advocated. As a result, these minoritics leave the system (voluntarily
or via dismissal), or lose the ability to make their unique inputs and act just
as the prior majority; in either case the affirmative action program fails.

In this context, the research reported by Forehand, kagosta, and Rock (1976)
indicates the importance of friendly and warm/open interpersonal relations
among teachers as a characteristic of effectively desegregated schools. More-
over, they note that the principal élays a major role in setting the tone for
positive relations among the staff: "High schools that have good race relations

tend to have principals that are highly evaluated by teachers" (1976, p. v).
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Another organizational variable that has important impact on staff
performance 1is the nature of rewards and the ways these rewards are allocated.
Increased salary, public recognition, or new tasks and roles may be very
meaningful motivators for sustained staff change. So may organizational
policies or norms that support and promote innovative classroom behavior.
Negative sanctions or punishments also could be applied for non-changed beha-
vior, or for racist actions.or‘policies. Administrative authorities could
withhold raises, promotions, and privileges, or seek transfers or dismissals
for personnel who do not alter their professional behavior, or for supervisors
who do not alter racist patterns within their work groups, departments, or
agency subsectiovs.

It is also possible to reorganize the procedures by which rewards are
allocated. As one example, the USCCR report from Kalamazoo indicated that
teachers and parents were involved in rating the performance of school prin-
cipals and in insuriog that salary increases were linked to performance on
previously agreed-upon goals, Further, principals and professional peers were

involved in implementing a simjilar system for the allocation of rewards to

teachers. Although the first example from Kalamazoo invites public partici-

pation in an accountability system and the second maintains accountability
within the professional apparatus, both represent a broadening of the evalua-
tion and reward allocation process beyond the lone acts of a key administrative
authority (USCCR, 1977f).

Administrative and community leadership in pursuit of positive staff
action has taken many forms: the USCCR case study of Berkeley dramatically
reports that when desegregation began in 1967, the superintendent asked any
staff member who opposed desegregation tg leave the district (USCCR, 1977a).

In numerous schools and communities, moreover, parents and students have pro-
tested the degrading and deleterious aspects of staff racism and minority

staffing procedures. Our review of new reward systems and of peer relatfions
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|
‘within the professional staff should suggest other new directions for desegre- X Percentages of Basic Treatment Schools Having

| Guidance/Counseling Programs with Specified Characteristics
gated staffs. The entire network of organizational variables undoubtedly has : Basi Basi

asic asic
impact on individual staff members' values and attitudes, thus permeating Program Characteristics Elementary _Secondary
classroom relations and events as well as organizational features themselves.28 Percentage of schools having
guidance/counseling programs 26.0 23.0
One of the most critical staff persons during desegregation is the school Program objectives:

counselor. Most school counselors perform a variety of functions or roles, Improving self-image 23.5 9.5
including some of the "innovative" roles noted on page 68. As a result, coun- : Siigi:i :;:ﬂe:z:sz:;? ;:ZE?;mzlﬂns 12.3 ig'g

x : § 4. .
selors often fill some of the most important gaps or conflicts in school life. : gti::::inzc:::::;tzrg§;:?§ g'g g‘g

“ « ' - .
Tnevitably, however, they are caught between various aspects of their roles: i ::éii:ﬁgsg:gsf;it :::e g'g ;'g
as apents of the bureaucratic control apparatus of the school administration; i g:::ii:z Zizizgiinary problems g‘g g‘g

| .5 ) . .

ides to the acad taff and the 1 ; s; and d

as aides to the academic staff an e learning processes; and as helpers an ! Program activities: |
direct agents of students with particular needs. Thus, counseling often is a l Staff training 14.7 4.8

j g i . .
residual program, designed to pick up where other professional operations miss f é:gssazsuigzgi:;tng staff 1i:g g:g
students or fail to implement programs. The Coulson, et al., report of ESAA- | Individual counseling 20.6 14.3
funded projects indicates various objectives and activities of counseling/ The first three objectives in this table focus most directly on counselors as
guldance programs in desegregated schools (adapted from 1976, p. vi-19): agents of individual student problems and concerns: they are reported in 44

percent of the elementary schools and 43 percent of the secondary schools. The
y
| next three objectives concern counselors as aides or backup to the academic
i staff, roles reported in 6 percent of the elementary schools and 14 percent of

, the secondary schools. The last three objectives focus on counselors as disci-

plinarians and extensions of the school's bureaucratic control apparatus,

28 ' reported in 3 percent of the elementary and 29 percent of the secondary schools.
The importance of staff attitudes for students undergoing desegregation

has been documented in many studies. 1In some cases, teachers' attitudes impact There are very few indications of the ways counselors can be part of a conflict

directly on students, as in acts of caring, favoritism, rejection, or discrim-

ination, 1In other cases, the impact is more indirect, as when teachers are

| strategy for change, as advocates or confidants or trainers of youth taking
able/unable to translate their attitudes into new and more effective ways of

Y teaching in the multi-racial classroom or school. Data and prior research collective action to meet their needs in school. Informal helpers in the
k relevant to these issues are reviewed at several time periods in: Bloom, Davis,
Q and lless, 1965; Forehand and Ragosta, 1976; Gerardiand Miller, 1975; Noar, 1966; community usually provide this sort of assistance to youth, although some of
| Rosenthal and Jacobsen, 1968; St. John, 1975; Weinberg, 1977. 1In a later
section of this paper we review training efforts aimed at changing individual these actions could be integrated with certain aspects of a counselor's functions.

staff members' attitudes and skills.

[P
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Student Roles. Attempts to alter traditional patterns of social inter-
action among students, and between students and staff members, occurred in at
least 10 of the 27 cities studied by the USCCR. Some cities established
training programs for students and/or bi-racial student problem-solving com-

mittees (Boston, Denver, Tampa, Providence, Nashville-Davidson) (Parents

United, 1976; Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the Law, 1976). In Kalama-

zoo and Providence, bi-racial student committees met with their local princi-
pals and teachers to plan greater minority student access to school activities
(USCCR, 1977f, 19771).

Although there are many reports of new programs aimed at altering student
attitudes, norms, and patterns of behavior, relatively few appear to involve
youth in significant ways in designing and implementing these programs. This
approach 1s quite consistent with the traditional view of students' roles, and
with traditional patterns of school organization that generally do not share
programmatic authority or control with yout‘.h.29 But during desegregation, at
times when the youth community itself is undergoing rapid change, it may be
even more important to generate new roles for youth in schools.

Weinberg has reviewed recent literature on desegregation and reports
several studies in which "the importance of student involvement and responsi-
bility for the school’'s program was found to be vital" in producing positive
racial interactions (1977, p. 212). And Coulson, et al., (1977, p. vii-15)

report that secondary students' "

views of thefr control over their environment,
as measured by the 'locus of control' scale, was positively associated with
reading and math outcomes." These authors suggest that students be given more

control over aspects of the school curriculum and instructional materials.

29A number of scholars have argued that discrimination against youth, per
se,is an important aspect of American society, and that this tendency is exacer-
bated in school via procedures such as: non-representation in decision-making,
forced compliance with adult rules, escalation of academic competition, and
perhaps even the mandatory aspect of schooling itself.
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Obviously, the implications for new student roles are far wider than that and
could affect an entire series of organizational factors that currently exclude
youth from having legitimate and meaningful impact on major school decisions
and policies, The assumptions that only educators can and should plan for
youth, and that they can act with youth's interests at heart, are consistent
with the consensus model of schooling. Within this framework, a mutuality of
interests is assumed between educators and youth (of whatever race, class, or
age); therefore, youth need little protection against the potentially arbitrary
or self-interested actions of educators. Adherents of the consensus model
consider youth involvement in desegregation planning a bonus, a sufficient con-
tribution to increased communication about various groups’' needs and concerns.
Adherents of the conflict model assume that youth and educators‘(oﬁ different
races and clnsses; especially) have some very different needs and interests.
Within this framework, one can assume neither mutualicy of iInterests nor
professionals' abilities or commitment to act on behalf of others. Youth's
interests must be protected and advanced by youth, and therefore involvement
in desegregation planning is only the initial step in potent student represen-
tation at various stages of actual decision-making and implementation.

Although the nced for new forms of youth involvement in and control of
school activities may be upparcnt,‘the heightened fears and anxicties so often
associated with desegregation may make this a difficult time.for educators to
innovate in their roles vis-a-vis youth. Alternatives do exist, nonetheless.
Some of the nation’s pioneers in youth involvement programs argue quite empha-
tically that youth have the talent, responsibility,. and right to be involved
in creatiné new curricula, teaching others in peer tutoring programs, generat-
ing special programs that speak to thelr needs, participating in staff selection

and review, ecc.30

3OSee, for instance: Davies, 1976; National Commission on Resources for

Youth, 1974; Kohler, 1976.
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In desegregation situations in particular, notably in Tulsa and Kalamazoo,
students have participated in citizens committees to draft desegregation plans
and have served on student-faculty committees.to eétaslish and administcr rules
pertaining to student life (USCCR, 1977f, 1977p). The critical question is
whether programs for youth involvement encourage student participation in cru-
cial school decisions that affect desegregation. This is the cutting edge of
new policy arid an arena where more substantial research could help guide new
policies and programs. It would also be useful to explore the barriers’ that
exist within the profegsional structure and personnel of schools, especialiy
secondary schools, that so severely limit innovations in this direction. And at
what age or grade levels are such programs most likely to be effective? The
traditional distinction between elementary and secondary school students makes
good intuitive sense, except that the later the introduction of responsible
roles, the more patterns of non-responsibility students have to unlearn. 1In a
recent paper (Chesler, et, al., 1979) we argued that agtudents can make some
meaningful contribution at almost any age. What should vary by age level'is the
depth, breadth, and power of student participation (the kinds of issues they
explore, the amount of time devoted to student planning, and the range of issues
students decide on rather than advise on), and not the question of participation,
per se. 1In this context, some educators'/adults' concerns about students' age
may be a "cop-out," a way of avoiding important innovations, as opposed to a
serious questign to guide positive planning. It also may represent a subtle
suggestion tha; most students are not competent to participate in such decision-
making at any age level. 1Tt would be helpful to know what self-governing
talents students have and can exercise at various grade levels; it would also
be helpful to know how different groups of administrators feel about these
questions.

The character of student rules and regulations (and resultant discipline
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codes and procedures) is one arena wherein issues of school authority and plural
norms may come together -- for better or worse. Thus, it is a key target for
change in the desegregation process. Forehand, Ragdstn, and Rock 1indicate that
student "achlevement is significantly related to perception of school fairness"
(1976, p. 39). They argue that students' feelings about equity or falrness are

so critical that they should be a major focus of desegregation programs, even
superseding other goals. Four key pieces of the fairness problem in school

rules seem to be: (1) the excessive number of rules, and thus heavy reliance on
control of youth; (2) rules which may discriminate (perhaps even out of ignorance)
agalnst minority cultural traditions in language, play, work, style, dress, etc. ;
(3) the exclusion of students, or of broadly-based student represcntatives, in the
construction and implementation of ruies; and (4) the unfair administration of
rules, wherein majority and minority youngsters may be caught and/or punished in
different degree.

When trusting relationships between students and educators begin to fail,
power becomes the dominant factor in educators' ability to maintain their vision
of order in school. At the same time, Kvaraceus (1965) argues that a reliance
upon this kind of power, or external control, tends to lessen trust further and to
deepen resentments between youth and adults. 1Tt is typical for youth fo percelve
school rules as stricter and more constraining than do adults. At the same time,
in desegregated schools it is common for minority students to feel that school
rules are stricter than do white students. They 5180 more often feel that school
rules are unfair to them, and are admini{stered unfairly as well (Forehand,
Ragosta, and Rock, 1976). One result of all these factors is that data from a
large number of desegrepated school systems indicate that minority youth are more
often suspended or expelled from schools than are whites. For example, the

Council of Interracial Books for Children (Fact Sheets on Institutional Racism,

't

1978) reports the following data from a 1975 U.S. Office of Civil Rights study:
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Minority Minority

City Enrollment Suspensions
New York 64.47 85.9%
Houston 56.4% 71.0%
Cleveland 59.9% 70.8%
Memphis 58.87% 70.2%
Dallas 49.47 68.5%

Much more extensive data are reported in a recent publication by the Children's
Defense Fund: their analysis indicates that in some instances, "at the secondary
school level, black students . . . were suspended more than three times as often

ag white students" (Children Out of School in America, 1974, p. 6).

Of course, there may be substantial disagree&ent about the meaning of
these data and therefore about what might be done to improve the situation.al
Adherents of the consensus model of schgoling generally would argue that some
educators may not be administering rules fairly but that minority students them-
selves may be more troublesome in school -- either because of their cultural and

economic background or because of the difficulties they encounter in adapting to

a new situation. The appropriate treatment would be to clarify and tighten rules,

including more standardized procedures for their administration. Moreover, commu-

nication with minority youngsters and their parents, as well as counseling
sessions that might help students behave better, would be in order. Adherents of
the conflict model of schooling would be more likely to argue that these data

are one more reflection of institutional racial bias in schools, a bias made more
pronounced by the schools' unilateral creation and implementation of rules for a
minority student underclass. The schools' unfamiliarity with minority youth, and
indeed the fear or ignorance some white educators and students might have, make
the school an oppressive experience for many minority youth. The appropriate
treatment might include minority students' participation in and control of new

rules and regulations, as well as a student-parent procedure to monitor the acts

31ln an interesting and provocative artic]é,'Duke (1978) explores a range
of explanations for student 'misbehavior," including some of the victim blame
and gome of the system blame varileties.

s i
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of administrators. The possibility that educators may be operating unfairly,
or that by thelr passivity may permit unfairness to flourish, is considered
quite seriously from this viewpoint. In reviewlng their own émpirical data on
these matters, Forehand and Ragosta (1976) urge educators to confront tradi-
tions, attitudes, and rules that are barriers to equity. 1In practice, however,
this is a difficult agenda on which to make progress, mostly because it cuts to
the heart of educators' power to run the school without collaboration or inter-
ference from students.

Curriculum Content and Organization. The content of schooling, as

reflected in curriculum and instructional techniques, can also undergo changes
during desegregation. As new groups of students, with varying values and necds
(as well as manifoldlindiv1dual diffetences), come together in a single environ-
ment, revised educational content may be necessary. New reading and mathe-

matics programs, multicultural curriculum offerings, bilingual programs, classes

devoted to the study and improvement of intergroup processes, and new textbooks |

that reflect a multicultural approach are all relevant. The United States
Commission on Civii Rights reports that 23 of the 29 case studies prepared for
them indicated curriculum changes, inclpding: addition of multicultural or
bilingual programs, addition of vocational and career counseling curricula,

and new compensatory curriculum materials (Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of

the Law, p. 126).

Many school districts have experienced substantial controversy over bi-
lingual programs and the need to recognize vast cultural differences between
whites and minorities, and among minority groups. If minority cultural integ-

rity is to be cherished, and not merely temporarily tolerated and eventually

assimilated, bilingual and bicultural programs are essential for amy school

with a sizeable number of Hispanic (and Asian and Native American) students.

When massive transportation plans so redistribute linguistically different
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children that they cannot have access to such programs, something has to give.
Thus, the priority on racial mixing may conflict with the priority on opportuni-
ties for maintaining and advancing cultural integrity.32

It does not seem reasonable to so widely disperse minority students that
they lack friends and comrades of their own group. Some critical mass of
m}nority students must exlst in each desegregated setting; otherwise there is
little protection against the marginality and alienation of being alone in '
others' worlds. Moreover, wide dispersion 1essen5 the possibility of a critical
mass of minority parents who can exert influence in the school and classroom.
This is an especially important principle when spgcial programs for minorities
require numbers of them to be %n one place to be served adequately. Research
data pertinent to the choices of what programs should be offered to Hispanic
students are not yet conclusive; but the expressed needs and concerns of m;ny
scholars and community members are clear. Special programs that teach English
as a second language are important ingredients in assimilating and adapting
linguistically different youngsters to the malnstream of American schooling
and society. At the same time, if these programs are managed in ways that
deprecate or assign to a less significance the students' own language and
culture, it is obviously detrimental to those persons and to our plural society.
Bilingual programs that maintain instruction in Qtudents' native language prob-
ably are important in and of themselves, as nidgs to (non-English standardized)
academic performance and to cultural and linguistic integrity. Thus, instruc-
tion in the native language can be justified as more than a temporary aid to
If we really are committed to

youngsters making the transition to English.

pluralism, and to appreciating and cherishing alternative cultures, maintéining

JzAll minorities have expressed this concern regarding current desegre-
gation programs. However, the focus on black/white populations and issues
often has obscured the special concerns confronted by Hispanic parents and
studenta. See especially: Desegregation and Educational Concerns of the His-
panic Community, 1977; Research Review of Equal Education, 1977 (#2 and #3).
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the Spanish language in school helps support the dual identity common to
minority people in a majority 1nstitution.33 Of course, it may also broaden
the horizons of majority youngsters and help educate them to life in a linguis-
tically and culturally plural society! They may not only appreciate others
more positively, but a stress on plural tradltions may also aid majority
youngsters to discover and revere their own ethnic roots and distinctive tra-
ditions . . . thus creating or publicizing a broader and more inclusive mosalc
of American life.‘34

Forehand, Ragosta, and Rock (1976) also report the importance of class-
room study projects that focus on minorities and of explicit discussions of
race-related matters in class. Numerous school systems have developed classes
focusing on human relations or intergroup relations, and a vast array of rele-
vant curriculum materials is now available for these ventures. However, not
all of these materials, and the pedagogical techniques with which they may be
utilized, have been tested or even thoughtfully developed. For instance, in
reviewing such efforts {t seems important to stress the differences between
two complementary foci: (1) the study of and appreciation of minority cultures;
and (2) the examination of, and perhaps improvement of, patterns of inter-
racial relations. Both are relevant classroom activities, both are relevant
academic content, and both can focus on the history of whites and current white
However, a sole focus on history tends to

behaviors as well as on minorities.

isolate everyone from contemporary realities; and a sole focus on minorities

33The differences between these "transitional and "maintenance” approaches

are explored in theoretical and programmatic detail in: A Better Chance to Learn:’

Bilingual-Bicultural Education, 1975; Paulston, 1977.

3l"l_‘he possibility that such inquiry and articulation may {nappropriately
emphasize differences and lead to increased ethnic and racial conflict has led
many educators to be wary of such efforts. While this may be a reasonable
concern in some circumstances, in general it reflects a consensus-agssimilative

approach to managing multicultural issues, traditions, and problems. "
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neglects the study and analysis of majority oppression, responsibility and
guilt, change potentials, etc. 1t also is apparent that not all teachers are
qualified or interested in dealing overtly with race relations in clasa. The
gtaff's own legacy of racism, and of traditional educational content and
techniques, makes a retraining program almost mandatory for such new curricula.

Another focus of attention by researchers and practitiongrs has been
classroom or- school grouping procedures. The evidence seems clear that stu-
dents of higher status backgrounds are disproportionately 1oc?ted in college
preparatory tracks, thus ensuring them a better chance at college admission
(or superior non-college job placement). Considerable argument has ensued
regarding whether these placements are primarily a function of student merit
(performance and ability, according to the consensus view), or of the school's
preferred treatment of certain ascribed groups (By economic class, race, and
sex, according to the conflict view). Since each interpretation has its roots
partly in one of the basic paradigms we have been éxploring, each contains
different implications for how to conduct research and what policy should be
derived or developed. Alexander, Cook, and McDill (1978) conclude that neither
explanation works simply and that considerable slippage exists in the assign-
ment of high school students to tracks (slippage in the sense that neither
merit alone nor ascribed status alone accounts for all track placement). Even
when students are placed in tracks primarily on the basis of prior performance,
this criterion necessarily includes the past effects of race and class back-
ground and prior school treatment of these students. Regardless of this prob-
lem of origin, the research does indicate that a central dynamic appears:
Differential tracking in secondary schools thus introduces academic
inequalities where none existed previously, and in so doing contri-
butes independently to educational and socio-economic inequalities
(1978, p. 65).

And where the economic class and race are strong differentiating elements in

track placement, these are the inequalities that are "introduced," "contributed
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to,"

or "maintained" and "advanced" by school tracking.
Two distinct programmatic trends with regard to tracking seem to he
evident: first, several cities studied in the USCCR reports indicate they

dropped tracking, noting that tracking often leads to resegregation within

the school (Stamford at the elementary level, Little Rock, and others; USCCR,

1977h, 19770). However, Forehand, Ragosta, and Rock (1976) report that

ability grouping within a classroom may not create distinct racial groups and
often appears to be educationally effective. The difference in these reports

is that heterogeneous and shifting ability grouping may permit students to

H compare and contrast themselves with close and relevant peers while also per-
| mitting mobility as appropriate. It also permits teachers to develop new forms
of instruction, ones that emphasize the educational potential of small student

workgroups and that decentralize classroom control patterns. School-wide

|

|

'} tracking systems have proven to be notoriously immobile and often "cool out"
! students into early stratification patterns that also stereotype and isolate
race and class groups. We return to a discussion of some'productive variants

of intra-classroom grouping in the next section.

Relevance of the alternative models for organizational change in desecg-

repation. Tn the attempt to create organizational changes relevant for desegre-

Their support is seen as so essential that few

|

gation, adherents of the consensus model generally suggest that changes be begun
by top managerial personnel.

|

meaningful options are taken without thefr approval. Other staff members and
community groups may then be included as collaborators. Communication and
problem-solving are seen as key resources for change.

Adherents of the conflict model stress the need to include often excluded

groups, such as parents and students, in decision making and implementing deseg-

regation. Although top leadership support is seen as useful, other sources of

&

power and legitimacy would he sought should top management not act positively. ibgt’*
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In fact, the reliance on a principal's authority is seen as evidence that
other groups are not sufficiently involved and that scholars and practitioners
both lack new models of shared authority and decision making. Communication
and involvement are not seen as especlally useful unless they lead directly to.
new programs. Power, gnd the mobilization of new sources of power by people
who care about what is happening at school, are the key resources for change.

Adherents of both models acknowledge the potent role of professional
educators. People sharing the consensus view see these staff groups as highly
respected public servants and feel experts should control most local educational
decisions. Such professionals are seen as politically disinterested and there-
fore advocates of merit and equal education for all. People sharing the con-
flict view see these professionals as agents of prevailing elites and as potent
actors in the mystification of the educational process. They often feel that
students and members of minority or poor communities must assert thelr power to
monitor and correct professionals' actions. How sﬁould students exert their
power? Adherents of the consensus view, who sée students as less than full
participants in educational decision making, usually assign them little role if
any. When students demand influence, they are usually denied, being relegated

to "having their say,"

at best, Adherents of the conflict view generally
interpret and respond to students' demands in‘othef ways, ceding legitimacy

and experimenting with student inclusion in decision making. In a number of
communities, students' responses to what they perceive as inadequate school
conditions, oppressive controls, as well as exclusion from legitimate influence

35

channels, have taken the form of vigorous protests and public demonstrations.

35Sce documentation as well as different consensus-~based or conflict-
based interpretations of these events in: DeCecco and Richards, 1974; Halleck,
1968; Rhea, 1968; Strat es for Coping with Student Disruption, 1969;
Wasserman and Reinman, 1969. 1In general, adherents of the conflict model view
protest and disruption as having positive consequences for change: old patterns
are confronted, new visions demanded, and new resources for change mobilized
and applied. Adherents of the consensus model genérally view such events as
examples of unnecessary, irvational, or expressive behavior: as polarized antag~
onigtic acts which draw energy away from positive change efforts.
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For consensus strategists, cveé-handed school rules and discipline
policies can be established by adults who care about the young entrusted to
them. For conflict strategists, students of various groups must be involved
in the generation of such rules and.in their implementatlon, if the rules are
to be fair and if youth are to feel bound by them. But it is quite rare to

see students involved in exercising authority over the formal rules and regula-

tions for their behavior in school. One of the tactics used by practitloners

operating from a consensus view has been to formulate codes of student respon-
sibility, and several courts have required them as part of the desegregation
plan. People operating from a conflict view see these attempts at "fairness"
as shallow, as reflecting only adults' views of proper student behavior.

The curriculum, too, can be analyzed in terms of its congruence with
the consensus or conflict models of school operations. IWe have already dis-
cussed the different ways bilingual programs may be secen from these two
vantage points, and the same general applications would hold for any current
treatment of multicultural or racial relations issues in school. But even
further, the entire curriculum can be examined to discover what it informs
s&udents about our society.‘ To what extent do English and social studles texts
and coﬁrsework reflect a consensus interpretation of the American experience?
To what extent do they reflect a conflict interpretation? What are the various
images regarding cultural assimilation, adaptation, separation, and pluralism
that prevail in these materials? What overt or covert messages are present in
schoﬁl procedures and programs, and in norms about fashion, language, art, and
music? If students are presented a single image of the appropriate school

culture, they are forced into a consensus, and it becomes difficult to sustain

different or conflicting traditions. Moreover, if most coursework presents theqﬂ
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with a single paradigm with which to interpret their world (usually a consensus
approach), they will be prone to use only that perspective, and to deny or
ignore other visions and explanations of reality. Whether this is approprilate
or not depends, of course, on the model of schooling and school organization
we each adopt.

Finally, adherents of the conflict and consensus models generally see the
problem of organizational resistance to change quite differently. According to
consensus theorists, much resistance to change 1ies in the natural organiza-
tional intertia of highly bureaucratic éystems. Thus, in terms of desegrega-
tion, entrenched patterns of staffing and teaching would be stressed as
problems. Since it is assumed that decisions are based on rational evaluations
of sound evidence, some resistance can be explainéd in terms of the non-
supported or ill-founded hunches and guesses that underlie some désegregagion
options. Moreover, personal lack of vision, fear, and anxiety asséciated with
a new procedure may be used to explain individual resistance to organizational
change. According to conflict theorists, such fear and anxiety certainly are
important, although these reactions would be linked to their contexts in
status interests and organizational roles. For instance, adherents of the
conflict model would stress various groups' desires to protect their own
ideology or value system and their own role and its selective organizational
advantages. Teachers or administrators would be likely to resist changes not
consistent with their ideology and their sénse of control over their role and
role environment. Thus, most principals are seen as not likely to share
decision-making with students or teachers if they perceive this ‘innovation as
altering their ability to control the school; teaqhers are not likely to
support new disciplinary regulations. 1f they perceive them as lessening their
ability to control students and the classroom. Innovations in the direction

of new curricula or norms are unlikely to be tried if they are seen to
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challenge the prevailling ideology or power of adult white professionals who
control the classroom. This analysis begins to bring us full circle, in
terms of different strategiles of organizational change. Adherents of a con-
sensus strategy, attempting to overcome inertia, psychological fears, and a
lack of information, adopt various forms of persuasion, communication, and
fear reduction. Adherents of the confiict model, attempting to overcome
resistance based upon superior power, self-interest, and alternative values,
are more likely to stress power mobilization tactics, threats, reorganization

of resources and rewards (linked to self-interest), and the like.

The Structure of Classroom Activities and Instructional Techniques

What kinds of programmatic options relevant to desegregation can take
place within the classroom? The focus on community and organizational condi-
tions assotiated with effective desegregation should not distract us from the
ultimate social locus of teaching and learning -- the classroom. As Weinberg
indicates:

Unsuccessful desegregation can be guaranteed by actilon of school

boards and central administration; under such conditions little

constructive can occur in the classroom. Given a strong and

positive policy position, however, the classroom teacher becomes

the central element (1977, p. 235).

By themselves, classroom events probably are not powerful enough to make a

‘difference in the face of community inaction and malaise or organizatilonal

inertia and resistance. But 1if community and organizational forces are sup-
portive, in word and deed, good things that happen in the classroom can make
a difference in the education of the young.

Tf what goes on in the classroom might make a difference in achieving
effective desegregation, what are the key variables we must deal with at this
level? The teacher cecrtainly: research indicates the relevance of teacher

demography, training, on-the-job socialization, attitudes and skills, etc.
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Students certainly: research indicates the relevance of the racial, economic

class and "ability" mix of students, as well as their attitudes and inter-
actions with one another. The content of the curriculun or the classroom task
certainly: we discussed aspects of this varilable in the prior section. Often

overlooked, however, are the pedagogical or instructional techniques and

modalities by which classroom social relations and academic tasks connect all
these (and other) variables. Recently, there has begun to be serjous and
competetent attention paid to the unique shape of these variables in the deseg-
regated classroom.

In this section we depart from the procedures utilized in earlier sec-
tions to discuss changes in the community or in the school organization.
Because there is such a wealth of literature on classroom dynamics, and on race
relations in the classroom, it is impossible to review this field in a reason-
able space. Rather, we will examine some exciting recent developments in
research and practice that highlight a particular subset of issues in the
classroom: pedagogical techniques focusing on raclal interaction patterns.
One of the hopes of desegregation is that it will create, in the long run, new
patterns of raclal interaction among students, and new racial patterns among
adults in the soclety at large. Another hope is that new forms of raclal inter—
action among students will lead to an improved school and community climate and
to improved outcomes of schooling for all ;tudents. Thus, both as a goal and as
a means or mechanism for attaining other goals, racial interaction in the class-
room is a key issue.

Students who are not accustomed to working/playing in wulti—racial groups
have quite "natural” ignorance, stereotypes, and often fears of members of
other races. The apparent differences in talent or skill that exist within any
clagsroom can be interpreted and/or organized in ways that reinforce stereo-

types and increase racial distance, or that challenge old views and create new
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interaction patterns. The teacher's role, as organizer and conductor of
academic and social tasks in the classroom, is critical in this regard. The
organizing techniques by which she/he carries out classroom tasks also is
crucial. The general problem is to reduce the (race or class-hased) status
inequalities created by the external or prior school environment: new class-
room structures and procedures can help. As students work with one another,
alternative means of organizing the classroom task, peer arrangements,
authority patterns, and rewards must all.be considered.

Patchen, et al., point out in thelr study of desegregation In Indfan-
apolis schools, that "among black students, participation in interracfal
cléssroom subgroups made small positive contributions to more friendly inter-
actions with whites" (a non-significant but similar trend occurred among white
students) (1977, p. 70). The authors note that the impact of. this variable
was not large, probably because there was not much emphasis or reward for
participation in such classroom group activities. Recent work by several
other teams of scholars has begun to explore and document some of the intricate
issues and tactics relevant for positive interactions in the multiracial class-
room -- gsuch as new forms of task organization and peer-group participation
in learning activities and new ways of distributing rewards.

Both Cohen and her colleagues (1973; 1976) and Aronson and his colleagues
(Aronson, et al., 1975; Blaney, et al.; 1977; Lucker, et al., 1976) have
generated a serfes of articles from a sequence of laboratory and/or field
experiments on the general topilc of positive interpersonal relations and coop-
eration in the interracial classroom., Both series of studies are based uﬁon
experimental rather than survey methodology; both have been translated into
the field rather than being "stuck' in the laboratory; and both reflect their
authors' concerns to do more than study these variables -- but to try to

create new educational enviromnments for teachers and students. They both
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proceed from erudite and careful extensions of the "contact hypothesis" in

race relations, Inquiring into and planning the social conditions that might
support equal status and anxiety-free, mutually interdependent, and tasé—
productive contact between people of different races.36

Lucker, et al., are concerned primarily with placing students in a class-
room situation where interdependent learning groups require/permit students to
teach each other, and where students derive mutual benefit from their inter-
actions. The educational task they must deal with is a "jigsaw" desipgn, where
cach student has learned one part of a total package of information in social
studies and must teach her/his part to others in the group. The authors
expect student performance to be improved because of the interdependent task
and because students work together within a 'cooperative reward structure."

The reward structure is cooperative, presumably, because the group is working
together and because no one person's grade affects any others'; however,
students take an individual test and receive personal grates.

The site for this study was several fifth and sixth grade classrooms in
Texas. Approximately 80 percent of the 300 students were Anglo. There were no
slgnificant score differences between black and Mexican-~American youngsters, so0
they were combined into a single "minority" category for analysis and reporting
purposes. The students in the interdependent classroom were pre-tésted for
general recading skills and social studies knowledge, worked in these jigsaw-

designed groups for two weeks (45 minutes a day in four- to six-person groups),

36The "contact hypothesis" has a long and distinguished history in race
relations. Basically, it assumes prejudice is in part created (or maintained
and exacerbated) by a lack of fruitful contact between members of different
races, or by a form of contact that reinforces white dominance and minority
subordinance. Interventions baged on this "hypothesis" seek to create equal-
status contacts between majorities and minorities, contacts that are sustatned,
intimate, cooperative, marked by task and skill equality, pleasant and positive,
and supported or rewarded by the surrounding institution (Amir, 1976).
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and then took a content-oriented post-test. The teachers of the interdependent
classrooms were given special training in how to facilitate cooperative student
learning.

The results demonstrate to the authors' satisfaction that students,
especially and primarily winority students, performed better on the social
studies post-test in the interdependent classrooms than in the traditional
(control) classes. Anglos' performance did not suffer, but their performance
was not particularly facilitated via this grouping program. Other studies by
this group indicate that Anglos also may improve their cross-ethnic perceptions,
and that minorities do gain in self-confidence under these conditions (Blaney,
et al., 1977).

Cohen, et al., are primarily concerned with placing students in situations
where they can produce and maintain interracial status equality, a situation
wherein whites do not dominate the interracial social interaction system. Thelr

prior research indicates that such situations require: a collective task,

minorities percelived as competent, and minorities contributing instrumentally to

task success. In order to create this situation, they have developed a program

t

of "expectancy training," whereby they provide special training to minority

.members who then teach skills to whites (the hope is that the training and its

classroom aftermath will alter the success/failure-related expectancies hoth
white and minorities have). The authors created a special summer school pro-
gram where students could study together, a Learning Center. Subsequent to
gpecilal training, both experimental (expectancy training) and control (Learning
Center) students entered a classroom phase in which they engaged in a variety
of collaborative learning tasks. The authors expected students to create and
maintain new patterns of social relations because they englneered the situation
"to prevent the development of a status order based on perceived academic

ability, a status order which would be closely related to the raclal status

"
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order" (Colien, et al., 1976, p. 50). Students worked in four-person groups on
a task that was simulated and that was fully cooperative. The collective
product of the group, rather than individual performance, was stressed in allo-
cating rewards.

The site for this study was a specially created summer school in a west
coast city. Some 145 10-13 year olds volunteered to participate in the
Learning Center or expectancy conditions. Approximately 55 percent of the
students were black. A post-test of the group task was administered after the
expectancy training and Learning Center conditions, and again after the four-
week classroom phase of the summer school. Videotapes of group interactions
were scored to assess which students dominated group interaction; self-report
instruments were administered to students; and teachers rated student inter-
action patterns.

The results demonstrate to the authors' satigfaction that equal status
fnteraction patterns had been created as a result of expectancy training . . .
that is, whites did not dominate group interactions. But not only were white-
dominant patterns reduced, in some circumstances the expectancy training con-
dition showed black-dominant patterns. The effects of these treatments were
maintained through the classroom phase of the summer school.

To a certain extent these two sets of studies are quite comparéblé and
complementary, and several interesting themes spring from considering them
together. TFirst, both teams of authors make it quite clear, in their reviews
of prior work, in thelr own prior work, and in these studies, that new class-
room options must be developed if we are to make pfogteas in desegregated
schooling. Collective and interdependent learning tasks, more nearly equal
status systems, and fewer or non-competitive reward structures are among the

key elements noted in tandem. Of course, other classroom restructuring may

. be needed (as 1in curriculum, teacher authority, and elsewhere), but these three
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are clearly demonstrated. Under these circumstances, each student may have
a unique contribution to make to group learning and performance; thus more
plural forms of peer evaluation and respect can be generated. If many different
dimensions of achievement are rewarded in class, individual and group differen-
ces may be seen in less monolithic and more truly plural terms, especially when
different students become "experts” in information needed by all. Eventually,
such pluralistic norms may be expanded to include divergent social and affective
styles and relations, as well as academic skills and roles. If task expertise
is one form of power, and most soclal scientists do treat it as such, these
innovations can create new status and power relationships among student:s.37

In most classrooms, student tasks and outcomes are mediated by grading
systems (rewards) that are individuated; that is, intermediate rewards are
delivered on an individual basis, presumably for individual work. For some
ohservers, these traditional ways of organizing academic tasks and rewards
appear to implement a general consensus on the nature of individual achievement

and peer-related behaviors; when administered "fairly,"

everyone has an equal
chance for meritorious reward. Others view these work pntter;s as creating
conformity to a narrow range of academic and social values and skills, promot-
ing student obedience to the teacher as rewarder, and engendering peer compe-
tition and conflict over gains of critical rewards»38

Michaels, especially,indicates in his review of the relation between

classroom reward structures and achlevement:

37The notion that task expertise is one base of interpersonal power was
developed by French and Raven (1959) and has been extended empirically to the
classroom by Jamieson and Thomas (1974),

38As Ashmore (1970) notes, the contact hypothesis (refined by him to a
concept of '"shared coping") indicates "that contact in situations that involve
competition does not cause a reduction in prejudice" (p. 319). To the contrary,
it may raise the threat level so as to increase hostile or negative racial
stereotyping and interactions.
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An obvious shortcoming of individual reward structures (individual
reward structures as well as competition) . . . is their relative
ineffectiveness in strengthening such group process variables as
collaboration and coordination, interpersonal attraction, and
positive attitudes toward achievement (1977, p. 96).

When the classroom 13 as hierarchical as the school, with one teacher working
with 25 to 30 individual learners, the student role is relatively passive, and

there are minimal opportunities for peer learning interactions. Both.the

potentials for conflict as well as positive growth involved in such transac-

tions are muted. The studies reported here provide concrete evidence and

illustrations of some "whys" and "hows' of altering these teacher-student and

student-student interactions. .

Second, the line of argument and evidence developed lhere is related to k
significant prior and contemporary research on the organizational structure of
clagssroom tasks, and especially to the relevance of these structures to race
relations. Similar efforts by ﬁeigel, et al., (1975); Johnson and Johnson
(1974; 1975); and Slavin and his colleagues (DeVries and Edwards, 1974; Slavin,
1977; Slavin, 1978) all support this general thrust. The Slavin team, in
pa;ticular, has experimented with an easily adoptable/adaptable series of

classroom "games," including Teams-Games-Tournaments and Student Teams-Achieve-

ment Division, in order to group youngsters and generate tasks that reduce
historic forms of academic competition and stereot&ping. Although most of the
reported research concentrates on elementary and middle (or junior high)
schools, there is no reason to expect that these techniques and structural re-
arrangements would not also be succesaful at the senior high level. Of course,
positive results are not guaranteed, and the creation of equal status relations
out of prior inequality is no easy task; but it does appear that it can be done.
Third, both authors demonstrate that it is possible to move from the
lahoratory to the field setting, and some ways of‘engineering the move are

illustrated. This is a welcome addition to the spate of research studies that

~—

- 95 -

utilize a single method of inquiry and that overemphasize correlative analysea
of large sets of survey data. These gross quantitative emphases often present
a static analysis of organizational inputs and outcomes and seldom focus upon a
unique intervention, or on the micro-processes that distinguish one educational
practice from another. Moreover, the use of a field-based inquiry method has
required these researchers to create interventions that really do fit some of
the realities of everyday schooling, and not simply the experimental psycholo-
gist's image of interesting laboratory variations.

Fourth, both studies raise the question of just how far one can go In re-
structuring the peer racial interaction system without restructuring the entire
classroom, and just how far restructuring the classroom can go without altering
the organizational structure of the school. For instance, the schools Lucker
and hls colleagues worked in tolerated the individuated but non-competitive
reward structure; would they have accepted a truly collective reward structure
such as Cohen used?

In our view, hers 18 far more appropriately titled non-

competitive than his. But would the school have bought 1t? What else would
have to be arranged for teachers to adopt such norms of collaborative achieve~-
ment? Would it have been used in "hard" courses other than the "soft" social
studies? What organizational supports are required for equal status relations
and reorganized power relations among students to be sustained outside the
innovative classroom? Would other students not involved in this experiment
accept or sabotage these forms of peer interactions? Would educators and other
adults be able to adapt to these new patterns'in interracial relations? It is
not likely that these new classaroom structures can be isolated or encapsulated
in one classroom or in one corner of the school. TIf they are succesaful, the
results will penetrate classroom barriers and must impact on the rest of the
school. And they are not likely to be successful without support from other .

aspects of the school organization . . . from the patterns of staffing,

e & e b
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authority, curricula, rules and regulations, etc., discussed in the prior
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section. As we indicated. in Weinberg's introductqry quote to this section
(p. 87), classroom changes are not likely to be constructive in and of them-
selves without corollary changes throughout the school organization. In gene-
ral, the attempt to alter status and power relations (and especially the latter)
is a major alternative to the reliance on increased interracial communication,
"contact" andxcollaborative tasks alone. As such, it appears most consistent
with the conflict model of changes needed during the desegregation and re-raises
many of the strategic and programmatic choices discussed earlier in this paper.

Fifth, what kinds of systematic retraining of teachers, and pairing of
majority-minority teachers and administrators, must be implemented for these
interracial gains to be maintained over time within the embracing structure of
the school? Not all teachers and/or administrators possess the attitudes and
skills required to promote these instructional strategies. For instance,
Gerard and Miller (1975) note the relationship between low teacher prejudice
and positive 1nterraci§l relations in class; they also indicate that teachers
who were lower iun prejudice were more likely to be associated with the use of
teaching techniques emphasizing interracial "contact" in class. In his review
of organizational changes required for effective integration, Orfield (1975)
constantly stresses the need for teacﬁers to teach in new ways, and the need
for in-service training programs to help this occur. This stress is still
most appropriate!

These two studies (and the related efforts of other authors noted here)
are exciting precisely because they break new ground in identifying complex
and intricate patterns of classroom interaction that must be altered and have
been shown to be alterable. They also point to untresolved issues in the basic
structure and process of the classroom and school huilding, and in the kinds of

organizational changes that must be explored. As Cohen notes:
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Non-competitive social structure with emphasis on group rather

than individual accountability 1s shown as a feasible classroom N

arrangement . . . production of equal status conditions is a

necessary but not a sufficient condition for the improvement of

black achievement in the desegregated . . . The revisilon of

the classroom social structure . . . has implication for the

eventual re-design of classrooms in a total academic program of

an integrated school (1976, p. 57). ’

In our prior discussion of the velationship between cfforts to nlter the
organizational structure of schools and the surrounding community context, we
stressed ways in which the community was either a limiting or liberating
factor. The difference lies 1n one's conception of the appropriate or feasible
relationship between the organizatjon and the community: and these conceptions
differ according to the paradigm employed. Adherents of the consensus paradigm
stress independence and professional autonomy within the classroom as well as
professional direction to the entire school's and community's educational
activities. Adherents of the conflict paradigm stress the school's dependence
on the community and the need for previously unempowered school and community
groups to help direct the course of professionals' activities. Although Cohen
notes, and we agrce, that classroom change has implications for the entire
school structure, it is not easy to translate these implications into new
practices. Why? According to some, especlally adherents of the counsensus
model, other staff members would have to be carefully convinced; and problems
of inertia as well as lack of skill would no doubt intervene to impede rapid
dissemination. According to adherents of the conflict model, other staff
members with contrary values (and perhaps students as well) would resiat and
perhaps even sabotage these innovative efforts. Moreover, tcachers' interests
in maintaining their strong control over the internal environment of the class-
room would move some to resist all departures from a highly controlling pedagogy
of transmission of information and socialization norms. A variety of tactics of

organizational and individual change will have to be considered in attempting to

implement new classroom procedures on a large scale.

-
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Attitudes and Actions of Individuals

Is everyone prepared for desegregation? Are educators, students,
parents, and the general citizenry ready to help implement desegregation in
ways that are likely to be effective? What kinds of changes in the attitudes
and actions of individuals involved in desegregated schooling are possible or
productive? Further, what kinds of procedures have been or can be developed
to help individuals alter their values and behaviors in desegregated school and
comnunity settings? The new programs and changes we have discussed throughout
this paper —-- changes in communities, organizational structure of schools, and
classrooms —- require corollary changes in the ways individuals within the
school system go about their daily jobs. Major organizational changes will not
persevere long unless the'personnel administering such changes find and practice
new ways of thinking, feeling, and acting.

The degree of personal change required for desegregation 1s a matter of

debate, based partly on what attitudes and skills we think people currently hold,

and what personal attributes and actions we think appropriate or necessary for

desegregation to be successful. For instance, reconsider the discussion of

public opinion data presented on page 44. Do these data indicate general commu-

" nity support? They may at the.level of verbal responses to questions, but that

does not necessarily guarantee that individuals can or will act on those reported
attitudes in wnyé that create positive schooling procedures and outcomes (or even
that they know how to act in ways congruent with their values). Individuals may
hold conflicting or competing attitudes and values and may act on different ones
in different situations. Moreover, how much attitudinal support for desegrega-
tion must someone have in order to work effectively in a desegregated setting?
What behaviors are relevant? Must a teacher value minority students positively
in order to teach them? Do we care about parents' and students' attitudes

regarding desegregation so long as they send their young (or go themselves) to
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desegregated schools? Although there are many unanswered questions in this
regard, we all probably can agree that desegregation is most likely to be
successful if people feel, think, and behave in ways congruent with and support-
ive of this agenda.

One way of identifying targets of indlvidual change more specifically is
in terms of those aspects of persons (attitudes and actions) that can be altered,
and that thereby might affect the course of successful desegregatlon. A useful
list could include:

1. new information and ideas . . . about society, the community, and the
school; about one's own self-interest in the long run; about race and
sex and class relations; about the process of desegregation and educa—
tion; about the possible directions and strategles of change.

~

2. new values and attitudes . . . about people of other races, sexes, or

soclal classes; about new educational designs; about one's own role

in making changes.

3. new feelings . . . about oneself; about one's relation to friends,
families, and peers; about fear, anger, and risk.

4. new skills or behaviors . . . in teaching, managing, and learning; in
making changes in organizations and communities; in working with other
people, especlally people of other races, sexes, and social classes;
in performing new roles, or old roles in new ways; in coping with
conflict (Chesler, 1971).

Of course, none of these items is likely to stand alone; they are highly inter-
related: new information may be required in order for people to generate alter-
native behaviors, altered values may flow from successful’ experiences with new
roles, new behaviors and values may generate different feelings, etc,

1f we agree that changes should occur in the attitudes and actions of

individuals involved in desegregation, what are the mechanisms by which such
change can be brought about? For Instance, if we think change can be brought
about in a voluntary and self-directing manner, we will proceed in certain ways.
According to adherents of the consensus model of change, individuals generally

can recognize their own value inconsistencies or skill gaps and willingly enter

retraining programs that can help them adapt better to and perform more effec-
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tively in a new situation. Thus, voluntary retraining programs or educa-
tional efforts make the best sense. According to adherents of the conflict
model of change, however, this willingness is not reliable. Persons whose
attitudes or behavior must change for desegregated schooliné to succeed may
not know that, or may not agree with this diagnosis. Thus, voluntary programs
that acknowledge resistance, or even involuntary training programs, may be the
answer. In addition, organizational mechanisms (norms, standards of perfor-
mance, criteria for rewards) which require persons to behave in certain ways
may be instituted. Then the individual can decide whether he or she wishes to
ablde by such directives, wants to change, wants help (education/training) in
changing, wants to leave the organization, etc.

Kelman (1961) has distinguished among several different kinds or processes
of personal/attitudinal change, and his discussion is relevant to the issues
raised here. One process of change 1s called compliance; it occurs when a
person adopts an altered public attitude or behavior pattern because he or she
is forced to. Private attitudes may not change in this process, and behaviors
may revert to former modes when constraining authority is out of sight, but
when someone with power is checking, change occurs. Another process 1s called
identification, wherein a person alters attitudes and actions willingly because
of allegiance to important ﬁeers or authorities -~ allegiance or identification
wlth others, not coercion, 18 the key mechanism. A third process 1s called
internalfization; it occurs when a person fully intergates an altered attitude
or behavior pattern into her or his personal value system and adopts it com-
pletely as congruent with other personal values and bchaviors. Our preferences
for various processes of change (or hunches about what is possible) probably
are related to our assumptions regarding consensus, and conflict and the general
role of constraint in human interactions.

If willing and voluntary internali-~

zation or identificatiog‘yoes not appear possible, compliance may still be
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effective; but compliance obviously requires the use of organizational require-
ments or standards for behavior and appropriate constraints.

The attempt to utilize any of these processes can bencflt from the large
body of research available on attitudes and attitude change, especially that
research focussing on change in racial attitudes.39 Several authors argue
convincingly that change efforts must begin with an understanding of the personal
psychological functions of racial attitudes (Katz, 1960), or of their acquisition
and maintenance (Ashmore and Del Boca, 1976). For instance, 1f we analyze racial
views as an expression of ego-needs, or a symptom of personality balancec/
imbalance, semi-therapeutic approaches to change probably are most relevant. If
we analyze them as a function of misinformation or ignorance, information and
education campaigns seem most relevant. 1If we analyze them as a response to
learned patterns of compliance to peer cultures, to values supported by familles,
friends, and neighbors, alterations in one's stance toward peers' expectations,
or even transformations of the entire peer culture, may make good sense. 1In
tﬁls view, we could not very effectively abstract any person from the rest of
the soctal and community environment within which her or his values and attitudes
arc embedded, reinforced, etc. If we analyze racial views (or behaviors) as a
function of a lack of knowledge and experience in a multi-ractal situation,
learning new interpersonal or work-related skills and the successful experience
of interacting differently with minority members seems quite relevant. .Constant
feedback to people on the ways their behaviors affect others (how tenchers' acts

impact on student performance, how administrative policies impact on teachers'

options or feelings, etc.) may be a powerful tool for self-corrective insight and

391t is beyond our purpose to examine these fascinating issues of attitu-
dinal analysis and change tactics in much detall here; they obviously are deserv-
ing of more adequate research in large-scale organizational change and personnel
training programs. Laboratory experiments on attitude change and apeculations
drawn from analyses of survey data have beén useful beginnings, but need to be
extended into actual change programs.

s
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action. To the extent th;t whites' attitudes toward minorities are a result
of perceptions of threat to thelr instrumental interests (jobs, traditional
ways of teaching, safety), information or experiences that reduce or reinter-
pret these percefved threats may be most useful.ao

Any discussion of white attitudes and actions must consider the possi-
bility that these individual attributes are determined strongly by the nature
of organizational realities -- norms, status systems, rewards, authorities'
éxpectations, etc. To the extent that the school organization rewards and
reinforces discriminatory behavior, or passively accepts or overlooks it, no
individual change effort will succeed unless the organization changes -~ and
changes first! This analysis would place priority on the issues and options
developed in prior sections of this paper. It in no way obviates the need for
personal change efforts but does stress the importance of organizational and
societal factors in producing and maintaining individual behavior patterﬁs.
A comprehensive analysis could well integrate all these analytic principles
into an understanding of the individual, organizational, and societal condi-
tions that create a vast web of Institutional racism, a web only partly
attackable via approaches that concentrate on individuals' attitudes and
actions.

Since individuals obviously are embedded in organizational structures
and procedures, it is not reasonable to expect people to alter their behaviors

unless there is support and reward for altered behavior in the social networks,

organizational structures, and institutional ethos that surround them.

aoMcConaghy and Hough (1976) argue that over and above such instrumental
views, many whites harbor "symbolic racism,” negative attitudes of a general
character that are not tied to psychic disorder, threat, etc. Such views are
part of the normative order of our society and constitute a residue of racial
belief that probably only can change over a long period of time and as a
result of major changes in our culture and symbol systems. Chesler (1976)
identifies several other scholarly themes which see racist attitudes and actions
as "normal" and deeply embedded in the American culture and social structure.
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Unfortunately, the literature (and practice) on individual change does not
provide much good evidence .on how organizations can induce or constrain members
to behave in new ways during school desegregation. All social organizations do
induce or constrain member behaviors; without it industrial production, social
services, and other essential outcomes would falter. But this wisdom In
generating organizational compliance seldom has been applied to racinl processes
. « . generally we prefer to see changes in racfal attitudes and behaviors as
voluntary and unconstrained activities, as opposed to the constraints assumed
necessary in other aspects of American life. Obviously there 1s a well devel-
oped technology of securing staff cooperation on any organizational agenda, and
it can be extended to apply to school desegregation efforts. For Instance, it
certainly is possible to build an organizational consensus in support of change:
it is every bit as possible for organizations to control and counstrain members'
actions. Organizational authoritles can monitor fndividuals' racial behavior
in much the same way they monitor narrower aspects of task performance.
Moreover, community members could develop, or could be included In the develop-
ment of, school monitoring programs (see our discussion on p. 55) that hold the
teaching and administrative staff accountable for thelr actlons in promoting
effective desegregation. Organizational norms and rewards systems may be
altered in ways that constrain and/or promulgate certain attitudes and actions,
and peer group standards and pressures can be reorganized so as to support
positive racial and educaétonnl practices.

Although these are impartant priorities, avd these approaches could
supplement any training program, they are almost neglected in scholarship and
practical suggestions for change. There 1s substantially greater evidence
available on training programs that focus primarily on altering ifndividual

wt

attitudes and actions, generally separated from attempts to alter the organiza-

tional context or support system.
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Training/Educational Programs for School Members. Just what is the

extent and impact of in-service training programs for educators, or for related
programs directed toward students and community members? It sometimes seems

that every major school system, aided by most universities and all General
Assistance Centers, constantly are conducting desegregation training programs.

Tn several court cases involving desegregation, federal judges have included
mandatory staff training as part of their remedy. The United States Commission
on Civil Rights indicates that at least 23 of the 79 case studies prepareﬁ for
thelr report demonstrate some kind of staff training program (FLSL, 1976, p. 131).

The Southern Schools Report (1973) indicated teacher in-service programs in 84

percent of the districts receilving Emergency School Assistance Program funds.
Coulson, et al., (1977) indicate that over 50 peréent of the elementary and
secoudary staff included in their survey of ESAA-funded districts experienced
in-service tralning focused on the teaching of reading and math: approximately
one third of the staffs received training focused on cultural enrichment or
intergroup relations 1ssues. However, most of these programs reported in
Coulson, et al., were of short duration, with 10 hours of training or less.
ﬁhat can be done in 10 hours? What kinds of assumptions about individual
change targets or processes would expect 10 hours to make a difference?
Orfield (1975) has suggested that in-service programs should focus
especially on altering ideas and skills. And Coulson, et al,, (1976) reports
that in the ESAA schools, in-service training programs focusing on instructional
techniques or skills in teaching math and reading were far more popular than
programs focusing on teachers' awarencss of intergroup relations. Consiéer,
for instance, the following table which indicates the objectives of various

staff development programs (adapted from Coulson, 1976, p. vi-21):
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Characteristics of Staff Development Programs

Program Objectives:

Increase teacher awareness of cultural differences

Tmprove teaching of remedial reading or math

Improve intergroup relations between teachers and students

Encourage Innovative techniques

Improve teaching of students with different racial/ethnic backgrounds

Program Activities:

Group discussions

Inservice workshops

Seminars, lectures
It is unclear from the wording of the first item whether increasing "awareness"
emphasizes ideas or feelings, but all the other items focus on skills. Such
foci can be expected to meet the least resistance and to be translated most
directly into changes in classroom events. Our own experience, however, 1is that

developing new skills is not a usefyl long—tefm change strategy unless ideas and

attitudes and feelings also are explored. Then there is a greater possibility

of internalization of change, as compared with solely compliance (Kelman, 1958).
Of course, the reverse is true as well; there 1s little payoff for new staff
ideas and attitudes unless they can be translated into practical skills in
interpersonal and pedagoglical behaviors.

And who are the relevant individuals whose attitudes and actions must
change during desegregation? Essentially all parties fovolved -- administrators,
teachers, counselors and ancillary school personnel, students, parents, other
citizens and community members, pollicy makers in the community, etc. Everyone
soclalized in systems of racial separation and everyone conditioned to historic
patt;rns of domination-subordination, must be considered as a potential target
of change. Anyone considering an active role in the community, organizational

and classroom settings, or programs discussed heretofore probably will necd to
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learn new skills and behaviors. 1t may be most important, however, for changes
to occur in high power figures, such as administrators, civic leaders, influen-
tial parents, and public officials. As people with power change, they may be
able to alter the organizations they direct and guide.

Unfortunately, it appears that most training programs that focus on
individuals involved in desegregation have dealt with teachers as the target of
change. As front-line workers, as staff members with the primary responsibility
for interacting with youth, they certainly are an appropriate target: just as
certainly they are not the only appropriate target. Although the reports pre-
pared for the USCCR indicate that most school systems studied had some kind of
staff retraining program, only seven included administrators; four tncluded
parents or local business leaders; and only four included counselors and other
school staff members. Several of these school systems established programs that
included teachers, adm¥nistrators, parents, and students together (Tulsa, Wichita,
Ogden), and some included bus drivers and custodial personnel as well (Nashville-

Davidson, Waterloo).

Who runs or directs these training programs? What resources are ;ritical?
The search for expert consultants and/or instructors for race relations training i
programs has led to several alternative resource bases. Some systems have util- '
ized external consultants, especially from fedecrally sponsored General Assistance
Centers. Others 'have sought help from local universities and schools of educa-
tion, notwithstanding the evidence that these same institutions provided initial
teacher tralning and helped create generations of teachers poorly prepared to
deal with interracial classrooms and schools. Llocal agencies, such as Urban
Coalitions, Civil Rights Commigsions, and community groups of varlous sorts nlfo
often provide experts who help in school change programs, And some school

systems have utilized a two-step model, wherein staff members who have recelved

gome sort of ecxternal training create an instructional cadre to pass on these new
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ideas and skills to others within the system (USCCR, 1977f). 1In this case, it
is critical that staff members involved in peer instruction be provided with
substantigl organizational support. Otherwise, other staff members may resist
their efforts as a power play, unrelated to system-wide priorities and concerns.

General Assistance Centers often are able to provide such resources to
school systems without costs; their federal mandate and funds usually include
available services. Other agencles may cost the school system money, and then
decisions must be made about funding priorities. Proposals to federal or state
agencies, or in some cases to local business interests, may provide external
funds. On occasion, a school system will fund such programs out of internal
disbursements. Costs include not only the services of instructional experts or
"trailners," but also released time for staff members attending such events, pay-
ment for time of parents and students, materials and facllities, etc.

Although training programs appear to be legion, we have relatively few
well-documented descriptions or evaluatlons: of these efforts. As a result, we
know little about whether retraining produces positive changes in program recip-
ients, and even less about whether these changes result in new outcomes for
students and communities. The lack of detailed program description means that
even when we do have evidence of change, we often do not know how and why 1t
came about -- what retraining tactics and/or targets worked?

There are a few large-scale studies available of the general impact of

teacher retrailning., For instance, the Southern Schools Report (1973) indicates

that approximately 50 percent of the elementary and secondary teachers involved
in training events felt that they were valuable. Spccifically, at least half of
the participants felt:

it changed their teaching techniques

they learned about discipline

they learned about Intergroup relations “
they learned to be less afraid of other ethnic groups ’
they learned about handling heterogeneous classes

they learned about minority history (30 percent)

they learned about teaching reading (only 20 percent at the secondary level)
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This general finding is repeated in man} rteports of 1oca1'training events. Of
course, it 1s inadequate to rely solely on participants' self-reports as evalua-
tions of change programs, but it is helpful and hopeful to know that well over
half of the participants did not feel openly resistant or negative about their
experience. As noted, there is little sound evidence of the ways such training
programs may "pay off" in terms of student outcomes -- or of what training
specifics led to what outcomes.['l

It would be useful to have a national assessment of the kinds and extent
of in-service training programs conducted as a part of desegregation efforts.
Then maybe we could discover which foci, with whiéh mix of resources, make a
difference in the life of the school. Good c?aluntions of in-service programs
are extremely hard to come by; most evaluative efforts are poorly funded,
quickly done, with locally derived post measures (sometimes even pre-post) of
attitudes toward students, race relations, or even the training program itself,
Little long-term evaluation of the impact of training on teachers' classroom
activities is avallable, let alone evaluation of the impact on ccmﬁunity and
organizational j_nnv:w:ll:ionz:'..1’2 The overwhelming assumption seems to be that
individual changes in ideas, feelings, or skills can be translated into new
practices and outcomes, without altering the interpersonal context or organiza-

tional structure within which educators operate. But the same organization that

élNo; no evidence, but little concrete detailed evidence. Some indications

exist in both the Southern Schools Report (1973) and the Coulson, et al., (1977)
study that teacher training programs were associated with more racially tolerant
teacher attitudes and/or improved student racial attitudes. At .this point, how-
ever, we cannot be sure whether those effects are really the outcomes of success-
ful training, of the self-selection process whereby only certain teachers or
schools participated In training, or other organizational conditions unrelated to
training.

42Arguing that traloing programs in general are good is a bit like arguing
that desegregation in general is good , . . both positions ignore the reality
that many things are done in the name of training or of desegrepation, and that
such change efforts are good only under certain conditilons, for certain outcomes.
Under other conditions, with other components, far other outcomes, they may be
irrelevant$ or worse, they may have negative impact,
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supported non-innovative teaching may well frustrate attempts to teach in
innovative ways. Of course, it is easler to retrain teachers, or to create and’
operate programs designed for this purpose, than to change the organization of
schooling. Fdnds can be allocated, experts hired, meetings held, and a training
program accomplished. A history of research suggests, however, that retrained
individuals re~entering a stable organization will rather quickly revert to
established practices: that is, unless new organizational procedures and struc-
tures are employed to reinforce and encourage new behaviors,

Relevance of the Alternative Models for Individual Change in Desegregation,

Scholars and practitioners adhering to the consensus strategy of individual
change in desegregation usually stress retraining programs involving attitude
change and skill development, some of which focus on educational and racial rela-
tionships, others on interpersonal styles and anxieties, and others on teachers'
needs for information. Atéempts to increase problem-solving skills, including
diagnostic and data feedback efforts, and new teaching technologiecs, are also
congruent with this approach. Tn addition to retraining progr&ms, authorities’
and peers' use of persuasion, reflective conversation, feedback, and modelling
processes are common tactics. Generally, the assumption is made that people of
good will wish to make their own and others' lives better if they know what has
to be done and how to do it.

Those adhering to the conflict stratepy of individual change also utilize

retraining programs, but usually stress that educators' participation should be
held accountable to or monitored by consumer groups.’ New ideans and Iinformation
are important, especially if they ralse consclousness and challenge consensus
assumptions about school and society. The development of new ways of teaching
is important, but so are Improvements in community members' skills in organizing
others, running campaigns, generating power bases, and managing negotiations. ut

Other skills needed by students and parents, as well as educators, include:

e
e

[ . Sty
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changing target individuals or organizations via embarrassment and harassment,
via evidence of racism or incompetence, or via mobilization of threat and
power. In addition to retraining programs, organizational pressures such as
coercive rules and regulations, accountability procedures, and the allocation
of rewards for new behaviors are preferred tactics for creating individual

change.

1V. CONCEPTUAL MODELS AND IMPLEMENTATION EFFORTS: CONCLUSIONS

This review of school desegregation research and actfon programs indicates
the popularity of a pattern of assumptions generally consistent with the consen-
s;s model of schools and school change. Those practices most likely to have
been suggested and implemented seem to assume a general readiness for change in
the school and community and a reservoir of professional and citizen good will.
Moreover, practices and programs that fit either model seem to have been imple-
mented rather consistently in ways that éssume the workings of a general
consensus supporting desegregation. Thus, it sccmg clear that the conflict
paradigm has been under-utilized in responding to a range of issues, problems,
and opportunities encountered during desegregation. This is by no means startl-
ing, considering how much of the planning and implementation of desegregation
has rested 1in the hands of professional educators -- largely white educators
as well.

In a similar vein, Collins and Noblit conclude their summary of the recent
literature on desegregation as follows:

.+ . it appears that generally only those researchers that are

critical of the institution are significantly concerned with

community conflict, factionallsm, decislon-making, and the role

of elites in interracial school processes. Those who are not

critical of the institution simply do not seem to ask questions

about the community, expect in terms of deficiencies of its inhab~

itants and/or the technical problems they create for the school
(1976, p. 99-100).
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These observations take us back to earlier comments about the ideological
commitments of educational practitioners and some soclal sclentists and how
these commitments shape research, theory, and action alternatives.

We need not make a case here for the "better fit" of the conflict model,
except to say that desegregation is indeed a major community and organizational
conflict and that it sparks and surfaces secondary conflicts within and be-
tween communities, organizations, and individunls. With that reality in mind,
either the consensus or conflict model (or a mix thereof), undertaken self-
consciously, could help direct inventive scientists and practitioners to
useful new ideas and programs. The problem of the "accuracy” of a model 1is
probably not as important as the "function'" it serves for the user, because
either model may "fit," depending on the issue, the situation, and actors’
roles, resources, and ideologies. But the current skew in thinking and planning
about desegregation is dangerous, and it has major disadvantages for the breadth
and clarity of thought and program.

We need more sclentific analyses that stem from and that explore the full
meaning of the conflict model applied to desegregation and social change. And
we neced more detailed thinking and planning about cducntlonn]‘nnd communi ty
programs that are consistent with the conflict approach., Then we all will have
a better set of choices to make, ones which may fit more people's underlying
assumptions and preferences regarding the future of schools and race relations
. . . ones which also may fit better with current realities. Without some
greater degree of public clarity, we all may get lost in rapidly shifting con-
ceptions of reality, political alignments, and local options. And wlthout more
conscious attention to alternative models, we (scholars, practitioners, policy-
makers) may become victims of a limited set of assumptions made by ourselves
or others. at

Work on school desegregation initially focussed on how to implement court

NP
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ordc}s to move youngsters physically from one educational setting to another.
Th; second generation problem of what to do with these interracial groups of
atudents to 1nsure a high-quality interracial learning enviromment, integration,
soon followed. Ahead of us lle fivemajor new tasks. First, given the major
difficulties encountered in moving toward high-quality interracial learning

environments, we need to learn how to implement our best guesses, hunches,

research findlngs, or praxis lessons about what it is important to do with

youngsters in a desegregated school. Second, we need to think and plan more

clearly about how to bring about change in adults -- parents, teachers, adminis-

trators, and others -- who make decisions about the community and organizational
context within which desegregation occurs. The continuing focus on how to
change youngsters is a basic cxtension of the function of education, but young-

sters will not change unless these other soclal systems are altered as well,

Third, we need to focus more attention on changing the organizational struc-

tures and procedures that provide the context for schooling of all sorts, and

for desegregated schooling in particular. This focus includes attention to
classroom operations as well as to support systems between the school and the
community. Fourth, current urban realities point to the need to manage desegre-

gation within new constraints and limits not realized in the early 1950s. Such

constraints lnclude“limits on desegregation plans imposed by economic class
factors In schooling, by demographic transitions and housing segregation in
urban centers, and by progressively shrinking urban resources in the public as
Fifth, we need to think and plan more clearly how to

well as private sector.

tie desegregation into other agendas for community and social system change,

We may not yet be able to plan the kinds of grand political and economic changes
that might alter the course of racial injustice and inequality in America, nor
But we

may we yet be able to alter the fundamental character of our schools,

must find ways of relating to this larger agenda, and of utilizing the human

|
|
.
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resources llberated by these other social movements. Unless we do this, deseg-
regation will continue to be carried out in a manner insulated from other and
larger issues in social change.

It remains to be seen how changes such as those discussed here (and else-
where) come about -- how are ‘they introduced and adopted? Obviously, some of
the most important, provocative, and/or promising programs have not been
implemented on a broad scale. Why? TIs their non-use due to a problem of a
lack of knowledge, in which case reviews of social scientific knowledge may be
useful? Is thelr non-implementation due to a lack of good will, in which case
creative problem-solving activities, increased interracial interactions, and
appeals to democratic values might be useful? Is their non-implementation a
problem of lack of skill on the part of leadership groups (and perhaps minority
or community groups), in which case workshops, skill training events, or the

intervention of expert socfal and educational planners might be useful? 1Is

their non-implementation a problem of value confuslon or dissensus. in which

case clarificatlon, tolerance of differences, or the development of overarching
norms among school staffs and student/community groups might be useful? Ts their

non-implementation due to a lack of power and resources, in which case litigation,

the organization of establishment resources, and the mobilization of alternative
(or counterestablishment) power bases might be useful?

In a recent article, Pentler also has lamented the state of implementation
of desegregation plans, and addressed the academic community's involvement, or
lack thereof, as follows:

The educational policy lliterature on urban school desegregation

tends to neglect the factors of planning and implementation . . .

factors that account for four-fifths of the variance in policy

success or failure, account for less than one-fifteenth of our

professional attention (1978, p. 72).

He explains this trend in terms of the lack of rewards available to scientists ..

who do get involved in action efforts, and to the academic tendency to armchair

bl
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theorizing and/or distant modes of evaluation and research. From our own
point of view, part of the reason also lles in the scholarly commitment to

' and "what 18" is often dismal, unproductive, and non-

studying the "what is;’
visionary forms of urban race relations and education. Positive images of the
future will not spring from this turf. Rather than jettisoning this approach

' and

completely, however, we need to exert more energy studying "what might be,'
on understanding how to design and implement these alternative futures. Then
we could provide more adequate information regarding the school and community
mechanisms by which effective desegregation and positive outcomes for students,
staffs, and communities may be produced.

Tn all probability, each reader's own answer(s) to the question of imple-

mentation (multiple answers are permissible, to be sure) may reflect her or his

" current stance on the conflict and consensus models of schools and school change.

They also may reflect her or his stance on the nature and roots of educators'

and community members' resistance to certain school changes accompnnying deseg-
regation. Our own view is that we always need new ideas, especially new ldeas
that can be or have been tested in practice. But we also need to find thg
courage and energy and support to implement the bLest of our current ildeas.
Undoubtedly there are many arguments about micro-tactics and programs; but thefc
are also many agreements on the general thrust of needed changes in desegregation.
We could be moving a lot faster in finding thoughtful and potent ways to imple-

ment them.
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