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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the Brown vs. Board of Education of Topeka, 1 decision in 

1954, desegregation issues have addressed problems and concerns associ

ated with black and white students. This issue has been well documented 

by the courts as well as by a plethora of research studies. School 

desegregation has, over the past three decades, been a major strategy 

for providing black children with an equal educational opportunity. 

The issue of equal educational opportunity for the Hispanic commu

nity has traditionally been defined in terms of their linguistic needs 

as first and foremost as evidenced by the implementation of bilingual 

education programs nationwide during the last two decades. Although the 

issue of racial isolation of Hispanic students has been well documented 

in the desegregation litigation, as will be seen in the Review of the 

Literature, the Hispanic community has sometimes seen desegregation 

efforts as not being a process that safeguards their needs. Thus, the 

issue of desegregation and bilingual education needs to be analyzed in 

terms of their relationship to one another. 

The emergence of a Hispanic population that is increasing rapidly 

1 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 

1 
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and is growing in political power has forced many school districts 

within the past two decades to look at the issue of desegregation in 

terms of black, white, and Hispanic students. The Review of the Litera-

ture shows, however, that there is a scarcity of data on how desegrega-

tion plans are being affected by a tri-ethnic plan, i.e., a plan dealing 

with black, white, and Hispanic students. There is even less data on 

the involvement of the Hispanic community in the area of desegregation. 

It should be remembered that the Hispanic community has not been 

involved in the desegregation process from the onset. Since plans have 

traditionally focused on the black-white issue, the rightful involvement 

of the Hispanic community has been an issue of contention with individ-

ual school systems and other community groups and has been documented by 

the courts. 

The educational problems of Hispanic students and other language 

minority groups which are commonly referred to as national origin minor-

ity (NOM) populations have been more adequately addressed by such key 

litigations as Cisneros, 2 Lau, 3 and Keyes 4 which have resulted in land-

mark cases in the last decade for Hispanic and other NOM students. 

These landmark cases are discussed in the Review of the Literature. 

In order to understand the equity issue as it pertains to national 

origin minority populations and, more specifically, to the Hispanic pop-

ulations, the reader must remember that these populations have linguis-

2 Cisneros v. Corpus Christi Indiana School District, 324 F. Supp. 
599 (SD Texas 1970). 

3 Lau v. Nichols, 438 f. 2d 791 (9th Circ. 1973). 

4 Keyes v. School District No. 1, 413 U.S. 189 (1973). 
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tic and cultural differences which are characteristic of those 

particular groups. By virtue of their linguistic need alone, i.e., the 

large number of students that are limited English proficient (LEP), the 

educational issue must be defined differently. Consequently, the issue 

of equity for Hispanic students is one of racial isolation for the gen-

eral Hispanic student population and of both racial isolation and lin-

guistic needs for the limited English proficient student population. 

Added to these dimensions is the fact that the Hispanic population is 

composed of numerous subethnic groups such as Mexican, Puerto Rican, and 

other Hispanic groups. The historical experiences and the relationship 

of each minority group to the white majority population has been 

reported as different in scope and nature. 5 That Hispanics and other 

language minority groups are "suspect" groups, i.e. , groups that have 

been discriminated in terms of civil rights, has been an issue of 

debate. It was not until Cisneros 6 in 1970, however, that the courts 

formally recognized Chicanos or Mexican students as an "identifiable 

ethnic minority group." Consequently, in the 16 years that evolved 

since Brown, Hispanic groups, although visible in their quest for 

equity, did not play an extensive part in the development of desegrega-

tion plans; therefore, the particular needs and concerns of Hispanics as 

a group were not adequately addressed. 

5 For further discussion on this issue, see Josue M. Gonzalez, His
panics, Bilingual Education and Segregation: ~ Review of Major Issues 
and Policy Directions. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights, January 1982) 2:3. 

6 Cisneros,1970 
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The Problem 

The present research focuses on an analysis of the involvement of 

select :t-lexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, 

and Hispanic leaders with the Chicago Public Schools during the develop

ment and implementation of the desegregation plan. What are their meas

ured involvement in the plan? What are their measured assessments of 

the educational programs implemented as a result of the plan? What are 

their choices for involvement of their children in the educational plan? 

What are their measured assessments of the role of bilingual education 

in the desegregation plan? Finally, what model can be implemented to 

more effectively involve groups of parents and community groups with the 

Chicago Public Schools? 

There is very little information that community groups and program 

developers can use in the area of desegregation and the Hispanic Commu

nity. There are virtually no studies that focus on Hispanics as dis

crete sub-ethnic groups. This study provides some insights into these 

areas. 

Importance and Need for the Study 

One of the most unique aspects of this study is the target subject 

groups which it will investigate, i.e., Hispanic parents and Hispanic 

leaders. Further, it concentrates on Hispanic parents as subgroups, 

i.e., Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, and Other Hispanic parents. 

A review of the literature shows that there is very little empiri

cal research that specifies how school desegregation affects the 

national origin minority (NOM) population and/or the Hispanic popula

tion. There is even less evidence on how the presence of a sizeable 
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Hispanic population will affect the character of a desegregation plan 

that has traditionally focused on the needs of black students. There 

are virtually no studies which look at Hispanic parents as discrete sub-

groups, i.e., Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic parents. Indi-

vidual case studies such as those of Baez, Fernandez, and Guskin 7 have 

concentrated on describing the political process of a desegregation plan 

and the role that the Hispanic community played during the development 

and implementation of a desegregation plan. 

As late as 1982, Gonzalez, in a report prepared for the U.S. Com-

mission on Civil Rights, identified the following as a key 

issue--" ... the Hispanic community is poorly informed about the need for 

desegregation and the benefits that accrue from it for their children." 8 

According to Gonzalez, the literature in this area suggests that given 

adequate information, the Hispanic community members are more likely to 

support desegregation activity. He further recommends that a large-

scale poll be conducted to identify the feelings and concerns of His-

panic parents toward education. Gonzalez, found when he interviewed 

Hispanic parents for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, a "positive 

and cooperative attitude towards the policy and the national culture." 9 

He suggests, however, a more systematic analysis of the concerns of the 

community. 

7 Luis A. Baez, Ricardo Fernandez, and Judith Guskin, Safeguarding 
the Rights of Hispanic Children During Desegregation in Milwaukee Public 
Schools: ~ Community Pespective (University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee: 
Midwest National Origin Desgregation Assistance Center 1979). 

8 Gonzalez, Hispanics, Bilingual Education and Segregation A 
Review of Major Issues and Policy Directions, 5:97. 

9 Ibid. , p. 12. 
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In examining the area of community participation in general, Davis 

in Communities and Their Schools 10 addresses the importance of parents' 

and citizens' participation at the school site level. According to 

Davis, community members need to understand their limits of participa-

tion, to identify decision-makers, and to create alliances and networks 

that allow for access of information and influences. Davis points out 

that the current forms of participation of citizens must lead to some 

results and suggests a third-party problem-solving model. 

The literature of community involvement and planned educational 

change indicates that there are workable models that can be used by 

school administrators as well as by community leaders, in order to more 

effectively involve groups of people with vested interests. The Rand 

Corporation, 11 under the sponsorship of the U.S. Office of Education, 

examined educational innovations in more than 200 school districts in 

the United States in their research dealing with planned educational 

change. In examining implementation patterns, the researchers found 

that implementation strategies that were found to be most effective had 

to do with "mutual adaptation," i.e., people developed "ownership" in 

the change process through involvement in the planning and implementa-

tion of the project. 

The Hispanic community, as stated in the Introduction and as will 

be shown by the Review of the Literature, has not been as involved in 

10 Don Davis, ed., Communities and their Schools (New York: McGraw 
Hill, 1981). 

11 U.S. Office of Education, Department of Health Education and Wel
fare, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change by Paul Berman and 
Milbrey Wallin McLaughin, Volume 8 (Santa Monica: Rand Corp., 1975), 
p. 10. 
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the area of desegregation as has been the black community. Further, any 

involvement in the desegregation process has mainly resulted from the 

Hispanic community's concern with keeping bilingual education programs 

intact. Therefore, there seems to be a need for the development or the 

implementation of a model that would address the involvement of Hispanic 

parents and community leaders in the area of desegregation. 

The Review of the Literature will present some models which can be 

utilized to effectively involve schools and community in a cooperative 

process to bring about educational change. The models will focus on 

Havelock and Havelock's 12 "linkage" model. The linkage model of the 

literature emphasizes the establishment of a communication network 

between the agency and the users of service. Aspects of three change 

models (problem solving, social interaction, and research-development-

diffusion) are incorporated in Havelock and Havelock's 13 conceptualiza-

tion of linkage. 

Purpose and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study is to investigate and document the edu-

cational involvement of selected Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, 

and Other Hispanic parents and community leaders in the development and 

implementation of a desegregation plan for the Chicago Public Schools. 

A second purpose to this study is to examine a third-party model or a 

12 Ronald G. Havelock and Mary C. Havelock, Training for Change 
Agents: ~ Guide to the Design of Training Progr Programs in Education 
and Other Fields (Ann Arbor, Mich: The Center for Research on Utiliza
tion of Scientific Knowledge, 1983), p. 23. 

13 Ibid. 
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linkage model in which communities can be involved more effectively in 

this process. The study provides a historical background pertaining to 

the subject of this investigation and provides a descriptive analysis of 

the major hypotheses. 

To fulfill the major purpose of the present investigation, four 

major hypotheses were formulated. Hypothesis 1 deals with the involve

ment of Hispanic parents and leaders in the development and implementa

tion of the desegregation plan for the Chicago Public Schools. The pur

pose is to investigate "What is the measured involvement in the 

development and implementation of the desegregation plan in the Chicago 

Public Schools for Mexican parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other His

panic parents v. Hispanic Leaders?" 

Research hypothesis number 1 is: 

There will be no significant difference among the measured 

involvement in the development and implementation of the desegregation 

plan in the Chicago Public Schools for Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

The statistical hypotheses are: 

Hl : Jf Mexican parents = )( Puerto Rican parents = Jl Other Hispanic 

parents = ~ Hispanic Leaders 

HO : Not Hl 

Hypothesis 2 deals with the assessment of Hispanic parents and leaders 

of the educational programs in the Chicago Public Schools during imple-

mentation of the desegregation plan. The purpose is to investigate 

"What is the measured assessment of the educational programs in the Chi-
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cago Public Schools during implementation of the desegregation plan of 

Mexican parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other Hispanic parents v. 

Hispanic leaders?" 

Research hypothesis number 2 is: 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of educational programs during implementaion of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools among Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

The statistical hypotheses are: 

Hl =JI Mexican parents = )( Puerto Rican parents = Jl Other Hispanic 

parents=~ Hispanic Leaders 

HO = Not Hl 

Hypothesis 3 deals with the choices of Hispanic parents and leaders for 

Hispanic children in the educational process during implementation of 

the desegregation plan. The purpose is to investigate "What are the 

choices of Mexican parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other Hispanic 

parents v. Hispanic leaders in the educational process during implemen

tation of the desegregation plan?" 

Research hypothesis number 3 is: 

There will be no significant difference among the choices of Mexi

can parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders for involvement of their children in the educational process 

during implementation of the desegregation plan in the Chicago Public 

Schools. The statistical hypotheses are: 



Hl: ){ Mexican parents = )f Puerto Ric~ parents = )/Other Hispanic 

parents =~ Hispanic Leaders 

HO: Not Hl 

10 

Hypothesis 4 deals with the assessment of Hispanic parents and leaders 

of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan. The purpose 

is to investigate "What is the assessment of Mexican parents v. Puerto 

Rican parents v. Other Hispanic parents v. Hispanic leaders of the role 

of bilingual education in the Chicago Public Schools desegregation 

plan?" 

Research hypothesis number 4 is: 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan among Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders. 

The statistical hypotheses are: 

Hl :){ Mexican parents = )I Puerto Rican parents =)I Other Hispanic 

parents =)V Hispanic Leaders 

HO: Not Hl 

The hypotheses will be examined by using appropriate analysis of vari

ance techniques. The following section will discuss the procedures and 

methodologies utilized to test these hypotheses. 
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Procedures and Methodology 

Because this study was concerned with the involvement of selected 

Hispanic leaders and parents in the development and implementation of a 

desegregation plan , Board records, media releases, and reports that 

document the Hispanic involvement during the development an implemen-

taion of the Chicago Public Schools desegregation plan were examined. 

In addition, in-depth interviews were conducted with 13 key Hispanic 

leaders who have witnessed or have been involved with the development 

and/or implementation of the Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago 

Public Schools. 14 The Plan is defined in the section entitled "Defini-

tion of Terms" and is discussed further in the Review of the Litera-

ture. 

Those Hispanic leaders who were interviewed extensively included 

those who have been active in the desegregation process and are one or 

more of the following: 

1) An organizational leader responsible to the general 

Hispanic or larger community. 

2) A neighborhood, grass-roots leader with ties to a 

local neighborhood organization. 

3) A present or past board member, administrator, 

or other official associated with the Chicago 

Public Schools. 

14 Board of Education, City of Chicago, Robert L. Green, Consultant, 
Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago Public Schools: Part I Edu
cational Components (Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 
1981). 
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Approximately 30 Hispanic leaders were identified. They included 

parents or grass-roots community and institutional leaders who have been 

involved with the desegregation process in the Chicago Public Schools 

and past or present board members. Leaders were clearly identified as 

having a visible following. Leaders selected were those who where out

standing as spokespersons not only for a particular community but also 

for the community-at-large. From the list of 30 Hispanic leaders 

involved in educational matters, a total of 15 was selected to be inter

viewed, based upon recommendations made by a cross section of Hispanic 

persons involved in community matters. An attempt was made to balance 

representation of leaders from the three major leader group sampled as 

well as the three major subethnic groups, i.e., Mexican, Puerto Rican, 

and Other Hispanics. 

These leaders were asked to complete a survey form. In addition, 

they were interviewed by the investigator in a process that took from 45 

minutes to more than an hour, with the average interview lasting 45 min

utes. The interviews, which were taped, focused on: 

1) their involvement in the development or implementation 

of the desegregation plan for the Chicago Public 

Schools; 

2) their assessment of the educational programs in the 

desegregation plan; 

3) their choices for Hispanic children in the 

educational process during implementation of the 

desegregation plan; and 
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4) their assessment of the role of bilingual education 

in a desegregation plan. 

The parent sample was drawn from selected numbers of local public 

schools with a high percentage of the three major Hispanic subgroups in 

Chicago, i.e., Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanics. The majority 

of parents sampled were living in predominantly Hispanic areas of Chi-

cage such as the Pilsen-Little Village (Lawndale), South Chicago, West 

Town, Ravenswood, or Lake View areas. Pockets of Hispanic subgroups are 
/ 

located in these areas, as seen in map 1 1 on page 14. Schools were ran-

domly selected according to student ethnic background as well as to des-

ignated "type," i.e., magnet school, isolated school, permissive trans-

fer school, and other Option Program schools. These types, which are 

unique to the Chicago Public Schools, are further defined in the section 

entitled "Definition of Terms." 

Approximately 400 parents were asked to complete a questionnaire 

in the language of their choice (Spanish or English) at local school 

meetings. A projected return of 100 Mexican parents, 100 Puerto Rican 

parents, and 50 Other Hispanic group parents was anticipated. The 

groups surveyed were not of equal size since the "Other Hispanic" popu-

lation is not as large as the Mexican and Puerto Rican populations. A 

total of 13 Hispanic leaders was interviewed with an interview format 

questionnaire and was asked to complete the Leader Questionnaire. 
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Both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire con

sisted of two parts. 

Part I provides relevant background information on the subject. 

Both questionnaires contain identical identifying information in Part I. 

The Leader Questionnaire, however, has an additional question for iden

tifying the type of leader being interviewed, i.e., organizational 

leader, grass-roots leader, or an official connected with the Chicago 

Public Schools (past or present board member, monitoring commission mem

ber). The questions were used as a cross-reference to check their per

ception of their leadership role. A total of nine and eight questions, 

respectively are asked in Part I. (See Appendices A and B.) 

Part II consists of two questions and provides the information 

needed in order to investigate the four hypotheses in this study. All 

questions are identical in both the parent and leader questionnaires in 

order to provide a basis for comparison. 

The research questions were examined within the framework of four 

discrete groupings: 

Mexican parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. 

Other Hispanic parents v. Hispanic leaders. 

The four groupings were examined within four basic areas. 

Hypothesis 1 examines the following: 

What is the measured involvement in the development and implemen

tation of the desegregation plan in the Chicago Public Schools for Mexi

can parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other Hispanic parents v. His

panic leaders? 
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Hypothesis 2 examines the following: 

What is the measured assessment of educational programs during 

implementation of the Chicago Public Schools desegregation plan for Mex

ican parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other Hispanic parents v. His

panic leaders? 

Hypothesis 3 examines the following: 

What are the differences among the choices for involvement of 

their children in the educational process during implementation of the 

desegregation plan for Mexican parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other 

Hispanic parents v. Hispanic leaders? 

Hypothesis 4 examines the following: 

What are the significant differences in the measured assessment of 

the role of bilingual education in the desegregation plan for Mexican 

parents v. Puerto Rican parents v. Other Hispanic parents v. Hispanic 

leaders. 

The four hypotheses are addressed in Part II of the questionnaire 

as follows: 

Area of Investigation 

Measured involvement in the 

development and implementation 

of the desegregation plan in 

the Chicago Public Schools. 

Measured assessment of educational 

program during implementation of 

Question Number 

1, 2 

4, 7 
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the desegregation plan of the Chicago 

Public Schools 

Differences among the choices for 

involvement of their children 3' 8' 9 

in the educational process. 

Measured assessment of the role of 6' 10' 11 

bilingual education in a desegregation 

plan 

Question number 5 is designed to provide information for the "linkage" 

or third-party model proposed as part of the study, i.e., a workable 

model that can be used by community leaders and organizations as well as 

by school administrators in order to more effectively involve groups of 

people in the educational process. Question number 12 provides general 

information to tie both desegregation and bilingual education together. 

There were two major questions developed for hypotheses. However, 

the hypotheses dealing with involvement of children and the role of 

bilingual education have an additional question to countercheck respon-

ses, i.e., questions 3 and 9 are similar as are questions 6 and 10. 

Some questions for the instruments were derived from selected 

questions from the November and December 1981 National Opinion Research 

Center Survey 15 (NORC Survey) that asked parents of children in- Chicago 

Public Schools about their attitude towards desegregation and the Chi-

15 National Opinion Research Center, The Chicago School District Des
gregat ion Survey (Chicago: Chicago Board of Education, November 
December, 1981). 
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cage Public Schools. Other questions were derived based on the 

literature concerning community involvement and the desegregation pro-

cess. The questions were designed by the investigator and discussed 

with four national experts in the field of national origin minority 

(NOM) desegregation and/or bilingual education. The instruments were 

also examined by four person experienced in the development of instru

ments. Since this study is mainly concerned with descriptive analysis 

of the data, face validity is assumed to be sufficient. 

A random table was not used in putting the questionnaire in numer

ical order because the nature of the questions determined that certain 

information had to be given in logical order. The Leader Questionnaire 

and the Parent Questionnaire were designed utilizing the multiple-choice 

technique. The reader should note that some of the choices do not 

appear to be arranged in a unidimensional continium, however, a number 

of the choices were re-ceded prior to analysis in order for the data to 

approximate the unidimensional assumption. Although the researcher has 

not empirically shown that all items are on a unidimensional continium, 

the assumptions have been validated through the experts in the field of 

desegregation and the Hispanic community that the responses approximate 

the unidimentional assumption. 

The Leader Interview (taped) questions were designed as open-ended 

questions consistent with interview format. The Leader Interview proce

dure provides the investigator with an in-depth analysis of all areas of 

investigation. The 20 questions designed for the taped interview of 

Hispanic leaders were clustered into the five main areas of this inves

tigation in order to provide information to develop a workable model for 

community participation in the education process. Each cluster of 
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questions was preceded by an introductory explanation as to the purpose 

of those particular probes. 

The Parent Questionnaire was pilot-tested with a group of 30 

parents of three subethnic groups, and the Leader Interview procedures 

were reviewed by four experts in the field of desegregation and 

bilingual education. All instruments were revised based on the results 

of field-testing and/or the recommendations of the experts who reviewed 

them. All necessary provisions and re-coding of questions were made 

before the data were analyzed. Hollinshead's Two-Factor Index of Social -----

Position 16 which uses the occupational and educational level of the head 

of household, was used to determine the socio-economic status of the 

subjects of this investigation. 

All three survey instruments, i.e., the Leader Questionnaire, the 

Parent Questionnaire, and the Leader Interview, were translated into 

Spanish by the writer. The translation was verified by three other 

native speakers with expertise in the Spanish language. 

The following section discusses the limitations of this study. 

Limitations of the Study 

Although there are several aspects of this study which may be con-

sidered as limitations in the design, those aspects, given the purpose 

of the study and the design technique of the present investigation, are 

inherent in and, to some extent, necessary to the successful completion 

of the study. The study is concerned with the involvement of Mexican 

16 Charles Bonjean, Richard Hill, and S. Dale McLenore, Sociological 
Measurements (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1967), pp. 
441-448. 
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parents, Puerto Rican parents, and Other Hispanic parents and community 

leaders in the development or implementation of the Student Desegrega

tion Plan for the Chicago Public Schools. 

The parent subjects of this investigation are drawn from schools 

in which their children comprise either the majority or dominant minor

ity of the school's population. Because of housing segregation inherent 

in an urban city such as Chicago and because a large number of Hispanic 

parents have, in a voluntary desegregation plan, opted for neighborhood 

schools, a large percentage of the Hispanic population is found in 

racially or ethnically isolated schools. To ensure that parents with 

children in programs which entail busing were surveyed, a select number 

of Hispanic parents were surveyed in schools with magnet programs or 

permissive transfer programs. Because this study is not an attempt to 

examine the relationship of majority-minority status of a group of 

parents and because this study is an attempt to examine the total minor

ity concerns of the Hispanic parent population, and the concerns of this 

minority population as discrete sub-Hispanic groups, i.e., Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, and Other Hispanic parents, this sampling 

procedure is the most direct and efficient way of getting to the target 

population. 

Another possible limitation of this study is the fact that the 

target Hispanic parent population is sub-divided into Mexican parents, 

Puerto Rican parents, and Other Hispanic parents. In looking at opin

ions of approximately 250 Hispanic parents from different sections of 

the city as well as from different Hispanic groups, the investigator 

cannot assume that they are indeed representative of the entire Hispanic 
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parent population. For purposes of the study, however, and because of 

the sampling procedure, the investigator can project that the parents' 

concerns are the reflection of the larger majority of sub-Hispanic 

parents. Therefore, the limitation loses its significance. 

Another possible limitation of this study is the combining of all 

subethnic Hispanic leaders into one group number, i.e., Hispanic lead-

ers. In some cases, there are Mexican leaders working in predominantly 

Puerto Rican communities or vice versa. Many of the Puerto Rican and 

Mexican leaders represent neighborhood communities which are, in fact, 

segregated. The Other sub-Hispanic group members, because of their 

smaller numbers and because they are traditionally less poor, are more 

likely to live in more integrated neighborhood communities and be less 

participatory in neighborhood grass-roots level activities than the 

other Hispanic subgroups. Consequently, visible Hispanic community 

leaders are found in more numbers in the Mexican and the Puerto Rican 

subgroups by virtue of their larger populations. 

Participation of Hispanic leaders from the three sub-Hispanic 

groups is found readily at the organizational or institutional level. 

Recognized leaders at all levels, however, tend to have more formal edu-

cation than the average Hispanic parent. In the last analysis, leaders 

would not be leaders if they did not have a "following"; therefore, the 

study is principally concerned with what the leaders as a group have to 

say about the desegregation process and education in the Chicago Public 

Schools. It is their opinion which influences other parents and deci-

sian-makers. The writer does not feel that considering the leaders as 

"H . . 1 d II 1 h d 1span1c ea ers is a imitation to t e stu y. 

In terms of populations, the present research is concerned only 
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with Hispanics, not Asians or other ethnic minority populations, and 

with a Hispanic population that is located in a large urban area. 

Because the large majority of the Hispanic populations is located in 

urban areas, this variable enables the investigator to focus on a key 

group. 

Another limitation of this study is that the statistical infer

ences are not standardized. Statistical estimates of validity and reli

ability have not been gathered, however, the instruments were examined 

by four experts in the area of desegregation and four statisticians. 

Consequently, the instruments are assumed to have face validity. There 

are some additional reservations. For example, it has not been empiri

cally shown that the translation from English to Spanish provide paral

lel measures for descriptive items. Utilizing this data, the researcher 

must assume that the respective items had the same meaning in each lan

guage and that the responses of the subjects in different language are 

equivalent to one another. This could affect the reliability of the 

items. 

It should also be noted that this investigation does not only 

involve the gathering of quantitative data but it is also involved with 

historical documentation as well as gathering interview data. This 

approach provides a historical background for the study as well as a 

rationale for the linkage model proposed in this study. The interview 

process lends credibility to documented media coverage and provides the 

writer with an in-depth analysis of the desegregation process in terms 

of the Hispanic community. 

The reader should also note that this study is mainly ·concerned 

with descriptive analysis of the data and thus the research design was 



23 

conceived in this manner, Consequently, there is some reservation which 

must be applied in utilizing the statistical data. This is further dis

cussed in Chapter III. 

The following section provides a definition of terms as used in 

the study. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions of terms used in this study are provided 

in order to clarify their use in this particular investigation. They 

are not intended to be definitive in terms of how they are used by other 

authors. 

Bilingual Education - The use of two languages as mediums of instruc

tion. 

Board of Education, City of Chicago - The legal name for the Chicago 

Public Schools. Often used to refer to actions taken by Chicago Public 

Schools board members. Often referred to as the "Board". 

Busing - The transporting of students for the purpose of desegregation. 

The Chicago Public Schools provides free bus service in its voluntary 

desegregation plan. 

Chicago Public School (CPS) - The name used in reference to the public 

school system in Chicago. In this study, the Chicago Public Schools and 

Board of Education, City of Chicago (Board) are used to mean one and the 

same. 
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Chicago Public Schools Student Desegregation Plan - the plan which 

refers to the system's student desegregation plan. The Chicago Public 

Schools have developed and are implementing a voluntary desegreagtion 

plan. The plan allows for students: to remain in their neighborhood 

schools; to transfer to an Option (Magnet) School with free transporta

tion; or to transfer to a permissive enrollment school with free trans

portation. This plan was approved on January 6, 1983 by U.S. District 

Court Judge Milton I. Shadur. In this study, the Student Desegregation 

Plan or the Plan are used interchangeably. 

Desegregated School - Schools defined by the Chicago Board of Education 

as having student enrollments of either 30-70 percent white or 30-70 

percent minority. Desegregated schools and stably integrated schools 

are considered synonymous for the purposes of this study. 

Educational Involvement - The involvement of Hispanic parents and commu

nity leaders in the development and implementation of the Chicago Public 

Schools Student Desegregation Plan. 

English as ~ Second Language (ESL) - English instruction for one or two 

periods a day specifically designed for nonnative speakers of English. 

Ethnically Isolated School - A school which is racially or ethnically 

identifiable as being a predominantly minority school, i.e., a "Black" 

or "Hispanic" school. 

Grass-roots - A term used in referring to community participation at the 

local, neighborhood level. 

Hispanic - All persons in the U.S. who are of Mexican or Puerto Rican or 
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Other Hispanic descent or extraction. As used in this study, the terms 

are synonymous with Latinos, Spanish-surnamed, and Spanish-speakers. 

Linkage ~lodel - A third-party model connected with the literature of 

"planned change" or the "change agent" literature. The linkage model 

literature emphasizes the establishment of a communication network 

between the agency (in this study, the Chicago Board of Education) and 

the users of service, i.e., community groups. This type of comunication 

systems would be established to ensure that there is an effective flow 

of information from the system to the community and vice versa. 

Magnet School - A desegregated school which offers in-depth studies in 

such areas as: science, languages, fine arts, and basic skills. Some 

magnet schools have attendance areas which draw students citywide; oth

ers are limited to certain section of the city. With the exception of 

special schools for academically talented youngsters, most magnet 

schools have no special academic requirements. 

Maintenance Bilingual Education - The instruction of students in both 

English and Spanish (native language) regardless of language fluency. 

The goal is to reach parity in two languages. 

Mexican - A person of Mexican background regardless of place of birth 

or race. In this study, Mexican, Mexican-American, or Chicano will 

refer to the same subethnic group and will be used interchangeably. 

National Origin Minority (NOM) A term used in referring to the language 

minority population and the manner in which schools respond to their 

cultural distinctiveness, i.e., NOM encompasses both linguistic and cul-
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tural differences characteristic of these particular groups. The Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) made it illegal for recipients of federal 

funds to discriminate against any person on "the grounds of race, color, 

or national origin." It also authorized federal agencies to enforce the 

requirements "by issuing rules, regulations, or orders of general appli

cability" to agencies receiving funds. 

Option Program Schools - Schools which offer specialized studies. Most 

Option Program schools are desegregated magnet program schools (see def

inition for magnet schools). Others are "Community Academies," i.e., 

they have limited attendance areas and usually serve neighborhood stu

dents exclusively. Students outside the designated attendance area can 

apply but are only accepted if space is available. 

Other Hispanic - A person from a Spanish-speaking background, excluding 

Mexican and Puerto Rican, regardless of place of birth or race. 

Over-crowded Schools - Schools in which the student enrollment is in 

excess of the capacity for the school. 

Permissive Transfer Schools A transferring policy under the "Options for 

Knowledge" whereby students can transfer voluntarily to any regular ele

mentary or general high high school where they will enhance desegrega

tion. In order to transfer, space must be available and the transfer 

cannot lessen desegregation at the home school of the transferring stu

dent. Kindergarten children cannot participate in this program. Free 

busing is provided, and students can board buses at their home schools. 

High school students are provided with bus tokens for public transporta

tion. 
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Puerto Rican - A person born in Puerto Rico or in the Continental United 

States from Puerto Rican parents. The terms "mainland" or "island" are 

sometimes used as modifiers to specify location as are the terms "· 1n 

Continental U.S.A." and "outside the Continental U.S.A." 

Racial or Ethnic Balance - When every school in the system reflects the 

racial ethnic balance of the district's student population, it is con-

sidered to be racially balanced. 

Racially or Ethnically Isolated - A racially identifiable school. In 

the Chicago Public Schools, it is a school with an enrollment or pro-

jected enrollment of more than 85 percent minority before October 1985. 

Segregation - The physical separation of discrete racial or ethnic 

groups as allowed by official policies. 

Sub-Hispanic Group -A part of a larger Hispanic group, i.e., Mexican, 

Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanics are referred to as discrete Hispanic 

subgroups. 

Transitional Bilingual Education - Instruction in Spanish (native lan-

guage) and English, shifting gradually to all English instruction. 

Voluntary desegregation - A program which provides a choice for student 

movement (not mandated). 

Summary 

Chapter I provides an overview of the problem, the importance of 

and the need for the study, the purpose of the study, the hypotheses to 

be tested, the procedures and methodologies that were selected, a dis-

cuss ion of the limitations of the study, and a definition of terms. 
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Generally, the study is designed to investigate the educational involve

ment of selected Hispanic parents and community leaders with the Chicago 

Public Schools during the development and implementation of a desegrega

tion plan. 

In assessing the need for research on this topic, the lack of 

research in this area as well as the benefits that may be accrued from 

such an investigation, i.e., information about what Hispanic parents and 

community leaders are concerned about in the education of their children 

and suggestions for ways to work together for reaching a common goal, 

have been indicated. 

In discussing the theoretical framework of the study, community 

involvement and bringing educational change through a third-party prob

lem-solving mechanism or through a "linkage" model have been high

lighted. This study examines the involvement of Mexican, Puerto Rican, 

and Other Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders in the development and 

implementation of a desegregation plan in order to determine whether or 

not the model that has been followed was adequate or appropriate. The 

researcher had highlighted the fact that this study is primarily con

cerned with descriptive analysis of the data. 

A total of four major research hypotheses and their accompanying 

statistical hypotheses have been presented. A discussion of certain 

aspects of the study that might be seen as limitations, such as the 

selection process of target populations, and the statistical design 

which is used have been justified for this procedure. The chapter clo

ses with a definition of terms commonly used in this study. 

Chapter II will include a review of the selected literature and 

research relative to the development and implementation of the Student 
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Desegregation Plan of the Chicago Public Schools. This review will be 

conducted by examining official Board of Education records as well as 

media releases that document the involvement and concerns of Hispanic 

parents and community leaders during this period. 

This review includes: 

(a) key litigations concerning the Hispanic 

community in the area of desegregation and bilingual 

education; 

(b) a selected literature review of the more 

significant aspects of the historical background 

concerning Chicago Public Schools and its desegregation 

plan; 

(c) national and local findings focusing on the literature 

and research pertinent to the hypotheses; and 

(d) a selected literature review of pertinent models for 

community involvement in order to bring about 

educational change. 

Chapter III will present a complete description of the procedures 

used in undertaking this investigation. The subjects of this investiga

tion and the process by which data for this investigation were obtained 

will be described. Further, Chapter III will include a thorough 

description of the questionnaires and the manner in which the question-

naires were used. A discus sian concerning the manner in which the 

hypotheses were tested will also be presented as well as a description 

of the statistical procedures used. 

In Chapter IV, the results as well as an analysis and discussion 

of the results of the hypotheses tested will be presented. 
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Chapter V will present summary, conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations resulting from the study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

In the preceding chapter, the research problem of this investiga

tion was presented. This investigation is undertaken in order to exam

ine the involvement of Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders with the 

Chicago Public Schools' educational process during the development and 

implementation of the desegregation plan; their assessment of the educa

tional programs during implementation of the desegregation plan; their 

choices for involvement of their children in the educational process 

during implementation of the desegregation plan; and their assessment of 

the role of bilingual education in the desegregation plan. This study 

also examines workable models which can be used by community leaders and 

organizations in order to more effectively involve groups of people with 

vested interest in the Chicago Public Schools system. 

As has been stated in Chapter I, the issue of equal educational 

opportunity for the Hispanic community has traditionally been defined in 

terms of their linguistic needs, e.g., the need for bilingual education 

programs. Thus, it is inevitable that in conducting research in the 

area of the Hispanic community and the issue of school desegregation, 

the issue of bilingual education becomes an important facet that must be 

addressed. In looking at the literature of Hispanics and desegregation, 

the researcher found a sparcity of data. Most of the literature on His

panics and desegregation, however, draws from the litigation on this 

31 
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matter. Therefore, it becomes important to focus on key litigation 

related to desegregation and Hispanic students in order to understand 

the context upon which the desegregation plan is being implemented in 

the Chicago Public Schools and in order to understand issues which are 

relevant to this study. This background on the litigation is also 

important as a prelude to the historical background leading to the 

development of a desegregation plan in the Chicago Public Schools. 

The Review of the Literature will provide background information 

related to the four main hypotheses as well as the third-party linkage 

model proposed by this study. 

Chapter II will include: 

a) Key litigation concerning the Hispanic community 

in the area of desegregation and bilingual education; 

b) A selected literature review of the more significant 

aspects of the historical background concerning 

Chicago Public Schools and its desegregation plan; 

c) National and local findings focusing on the literature 

and research pertinent to the four hypotheses; and 

d) A selected review of pertinent models suggested for 

bringing about community involvement in order to 

bring about educational changes. 

Key Litigation Relative to Desegregation 

and Hispanic Students 

Desegregation Litigation 

Most of the literature on Hispanics and desegregation draws from 

the litigation on the matter. There is extensive documentation on His-
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panic school segregation, as evidenced by such litigation. 

Consequently, the literature review will include a brief overview of the 

principal litigation which forms the context in which Hispanics have 

related to school desegregation in Chicago. 

Hispanics have fought segregation in the schools for many years. 

There are documented cases of school desegregation efforts by Mexican 

Americans as far back as the 1930s. 1 Later in the 1940s, in Mendez y. 

Westminster, 2 Mexican-Americans were successful in persuading the courts 

of the harm that came to their children when subjected to segregated 

schooling. Mendez is important because it is one of the cases blacks 

drew from in their successful and historic appearance before the United 

States Supreme Court in Brown v Board of Education. 3 A year after Brown, 

in Romero v. Weakly, 4 the practice of classifying Mexican-Americans as 

whites and of mixing blacks and Mexican-Americans together while whites 

were assigned to all white schools was challenged. Blacks and Hispanics 

joined to sue "El Centro School district" in California on the grounds 

that "ethnic and racial discrimination by regulation, custom, and usage, 

was harmful to their children." The issue, however, was settled out of 

court. 5 

1 Del Rio Independent School District v. Salvatierra, 335 SW Fd. 790 
(Tex. Civ App. San Antonio, 1930), Cert. denied, 284 U.S. 580 (1931). 

2 Mendez vs. Westminister, 67 F Supp. 544 (S.D. Cal. 1946), aff'd 
161F. 2d 744 (9th Cir. 1947). 

3 Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 

4 Romero v. Weakly 131 F. Supp. 818 (S.D. Cal. 1955) rev'd 226 F. 2d 
399 (9th Cir. 1955). 

5 Oscar Uribe, 
Research Agenda," 

Bilingual Education in Desegregation Settings: A 
(Washington, D.C.: National Institute _of Educat:LC,n, 
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It is not until 1970 that the principles enunciated in Brown rela-

tive to equality of educational opportunity and nondiscrimination on the 

basis of color and race are clearly applied to Mexican-Americans. In 

Cisneros v. Corpus Christi Independent School District, 6 the court 

ruled that Hispanics--in this instance, Mexican-Americans--are an iden-

tifiable ethnic minority group that has been subjected to adverse dis-

criminatory treatment in the past, and school districts cannot mix 

blacks and Hispanics and claim that they have created a unitary system. 

Other court decisions soon followed on the matter of Hispanic 

school desegregation. Intent to segregate was found against the State 

of Texas in the case of San Felipe del Rio. 7 In that case a federal 

judge ruled that mere racial balancing of students would not correct the 

harm brought to Mexican-American students as the result of segregated 

schooling experiences and, for the first time, a comprehensive bilingual 

education program was ordered. In United States v. Texas Education 

Agency, 8 a district court, and later the Fifth Circuit Court, found 

intentional segregative actions on the part of the Austin school dis-

trict and ordered the dismantling of the segregated school system. An 

important dictum advanced by this court was that, in multi-ethnic school 

systems, desegregation--even when initiated by blacks--cannot be imple-

1978). 

6 Cisneros v. Corpus Christi Independent School District, 324 F Supp. 
(S.D. Tex. 1970), 330 F Supp. 1377 (S.D. Tex. 1971), 467 F 2d 142 (5th 
Cir., embarc, 1972), cert. denied 417 U.S. 922 (1973), rehearing denied 
414 u.s. 881 (1975). 

7 United States v. Texas (San Felipe del Rio) 342 F. Supp 24 (1971). 

8 United States v. Texas Education Agency, 467 F. 2d 848 (5th Cir. 
1972). 
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mented in a manner that adversely affects Hispanics. In the Austin 

case, the court found that the defendant's desegregation plan operated 

not only "to the detriment of Mexican-Americans in theory, but also in 

practice." 9 It further stated that "no remedy for the dual system can be 

acceptable if it operates to deprive members of a third ethnic group of 

the benefit of equal educational opportunity". 10 

Gradually, it appreared as if the courts were becoming more sympa-

thetic to Hispanics during desegregation litigation. Bilingual educa-

tion was also being defined as one of the vehicles to equality of educa-

tional opportunity for Hispanics, but a serious blow was given to 

Hispanic efforts in Keyes v. School District No. 1 (Denver). 11 In that 

case the United States Supreme Court ruled that Mexican-Americans are as 

much entitled to the equal protection clause as blacks and whites, the 

high court remanded the Denver case to the federal district court for 

the fashioning of a new remedy which, once developed, was overruled in 

part by the Fifth Circuit Court in 1975. This court ruled that a plan 

which included a comprehensive bilingual education program for Hispanics 

went too far. The Denver desegregation plan allowed the maintenance of 

predominantly Hispanic schools on the grounds that bilingual education 

had to be provided to Hispanic students. The Fifth Circuit Court ruled 

that 

Although bilingual instruction may be required to prevent the iso
lation of minority students in a predominantly Anglo school sys
tem... such instruction must be subordinate to a plan of school 

9 Ibid. at 869. 

10 Ibid. at 869. 

11 School District No. 1 413 U.S. 189, 198 (1973). 
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desegregation. 12 

What appears to have changed the course of Hispanic litigation was 

a 1974 Supreme Court decision lauded by most Hispanics and educators as 

favorable to their quest for bilingual educational opportunity. 13 In Lau 

v. Nichols 14 the Supreme Court ruled that non-English-speaking Chinese 

children were denied equality of educational opportunity when placed in 

English-only classrooms. The problem with Lau is that it did not rule 

on the question of whether language minority students are guaranteed an 

equal educational opportunity under the U.S. Constitution. Rather it 

based its ruling on a finding of a legislative (statutory) violation. 

The significance of this difference is found in the judicial tradition 

of granting judges greater authority to demand comprehensive educational 

remedies, when a constitutional violation has been proven. When a stat-

utory violation is proven, often the remedy is limited by the reach or 

scope of the legislation in question. 15 

Subsequent to Keyes, most Hispanic educational litigation kept 

away from attempting to prove constitutional violations when the rights 

of Hispanic students, as a group, were invo 1 ved. It seems as though 

only desegregation litigation in the Fifth and Tenth Circuits have 

granted Hispanics a greater chance of attaining parity with blacks dur-

12 Ibid. 5 2 1 F. 2d 465, 480 (lOth Dir. 1975), Cert. denied, 423 106 
(1976). 

13 Tony Baez, "Support for Bilingual Education As a Right in School 
Desegration Litigation, " paper, University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, 
Midwest Naitonal Origin Desegregation Assistance Center, 1981. 

14 Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974). 

15 Tony Baez, "Support for Bilingual Education As a Right in School 
Desegregation Litigation," p. 4. 
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ing the litigation process. The post Lau and Keyes emphasis by the 

courts of granting relief to Hispanics only on statutory grounds has 

limited most relief to bilingual education. Because bilingual education 

has been narrowly defined by both state and federal statutes (it is only 

mandated for students who are clearly of limited English proficiency), 

only approximately twenty-five percent of the students who are usually 

eligible receive any type of specialized assistance during the desegre-

gation process. 16 

According to the literature, many Hispanics view the desegregation 

processes with reservation. If inadequately implemented, it could place 

bilingual education and other programs aimed at assisting Hispanic stu-

dents in a secondary role. 

Even though the goals of desegregation are theoretically benefi-

cial to Hispanics as a minority group most of the literature on the sub-

ject strongly suggests that bilingual education and desegregation are 

not necessarily incompatible. 17 t-1any Hispanic educators and desegrega-

tion experts have argued that they can interface positively to benefit 

both Hispanics and blacks. 18 The argument has also been advanced that it 

may have been more beneficial for Hispanics had desegregation litigation 

evolved along constitutional grounds. 19 Only the Fifth and Tenth Cir-

16 Tony Baez, "Protecting the Rights of National Origin Minority Stu
dents During the Implementation of Race Desegregation Plans," paper, 
University of Wisconsin, Midwest National Origin Desegregation Assis
tance Center, 1982. 

17 See National Institute of Education, Desegregation and Education 
Concerns of the Hispanic Community: Conference Report June 26-28, 1977, 
Washingto;;: D.C. 

18 Ibid. 
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cuits have laws evolving out of findings of constitutional violations 

against Hispanic litigants. Only in these two Circuits have Hispanics 

been classified as distinct ethnic racial minorities for desegregation 

purposes. In other Circuits, Hispanics are either white or non-black 

during desegregation processes. 20 In several major desegregation cases, 

desegregation implementation has allowed for the maintenance of 

bilingual programs and even facilitated their expansion. This was true 

with Hispanic bilingual programs in at least three cases involving major 

cities: Morgan v. Kerrigan (Boston), Bradley v. Millikan (Detroit), 

and Amos v. Board of School Directors of the City of Milwaukee. 21 To 

date, the Review of the Literature shows that it is not clear how deseg-

regation has or can benefit Hispanic students not involved in bilingual 

education programs. 

Bilingual Education Litigation 

It is not until the early 1970s that Hispanics and other language 

minority groups appeal to the courts asking for bilingual education ser-

vices as a remedy in cases where their children had been denied equality 

of educational opportunity. As previously shown, desegregation litiga-

tion precedes bilingual litigation as the vehicle towards achievement of 

19 Tony Baez, "Support for Bilingual Education As a Right in School 
Desegregation Litigation," p.17. 

20 National Institute of Education, Desegregation and Education Con
cerns of the Hispanic Community: Conference Report June 26-28, 1977. 

21 Morgan v. Kerrigan, 509 F 2d 580 (1st Cir. 1975), Cert. denied, 
421 U.S. 963 (1975); Bradley v. Millikan, 402 F. Supp. 1096 (E.D. Mich. 
1975); and Amos v. Board of School Director of the City of Milwaukee, 
408 F. Supp. 765 (1976), See "Settlement Agreement," May 1979. 



39 

educational equity. The federal court played an important role in 

shaping, via their decisions, the form and content of bilingual litiga-

tion. Bilingual education litigation begins with almost exclusive reli-

ance on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as a source of author-

ity for the educational rights of language minority students. Such 

litigation receives further legal support from the enactment in the late 

sixties of federal bilingual legislation and the enforcement of Title VI 

of the Civil Rights Act during the early 1970s. Efforts at federal 

enforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act during the early 1970s 

also became a form of support for bilingual educational rights. 22 In 

1971, Chinese parents made an unsuccessful attempt at legal intervention 

in the San Francisco desegregation plan. In Guey Heung Lee v. Johnson, 

the court stated: "Bilingual classes are not prescribed. They may be 

provided in any manner which does not create, maintain, or foster segre-

gat ion. " 2 3 It was not until the landmark decision of Lau v. Nichols 24 

that the right of language minority students to understandable instruc-

tion was upheld. This case was also a desegregation case dealing with 

Chinese students. The Supreme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols 

involved non-English-speaking Chinese students in San Francisco who were 

required to attend classes taught exclusively in English. As customary 

at the time with statutory claims~ the Court noted that Title VI of the 

2 2 Tony Baez, Ricardo Fernandez, Roger Rice and Richard Navarro, 
"Litigation Strategies for Educational Equity: Bilingual Education and 
Research," Paper presented at the American Educational Research Associa
tion Conference, New Orleans, Louisiana, April 23,1984. 

23 Guey Heung Lee v. Johnson, 339 F. Supp. 1315,1322(1971). 

24 Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563(1974). 
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Civil Rights Act and the Department of Health, and Education and 

Welfare's (HEW) interpretative memoranda relative to its applicability 

to national origin minority populations prohibited conduct which was 

discriminatory in effect as well as in intention. Consequently, by pro-

viding the same facilities, textbooks, teachers, and curriculum, stu-

dents who do not understand English are foreclosed from any meaningful 

education. 25 Lau, 26 by affirming the enforcement authority of HEW and 

its enforcement division--the Office for Civil Rights--paved the way for 

the establishment of more bilingual programs across the country and for 

the resolution of pending litigation supportive of bilingual education. 

The Lau litigation was favorably resolved on behalf of Hispanic 

students in several jurisdictions such as Serna v. Portales and Aspira 

of New York, Inc. v. Board of Education. 27 Such litigation allowed for 

greater refinement of bilingual services in school districts throughout 

the country and even made easier the task of federal enforcement by the 

Office for Civil Rights. 

The limitation imposed on the litigation by the plaintiff's reli-

ance on Title VI caused problems that were evidenced in the Washington 

v. Davis and University of California Regents v. Bakke 2 8 In both ---' 

2 5 See J. Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office for Civil Rights, 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare Memorandum to School Dis
tricts with more than Five Percent National Origin Minority Group Chil
dren, Identification of Discrimination and Denial of Services on the 
Basis of National Orrgin, May 25, 1970; 35 Fed. Reg. 11595 (1970). 
(This memo has since been known as the 25 May Memorandum). 

26 Lau V. Nichols, 1974. 

27 Serna v. Portales, 351 F. supp. 1279 (D.N.M.1972) Aff'd 499 2d 
1147 (lOth cir.1974); and Aspira of New York, Inc. v. Board of Educa
tion, 394F. Supp.1161 (S.D. N.Y. 1975). 
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cases, the validity of Lau was questioned by four of the Justices. Both 

~ and Bakke argued that statutory claims under Title VI should 

require a show of intent, i.e., the burden would be with the plaintiffs 

to show that a school district intended to discriminate. Even though 

the law is not final on the issue, no case has gone to the high Court 

where Lau has been expressly overturned. Some Hispanic litigations have 

begun a new approach in their litigation by using Congressional legisla-

tion and the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 (EEOA) 29 as the 

principal source of law in support of bilingual education and of the 

need for specialized educational services for Hispanics and other lan-

guage minority students. 30 

Specifically, Section 1703(f) of the EEOA prohibits a state from 

denying equal educational opportunites by--

the failure by an educational agency to take appropriate action to 
overcome language barriers that impede equal participation by its 
students in its instruction programs. 

For purposes of this review of the litigation, the most relevant 

bilingual cases presently shaping bilingual education policy, which draw 

from the EEOA, are Idaho Migrant Council v. State Board of Education31 

28 Washington V. Davis, 426 U.S. 229 (1976); University of Califor
nia Regents v. Bakke, 448 U.S. 265 (1978). 

29 The Equal Educational Opportunity Act of 1974, 20 U.S.C. Sees 
17001- 1721(1976). 

3 0 Wisconsin Advisory Committee to the United States Commission on 
Civil Rights, Falling through the Cracks: An Assessment of Bilingual 
Education in Wisconsin, July 1982, pp 10-11. 

31 Idaho Migrant Council v. State Board of Education, 647 F. 2d 69 
(9th Cir. 1981). 
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United States v. State of Texas, 32 Castaneda v. Pickard 33 and Keyes v 

Denver Bilingual Consent Decree. 34 

While all of the preceding cases drew from the EEOA, Castaneda is 

undoubtedly the most important because its mandate is presently used by 

the Department of Education as a guide in its review of Title VI 

national origin compliance plans, 35 Castaneda requires that a school 

district show that its plan for compliance with EEOA pass a three-part 

test, which aims to evaluate the adequacy of special language instruc-

tion for limited English proficient students. The test involves, first, 

a determination of whether the proposed program is an "expert-based pro-

gram" and if the program "flows" from established theoretical and peda-

gogical practice; second, assurance that the program's implementation 

practices will ensure the successful attainment of equal educational 

opportunity goals; and third, the court's assurance that the program 

adopted and implemented by the school district in question provides pro-

tected students with equal educational opportunities. 36 

The cumulative results of desegregation and bilingual litigation 

and federal and state efforts at providing bilingual education for His-

panic students point to the existence of a complex set of legal rights 

32 United States v. State of Texas, 506 F. Supp. 405(1981) reversed 
in pact, remanded in part, 680 F. 2d 356 (5th Cir 1982). 

33 Castenada v. Pickard, 648 F. 2d. 989 (5th cir 1981). 

34 Keyes v. Denver, 576 F. Supp. 1503 (p. Colo. 1981). 

3 5 Olga Eccher and Anthony Gradisnik, Helping Schools Design and 
Develop Bilingual Programs (University of Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Midwest 
National Origin Desegregation Assistance Center, 1984. Addendum.) 

36 Castaneda v. Pickard, 1981. 
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that Hispanics can draw from in their quest for equal educational 

opportunity. Furthermore, the preceding discussion of the litigation 

provides a background to the current desegregation case in Chicago which 

is discussed in the next section. 

A Selected Literature Review of the More Significant Aspects 

of the Historical Background Concerning Chicago Public 

Schools and its Desegregation Plan 

In the preceding section, a select literature review was presented 

concerning key litigation at the national level pertaining to desegrega

tion and Hispanic students. This litigation review focused on both 

desegregation and the issue of bilingual education as it relates to His

panic and/or national origin minority (NOM) students. It is important 

to examine key litigation concerning Hispanic students because ther~ is 

a scarcity of research data on the involvement of Hispanic students and 

community members in school desegregation. There is, however, much doc

umentation in the area of litigation. This section will provide a his

torical background leading to the development of the Chicago Public 

School's desegregation plan as well as provide a discussion on local 

litigation concerning this plan. 

The Chicago Public Schools has long been characterized by isolated 

schools. This segregation was created from the concept of neighborhood 

schools and from the fact that neighborhoods in Chicago have typically 

developed as racially isolated enclaves. 37 Chicago has been considered 

37 Board of Education, City of Chicago, Robert L. Green, Lead Con-
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more racially segregated in its housing patterns than any other major 

urban city in the North. 38 This racial isolation is evidenced in its 

student population. In 1979 when the Chicago Public Schools system was 

making some progress towards an acceptable school desegregation plan, 

the system was virtually segregated with a minority white population of 

only 20 percent. The system was divided administratively, at the time, 

into 27 subdistricts. The total student enrollment was 477,339 student 

as of October 31, 1979, with a white non-Hispanic student enrollment of 

95,513 or 20 percent of the student population; a black non-Hispanic 

student enrollement of 289,920 or 60.7 percent; an American Indian/Alas-

kan Native student population of 748 or 0. 2 percent; an Asian or 

Pacific Islander student population of 9,210 or 1.9 percent; and a His-

panic student population of 81,948 or 17.2 percent. 39 (44,720 Mexican, 

31,065 Puerto Rican, 6,163 Other Hispanic students.) 

OCR/HEW in its "Appendix to Letter of Ineligibility to the Chicago 

Public School District Under the Emergency School Aid Act, 114 0 dated 

April 9, 1979, submitted an extensive document showing deliberate racial 

sultant, Desegregation Plan for the Chicago Public Schools, Part _!: 
Educational Components (Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 
1981) p.2. 

38 Annette Sorensen, Karl E. Fauber and Leslie J. Hollingsworth, Jr., 
"Index of Racial Residential Segregation for 109 Cities in the United 
States, 1940-1970, Sociological Focus, April 197 5, Table I, pp. 
128-130. 

39 Board of Education, City of Chicago, Racial Ethnic Survey: Stu
dents as of October 31, 1979. (Chicago: Board of Education, City of 
Chicago, 1979). 

40 Office of Civil Rights and Housing Education and Welfare,' Appendix 
to Letter of Ineligibility to the Chicago Public School District Under 
the Emergency School Aid Act, April 19, 1979. 
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segregation by the Chicago Board of Education in its past policy and 

also as a result of city policy and housing patterns. 41 The Appendix 

itemized a long history of actions and/or inaction or resistance by the 

Chicago Board of Education which had contributed or caused segregation 

in Chicago Public Schools. Among those points are: 

- Location of permanent and temporary facilities to 

increase segregation practices. For example, the 

majority of mobile units were located in pre-

dominately minority schools while adjacent white 

majority schools continued to have declining 

enrollment 

- The creation and alteration of school boundaries 

for elementary secondary, and vocational schools. 

- The transporation of students to include segregated 

busing patterns. 

- The assignment of professional staff according to 

racial lines. (it was not until 1963 that a black 

principal was appointed to a white elementary school). 42 

All allegations are documented by giving detailed examples of such 

practices. Consequently, in denying Emergency School Aid Act funds, 

OCR/HEW found that school officials had maintained a racially discrimi-

natory, dual school system. 

It is important to note that the system's selection for new site 

41 Ibid. 

42 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Illinios Advisory Committee, 
Briefing Memo on Chicago School Desegregation, October, 1979. 
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in a segregative manner was made in conjunction with the Chicago Housing 

Authority (CHA), whose discriminatory practices of selection of sites 

for public housing had already been established by the courts. (See Gau-

treaux y. Chicago Housing Authority, 503 F. 2nd 930 (7th Cir. 1924); 

Hells y. Gautreaux, 425 U.S. 284 1976). Typically, when CHA established 

houses in white areas, the board provided educational opportunities for 

these children by the construction of new facilities rather than using 

the available room in white schools which could have served these chil-

dren. On the other hand, the neighborhood schools already established 

were generally used by the Board when black projects opened in black 

neighborhoods or white projects opened in white neighborhoods 43 

The Armstrong Act 44 enacted in 1963, as an amendment, to Chapter 

122, Section 10-21.3, Illinois Revised Statutes, required that a local 

school board "from time to time ... change or revise existing attendance 

units or create new units in a manner which will take into consideration 

the prevention of segregation and elimination of children in public 

schools because of color, race, or nationality." 45 In spite of this act 

and its affirmative nature, the Chicago Board of Education continued its 

policy of selection of sites for new schools in segregated settings as 

discussed below. 46 

The State Board of Education has in the last few years approved 

43 OCR/HEW Appendix, pp. 13,14. 

44 Armstrong Law, Ill. Rev. Stat. c. 122, sec. 10-21,3. 

45 Ibid. 

46 Meg O'Connor, "State Puts A Squeeze On 'Sardine School'" Chicago 
Tribune 6 March 1980, sec. 1, p. 10. 
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the construction of seven schools in Chicago with the assurance that the 

new schools have a white enrollment of between 10 percent and 40 per-

cent. The first of seven schools opened in February 1979, the New 

McCormick Elementary School, now renamed Kanoon Magnet School located 

at 23rd Street and Kedzie Avenue, had an enrollment of 98 percent His-

panic. When it first opened, the Illinios State Board of Education 

(ISBE) insisted that the school be desegregated. ISBE took this action 

in Chicago's practice because it did not want to be renamed "co-conspir-

ator" in case the U.S. Department of Justice decided to file a suit 

charging the Chicago Board of Education with willfully creating and 

maintaining segregated schools. 47 

It is important, at this point, to look at some positive actions 

that CBE has taken in the past concerning the desegregation issue. 

The Hauser Report 48 (March 1964) probably represents one of the 

major efforts in desegregating Chicago schools. The panel selected by 

the CBE found the conditions of black schools quite unequal to white 

schools in all aspects (physical facilities, assignments of staff, 

attendance, dropouts, teaching materials, overcrowding). The report 

deplored the CBE for not taking desegregation actions and not following 

its affirmative policy adopted by the Board on behalf of integration. 

The Hauser Report 4 9 was adopted in principle by the Chicago Board of 

47 Ibid. 

48 Philip M. Hauser, Integration of the Public Schools, Chicago, 
Report to the Chicago Board of Education by the Advisory Panel on Inte
gration of the Public Schools (Chicago: Board of Education, 31 March 
1964). 

49 Ibid. 
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Education. 

The Havighurst Report. 50 (November 1964), commissioned by CBE, 

repeats and endorses the recommendations of the Hauser Report and adds 

recommendations concerning compensatory educational measures. It was 

the Webb 51 case, however, which gave impetus to a series of reports and 

litigations. In the Webb case, a group of parents sued the CBE in the 

segregation and overcrowding of black schools. The Webb case of Septem-

her 1961 was settled out of court and resulted in the Hauser Report. In 

the 1960s, the CBE was involved in numerous litigations concerning seg-

regated practices. 52 

In July 1965, the Coordinating Council of Community Organizations 

(CCCO) filed a formal complaint of discrimination. This complaint, 

filed with the U.S. Office of Education and involving the newly passed 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, demanded the disapproval of federal funds 

under Title VI provisions. This was the first major challenge to a 

northern school district under the new act. The U.S. Commissioner of 

Education in response to the CCCO complaints moved to withhold about 

thirty million dollars, the first grant to CBE under the newly appointed 

ESEA Title I. However, because of political intervention by such Chi-

cago notables as Congressman Roman Pucinski and the late Mayor Daley, 

the order was withdrawn within five days to allow the CBE to conduct its 

50 Robert T. Havinghurst, The Public Schools of Chicago, Chicago: 
Board of Education, City of Chicago, 1964). 

51 Webb v. Board of Education of the City of Chicago, 223 F, Supp.466 
(N.D.Ill. 1963). 

52 For a thorough discussion on this, see U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights Illinois Advisory Committee, Briefing Memo. 
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own investigation. 53 Consequently, HEW, at this time, did not enforce 

its own Law. The result virtually stopped all Title VI enforcement 

efforts in northern and western schools for almost three years. 54 

In 1976, the CBE was informed by the Illinois State Board of Edu-

cation to prepare a plan that complied with the State Board's rule on 

school desegregation. The Access to Excellence: Recommendations for 

Equalizing Educational Opportunities 55 approved, by the state in 1978, 

did not meet federal requirements; however, and in 1979, the U.S. 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) did not award Emer-

gency School Aid Act (ESAA) funds to the CBE. The second plan, Access 

to Excellence, Further Recommendations 56 was rejected by HEW as not 

being adequate. The problem was then handed to the Department of Jus-

tice for investigation in light of The Civil Rights Act of 1964. 57 The 

Consent Decree58 of September 24, 1980, was the result of negotiations 

between the district and the Department of Justice. CBE worked on a 

53 Center for Natonal Policy Review, Justice Delayed and Denied: HEW 
and Northern School Desegregation (Washington D.C.: Center for National 
Policy Review, 1974), p.9. 

54 Ibid. 

55 Board of Education, City of Chicago, Access to Excellence: Recom
mendations for Equalizing Educational Opportunities (Chicago: Board of 
Education, City of Chicago 1978). 

56 Board of Education, City of Chicago, Access to Excellence, Further 
Recommendations Chica~: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 1979). 

57 For further discussion see: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
Illinios Advisory Commitee, Briefing Memo Robert L. Green, Head Consult
ant, Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago Public Schools, Part l= 
Educational Components, (Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 
1981). 

58 United States v. Board of Education of The City of Chicago, (N.D. 
Ill. 1980). 
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projected acceptable desegregation plan under the guidance of its Lead 

Consultant, Robert L. Green. The Consent Decree acknowledged the exis-

tence of a large number of racially isolated Chicago Public Schools but 

did not deal with the issue of responsibility. In the Chicago Student 

Desegregation Plan for the Chicago Public Schools (hereinafter called 

the Plan), the Board affirmed that "racial isolation is educationally 

disadvantageous to all students" and committed itself to developing and 

implementing a "system-wide plan to remedy the present effects of past 

segregation of black and Hispanic students." 59 The Plan focuses on two 

main objectives which are (1) creating the greatest practical number of 

stably desegregated school and (2) providing the educational and related 

programs for any black or Hispanic school remaining segregated. 60 

The Chicago Board of Education on April 15, 1981, adopted Recom-

mendations on Educational Components. 61 The Educational Components sec-

tion of the Student Desegregation Plan addresses many areas in its 

effort to raise the achievement level of students. These areas include 

curriculum, the quality of school administration, student expectations, 

school climate, school facilities, and the use of test results to 

improve instruction. 

Among the educational components are areas which were specifically 

designed to target the needs of isolated schools, i.e., predominately 

black or Hispanic schools. The Plan called for selecting a number of 

59 Green, Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago Public Schools, 
p. 4. 

60 Ibid. 

61 Ibid. 
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isolated schools having "critical learning needs" and implementing a 

modified "Effective Schools" design based on local school action plans. 

The Effective Schools Model is based upon the body of literature refer

red to as "school effects." Ronald Edmonds and others argued that inner 

city students can do well in spite of low socio-economic status (SES) 

given a school which has strong (1) leadership, (2) instructional empha

sis, (3) positive climate, (4) high expectations and the (5) the use of 

achievement test results. 62 Forty-five isolated schools were selected 

including ten predominately Hispanic schools. These "targeted school," 

selected because of their racial isolation and low achievement would not 

only receive supplementary compensatory programs within schools but 

would receive assistance from a "school improvement team" in order to 

develop and implement a process at the local level to make the needed 

changes. 63 

In the area of bilingual education, the Plan provided for the 

establishment of the same goals and objectives for both regular English 

fluent and limited English proficient (LEP) students; accessibility of 

school activites for LEP students, giving of special services for stu

dents in bilingual programs in isolated schools; concentration on moni

toring and administrative programs; and conducting an ongoing review of 

hiring policies relating to bilingual programs. 64 The Plan called for 

maintaining (1) an Advisory Panel of Parents and Students and (2) an 

Advisory Panel of Citywide and Community Organizations. It also called 

62 Ibid. pp. 298-300. 

63 Ibid. 

64 Ibid. pp. 397-430. 
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for establishing a network for keeping schools, administration, and out-

side institutions informed concerning the desegregation plan as well as 

for exchanging of resources. 65 

Although recommendations given by the Plan pertain to all stu-

dents, the preceding recommendations mainly target Hispanic students, 

parents and community members which is within the scope of the study. 

The Student Assignment Principles was adopted on April 29, 1981, 

by the Chicago Board of Education. It outlined a voluntary desegrega-

tion student assignment plan as well as some mandatory measures that do 

not involve transportation, e.g., boundary changes. 66 

The final part of the Plan, The Comprehensive Student Assignment 

Plan was adopted on January 22, 1982. 67 The main objective of the plan 

is "to establish the greatest number of stably desegregated schools in a 

manner that does not cause resegregation. 6 8 Desegregated schools and 

stably integrated schools are defined by the Chicago Board of Education 

as those with student enrollment of either 30-70 percent minority stu-

dents. This plan specified that at least $40 million in fiscal years 

1982 and 1983 and $20 million in successive fiscal years would be 

reserved and proportionately distributed for educational improvements 

for racially isolated black and Hispanic schools. 69 

6 5 

Plan: 
p.6. 

6 6 

6 7 

68 

69 

Board of Education, 
A Summary (Chicago: 

Ibid. p. 7. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. p. 6. 

City of Chicago, The Student Desegregation 
Board Of Education, City of Chicago, 1982). 
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On January, 6, 1983, U.S. District Court Judge Milton I. Shadur 

approved the CBE Voluntary Desegregation Plan. The approved plan was 

derived from the original Consent Decree of September 24, 1980. 70 

The Chicago Board of Education in all its deliberations neither 

admitted nor denied allegations of discrimination. It did admit, how-

ever, that the Chicago Public Schools is characterized by schools which 

are racially isolated and that isolation is an educational disadvantage 

for all students. The agreement reached by the U.S. Department of Jus-

tice and the CBE was seen as a negotiated settlement of the action and 

an action that was best for the public interest. The agreement was 

derived from two basic objectives for desegregation of the Chicago Pub-

lie Schools (1) considering all circumstances in Chicago, the establish-

ment. of the greatest practicable number of stably desegregated schools, 

and (2) the provision of educational and related programs for schools 

remaining racially isolated, i.e., black or Hispanic. These schools 

would be provided supplementary educational assistance in order to arne-

liorate past or continuing educational disadvantages. 71 

Members of different citizen groups and organizations criticized 

the Student Desegregation Plan, among those groups were the Puerto Rican 

Legal Defense and Educational Fund and the Mexican American Legal 

Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF). They acted as counsel for the 

following Hispanic community and organization groups: Pilsen Neighbors 

Community Council, West Town Concerned Citizens Coalition, and the 

70 Board of Education, City of Chicago, Student Desegregation Plan 
for the Chicago Public Schools Annual: Desegregation Review 1982-83 
(Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 1983) p.3. 

7 1 Ibid. p. 1. 
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Latino Institute. 72 The Hispanic groups charged that Recommendations on 

Educational Components failed to provide equal educational opportunity 

to Hispanic students. The Plan was seen as providing only general prom-

ises and lacking specificity by targeting only a small number of 

racially isolated schools. This attempt at legal intervention failed 

when the court decided that it was untimely and that the Hispanic groups 

should wait to see the results of ongoing negotiations between the CBE 

and the Department of Justice. 73 

The Hispanic groups also addressed the problems of racial and eth-

nic isolation and the fact that compensatory education must be provided 

to overcome past and current segregative practices. Other issues 

included the protection of white students at the expense of black and 

Hispanic students and the definition-of racial minorities as being one 

and the same. 74 This issue was verbalized by Professor Joyce A. Hughes, 

a member of the Board of Education at the time. When she disapproved of 

the Plan and said: "The Plan treats race and ethnicity as a 'fungible' 

concept, i.e., it suggests that it is the same thing to be black as it 

is to Hispanic as it is to be Asian. But racial minorities are not 

interchangeable ... ". 75 

Other citizen groups such as the National Association for the 

Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and the Citizens School Committee, 

72 Interim Report : A Promise of Simple Justice in the Education of 
Chicago School Children? by Leon P. Finney, Chairman to Monitoring Com
mission (Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 1983). p.4. 

73 Ibid. p. 4.5 

74 Ibid. 

75 Ibid. p. 8 



55 

a multiracial and mulitethnic association of parents and other concerned 

citizens, focused on the need to reduce the number of racially isolated 
' 

schools. The Comprehensive Student Assignment Plan attempted to address 

some of the concerns of these diverse citizen groups by maximizing the 

reduction of racial and ethnic isolation in Chicago Public Schools. The 

four basic action plans dealt with the following: 

1) directly competing with private, parochial and 

suburban schools in the recruitment of children 

to the Chicago Public School; 

2) stabilizing ~nd increasing desegregation in schools 

which are currently desegregated; 

3) desegregating, as much as possible, those schools 

that are not already desegregated; and 

4) avoiding the necessary use of compulsory measures. 76 

In spite of all criticisms, the Plan has been found by the courts 

to be constitutional. 

After the Plan was approved, the Board continued an ongoing dia-

logue with the courts about who should pay for the Plan. Of particular 

concern to the Board was the "Educational Components," which pointed to 

an educational plan which included thousands of ethnic minority students 

who, by virtue of the sheer lack of majority white students, must attend 

racially identifiable schools. In order to provide more educational 

services to these "isolated" schools, the Board would have to invest 

millions of dollars it did not have available. Consequently, in examing 

76 Ibid. 
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the "effective schools" concept, The Chicago Board of Education sought 

further financial assistance. 77 

The 1980 Consent Decree provides that both the Board and the 

United States will "make every good faith effort to find and provide 

every available form of financial resources adequate for the implementa-

tion of the Plan." 78 In June 1983, the Board sought enforcement by the 

courts of that provision. Judge Shadur ruled with the Board on June 30, 

1983, and ordered the United States government to find sufficient funds 

as well as to provide appropriate legislation to assist the Chicago 

Board of Education. Pending actions by the federal government, the 

court froze $55 million of federal funds which could have been used to 

help the Board. 79 

The 7th Circuit Court of Appeals, on September 1983, affirmed Sha-

dur's ruling. Congress moved to appropriate $20 million for the Board's 

plan while the case was pending in the Court of Appeals. President 

Reagan on August 13, 1983, vetoed the bill. Following the Court of 

Appeal's ruling, Congressman Yates from Illinois was successful in sub-

mitting a non-vetoable continuing resolution for a $20 million appropri-

ation which became law and was signed on October 31, 1983. The passage 

by President Reagan of that appropriation allowed Judge Shadur to lift 

an order freezing federal education spending. The Executive Branch of 

the Federal government, however, continued its effort to lobby against 

77 Chicago Public Schools, Background Information on the Chicago Pub
lic Schools "Claim Against the United States for Desegregation Funding" 
(Chicago; Chicago Public Schools, 1984), p. 1. 

78 Ibid. 

79 Ibid. 
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any further funding for the Chicago Board of Education plan. This 

effort resulting in the Appellate Court on September 26, 1984, reversing 

itself in its stand in favor of Shadur's decision. In October 30, 1984, 

the Chicago Board of Education found that the $20 million legislation 

would not be continued; in effect, a large number of special programs 

designed to "alleviate racial isolation" and provide equal educational 

opportunity for a now majority ethnic minority population were eradi

cated. Hit the hardest by this decision were the black and Hispanic 

schools which are racially isolated. 80 

The preceding brief historical background concerning the Chicago 

Board of Education and the matter of desegregation of students presents 

the reader with a framework for understanding the development of the 

educational programs proposed by the Board and the political situation 

from which the Plan evolved. 

A review of the literature pertinent to the four research hypothe

sis follows. 

Summary of the Review of the Literature as Related 

to the Four Research Hypotheses 

This study will document the involvement of Hispanic parents and 

community leaders with the Chicago Public Schools during the development 

and/or implementation of the desegregation plan. The hypotheses address 

(1) their measured involvement in the plan, (2) their measured assess

ment of the educational programs implemented as a result of the plan, 

80 Ibid. pp. 3-4. 
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(3) their choices for involvement of their children in the educational 

plan, (4) and their measured assessment of the role of bilingual educa-

tion in the desegregation plan. 

A discussion of select national and local findings focusing on the 

research pertinent to the four hypotheses follows. 

Research HYPothesis 1 

There will be no significant difference among the measured 

involvement in the development and implementation of the desegregation 

plan in the Chicago Public Schools of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

Hypothesis 1 investigates the question: What is the measured 

involvement of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic 

parents, and Hispanic leaders, in the development and implementation of 

a desegregation plan? i.e., How involved have Hispanic parents and lead-

ers been in desegregation plans? 

Hawley, et al., 81 have the most up-to-date review of the research 

on school desegregation and the effectiveness of recent strategies to 

implement a desegregation plan. They suggest that the research on how 

the presence of a sizeable Hispanic population will affect the character 

of a desegregation process in both a two-race and three-race dis-

tricts ... is very sparse. 82 

81 Willis D. Hawley, et al., Assessment of Current Knowledge About 
the Effectiveness of School Desegregation Strategies, 2 vol (Nashville, 
TN.: Vanderbilt University : Institute of Policy Studies, Center for 
Educational and Human Development Policy, 1981) 

82 Ibid. 
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The writer will begin with a selected review of the general liter-

ature on community involvement during the development and implementation 

of a desegregation plan. 

Analysis of the desegregation process in Boston by Taylor and 

Stinchcombe 83 as well as by Eastabrook, 84 found that racial integration 

or school integration was supported by the same proportion of individu-

als before desegregation as after, despite the extensive protest and 

violence. McConahay and Hawley 8 5 and Slawaski 8 6 shows no noticeable 

difference in support for desegregation for those who have their chil-

dren in public schools and those who do not. 
' 

The importance ~f community involvement in the development and 

implementation of a desegregation plan is stressed QY numerous writers. 

Lorraine M. McDonnell and Gail L. Zellman87 surveyed 131 community 

organizations in 40 desegregated school districts. They found that the 

involvement of all types of community groups, particularly during the 

planning stages, can assist in building broad-based public support for a 

83 D.G. Taylor and A. Stinchcombe, The Boston School Desegregation 
Controversy (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1977). 

8 4 L. S. Eastbrook, "The Effect of Desegregation on Parents' Evalua
tion of Schools" (Ph.D. Dissertaion, Boston University, 1980). Disser
taion Abstracts International, 41, 6443a, 1980 (University Microfilms 
No. 80-1 3, 278). 

85 J.B.McConahay and W.D. Hawley, Reaction to Busing in Louisville: 
Summary of Adult Opinions in 1976 and 1977, (Durnham, N.C.: Duke Uni
versity, Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, 1978). 

86 E.J. Slawski; "Pontiac Parents on Busing or Integration?" Educa-
~ and Urban Society (August 1976) pp. 477-498. 

8 7 Lorraine M. McDonnell and Gail L. Zellman, "The Role of Community 
Groups Facilitating School Desegregation," paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Amer,ican Political Science association, New York, 
N.Y. August-September 1978. 
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desegregation plan. These groups, they found, can provide legitimacy to 

a desegregation plan and promote parental involvement in the schools. 

Hawley, et al, 88 in a synthesis of existing research and commen-

tary on Strategies for Effective Desegregation conclude that: 

The effectiveness of school desegregation depends in large part on 
preparing members of the community for desegregation and involving 
them in developing and implementing the plan ... School Administr
aors and community leaders may best encourage public support by 
emphasizing the educational opportunities that are associated with 
the plan... Desegregating districts should try to bring parents and 
other citizens to schools both before and after implementaton of 
desegregation and involve them in educational and extracurricular 
activities. 89 

Following is a selected review of the limited literature as it pertains 

to Hispanics. 

Arias 90 believes that two of the most neglected aspects of His-

panic student desegregation are community participation and information 

dissemination. Case studies by Naboa indicate that "among Hispanics 

nearly half of those who are (aware) have grave misconceptions about 

desegregation." 91 

Baez, Fernandez and Guskin92 provide a case study of the desegre-

88 Willis D. Hawley, ed., Strategies for Effective Desegregating 
(Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath and Co., 1983), pp. 87,88. 

89 Ibid. 

90 Beatriz M. Arias, "Hispanics and School Desegregation: Issues for 
the 1980's," paper, Graduate School of Education, U.C.L.A., 1979. 

91 Abdin Noboa, An Overview of Trends in Segregation of Hispanic Stu
dents in Major Scho~ Districts Having Large Hispanic Enrollment (Wash
ington D.C.: National Institute of Education, 1980), p.107. 

92 Luis A. Baez, Ricardo R. Fernandez, and Judith T. Guskin, Safe
guarding the Rights of Hispanic Children during Desegregation of MilWau
kee Public Schools: ~ Community Perspective (Milwaukee: Midwest 
National Origin Desegregation Assistance Center,University of Wiscon
sin), pp. 84-85. 
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gation process in Milwaukee's Public Schools. They credit the success 

of strong community participation, specifically the participation of 

Hispanic community members, to the openness of the desegregation plan-

ning process. This openness (according to Baez, et.al.) provided the 

opportunity for some equalization of power for minority groups who are 

usually not a part of this process by their willingness to attend meet-

ings, to draft statements and proposals, and to work with other ethnic 

parent groups, as well as board members and school administrators. This 

was done in order to ensure that, at the very least, the legal rights of 

Hispanic children were not ignored or violated. 93 

A number of investigations have been conducted on desegregation 

and the Chicago Public Schools. Havighurst 94 conducted a survey for the 

Board of Education of the City of Chicago in which he recommended that 

desegregation be phased in using volunteer measures. He did not specif-

ically look at the perceptions of the Hispanic community. Koval and 

Fidel, 95 conducted a "Parents Needs-Perception Survey, Chicago Public 

Schools" for the Illinois State Office of Education. The survey indi-

cated that of the three main racial ethnic groups (black, whites, His-

panics) Hispanic parents had more positive attitudes concerning racial 

diversity. Thirty-four percent of Hispanic parents surveyed indicated 

that they would like racial diversity and 61 percent indicated that they 

93 Ibid. 

94 Robert J. Havighurst, The Chicago Public Schools of Chicago: A 
Survey for The Board of Education for the City of Chicago (Chicago: 
Board of Education, City of Chicago, 1969). 

95 John P. Koval and Kenneth Fidel, Parents Needs Perception Survey 
Chicago Public Schools (Illinois: Illinois State Office of Education, 
March 1978). 
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would not mind. The level of education of the parents was not found to 

be a significant factor in their responses. 96 

The National Opinion Research Center (NORC) 9 7 in November and 

December of 1981, conducted a telephone survey of a sample of parents of 

children in the Chicago Public Schools concerning their attitudes 

towards the desegregation plan of the Chicago Public Schools and their 

attitude concerning the schools their children attended. The Survey 

indicated that Hispanic parents were most favorable toward desegregation 

in the public schools (57%) as compared to black parents (54%) and white 

parents (40%) surveyed. A large number of Hispanic parents, however, 

indicated that their children were not participating in the free busing 

program (95%); the same was true for black parents (92%) as well as 

white parents (93%). A larger number of Hispanic parents were not 

familiar with the voluntary transfer program in Chicago (55%) as com-

pared to black parents (50%) and white parents(38%). Of all the parents 

surveyed Hispanic parents were the least likely to have heard of magnet 

schools (77%) as compared to black parents (55%) and white parents 

(44%). Generally, Hispanic parents were divided in their opinion con-

cerning busing children of all backgrounds to achieve desegregation (35% 

favoring, 34% opposing). When asked about moving children by bus in 

order to achieve desegregation, Hispanic parents mainly favored a move 

to a good school located about 20 minutes away by bus in a mostly white 

neighborhood (69%) or a mostly Hispanic neighborhood (72%). When asked 

96 Ibid. 

97 National Opinion Research Center, Chicago School District Desegre
gation Survey: Summary of Responses (Chicago: Chicago Board of Educa-
tion, November-December 1981). pp. 1-22. 
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about a good school that is half white and half black located the same 

distance away but in a mostly black neighborhood, only 31% favored this 

type of situation. From these data it would seem that Hispanic parents 

in Chicago, contrary to popular belief, are not opposed to busing per 

se 98 but might not be familiar with the different options being offered 

in a desegregation plan. 

Hispanic parents, in the Chicago Public Schools, although gener

ally favorable towards the desegregation plan, from past studies, do not 

appear to have much knowledge of the Plan and alternative options being 

offered by the Plan. 

In the next section, the writer will discuss the literature says 

about parents' assessment of the educational programs implemented as a 

result of a desegregation plan. 

Research Hypothesis 2 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of educational programs during implementation of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, 

and Other Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders. 

Hypothesis 2 investigates the question: What is the measured 

assessment of Hispanic parents and leaders of the educational programs 

affected and/or created during the implementation of a segregation plan? 

That is, do desegregation plans result in educational achievement for 

their children? 

The Review of the Literature points to the reservation with which 

98 Ibid. 
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parents and community leaders, in general, and Hispanics, in particular, 

approach desegregation implementation and the programs which emerge from 

such efforts. In this section, we will, first, review selected studies 

of parent/community attitudes towards desegregation programs and, sec-

ond, Hispanic parents/community reaction to desegregation programs as 

evidenced in the observations of various settings nationwide and in Chi-

cago. 

Gordon and St. John reviewed more than 120 studies concerning the 

relationship of school racial composition to achievement attitude and 

behavior of children. Based on these studies, they concluded that 

"biracial studies must be judged neither a demonstrated success nor a 

demonstrated failure." 99 Crain and Mahard 100 in reviewing 73 studies on 

the effects of desegregation on black achievement concluded that the 

difference in black test scores would probably be more noticeable in a 

positive manner, if it begins in the earliest grades and if the overall 

racial climate of the class is more positive. The United States Commis-

sion on Civil Rights 101 did not find a difference between the perform-

ance of white students in desegregated classes as opposed to white stu-

dents in all white schools. 

99 Aspira of America Inc., Trends in Segregation of Hispanic Enroll
~. Vol. ~: Desegregation and the Hispano in America (Washington D.C. 

National Institute of Education, 1980), p. 54, quoting Edmund Gordon 
and Nancy St. John, 1979, p. 9. 

100 Hawley, et al., Assessment, Vol. 5: ~Review of the Empirical 
Research on Desegregation: Community Response, Relations and Resegrega
tion by Rossell, et al., p. 174, quoting Robert L. Crain and Rita E. 
Mahard, 1977, p. 1. 

101 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Racial Isolation in. the Public 
Schools (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967). 
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Despite the evidence supporting positive attitudinal changes con-

cerning desegregation plans, some of these studies show that there are 

strong parental fears about the outcome of school desegregation on aca-

demic performance. McConahay and Hawley 1 0 2 found that in Louisville 

these fears had increased as the plan developed. For example, among 

those parents opposed to busing to achieve racial desegregation (over-

whelmingly white), there had been an increase between 1976 and 1977 of 

those parents who believed that busing reduces the quality of education 

(78 to 81 percent). In this same group, there had been a substantial 

increase (from 38 to 51 percent) in the proportion of parents believing 

that "the difference in learning ability between most blacks and most 

whites is so great that neither group benefits from going to school 

together." 103 Among those supporting busing to achieve racial desegrega-

tion (overwhelming black), the proportion who believed that busing "ham-

pers the quality of education" had decreased from 32 to 22 percent as 

well as the proportion believing that "the difference in learning abil-

ity between most blacks and most whites is so great that neither group 

benefits from going to school together" had decreased from 12 to 5 per-

cent. 1 o4 

Sobel and Beck 105 produced similar findings in a survey of black 

102 J.B. McConahay and W.D. Hawley, Reactions to Busing in Louis
~: Summary of Adult Opinions in 1976 and 1977 (Durham, N.C.: Duke 
University, Institute of Policy Science and Public Affairs, 1978). 

1 0 3 Ibid. 

1 0 4 Ibid. 

105 M.J. Sabol and W.W. Beck, "Perceptions of Black Parents in an 
Undersegregated Subdistrict of an Integrated School System," Urban Edu
cation (December 1978): 411-422. 



66 

parents conducted in Dallas in early 1977. At that time, the Dallas 

school system had desegregated four of its six subdistricts. One of 

those subdistricts not desegregated remained 97 percent black. Black 

parents in this district felt that mixed schools offered better educa-

tional opportunites than segregated schools. Furthermore, the study 

found that those black parents whose children were attending mixed 

schools were significantly happier with their schools than those parents 

who said their children were in segregated schools. 106 

It should be noted that according to the literature review the use 

of magnet schools as a mean to desegregate has proven to be successful 

as a whole. Two surveys which were administered to parents of children 

attending magnet schools in St. Louis showed how satisfied parents were 

with the quality of education in the magnet schools. The result of the 

"Magnet/Pilot Parent Questionaire" 10 7 and the "Parent Participation 

Questionaire" 108 showed that, if educational alternatives such as magnet 

schools are used, both parents and community will become more involved 

in the educational process as well as be more satisfied with the educa-

tion their children are receiving. This satisfaction occurred indepen-

dently of race and did not appear to be negatively influenced by bus-

ing. 1 o 9 

106 Ibid. 

10 7 Robert L. Loveridge, "Parent Perceptions of Magnet Schools as a 
Method of Segregation," paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Research Association, 1978, Toronto, Canada. (Bethesda, 
MD.:ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 170 384, 1982). 

108 Ibid. 

1 0 9 Ibid. 
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In a survey of parents' and students' opinions regarding the qual-

ity of education in the desegregated school system of Seattle, Washing-

ton in 1978-1979, 110 parents responding to the survey generally indi-

cated satisfaction with most of their children's education. This study 

also showed a higher level of parent satisfaction among those children 

enrolled in educational program options, i.e., magnet schools. Bused 

students whose parents indicated an adequate amount of bus supervi-

sian tended to have more favorable views of their educational experi-

ences. According to this survey, increased awareness of other ethnic 

group as well as other cultures appeared to be related to higher parent 

satisfaction and more positive student attitudes. 111 

The Education Commission of the States 112 conducted a massive 

study which concluded that students of Hispanic background are consis-

tently below their peers in the rest of the nation in all academic stud-

ies. Of the 16,000 Hispanic students studied, a great number of them 

were in lower grade levels than their appropriate age levels. For exam-

ple, at age 9, most U.S. students (75.3 percent) are in the fourth 

grade, only 68.6 percent of the Hispanic students are there, nearly 29 

percent are still in third grade. At age 13, 71.8 percent of the stu-

dents are in the eighth grade, only 53.3 percent of Hispanics are there, 

110 Hugh Walkup, Desegregation Evaluation Progress Report: Parent 
and Student Survey Responses: Report No. 79-17, Seattle, Wash.: Seat
tle Public Schools, Dept. of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, 
(Bethesda: Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction Services, ED 209 371, 1982). 

1 1 1 Ibid. 

112 The National Institute of Education, Desegregation and Education 
Concerns of the Hispanic Community: Conference Report, June 26.-27, 1977 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
1977). P. 11 quoting The Education Commission of the Stat~s, 1977. 
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more than a third of them are still in the seventh grade. At age 17, 

73.2 percent of all students are in the 11th grade as compared to 53.9 

percent of Hispanics, as opposed to 76 percent white and 61 percent 

black students. Those statistics are used to indicate the cumulative 

effects of past neglect in arguing for providing equality of access as 

well as services and opportunity for the Hispanic and other language 

minority children. 113 

Aspira, 114 in their research of the literature concerning the 

effects of desegregation on students, school, and community found that 

for the most part, whites are less affected by the type of school they 

attend than are minorities. In fact, according to Orfield's study of 

the research, there are no apparent education gains when poor white and 

black or Hispanic children are placed together. 115 St. John's review of 

the literature showed that the greatest gains are observed in schools 

where integration occurs between minority children and white middle 

class children. 116 

Rossell et al., in their review of the literature concerning the 

effects of desegregated schooling on Hispanic students found that there 

is a sparcity of studies dealing with the Hispanic students and academic 

achievement. Whatever studies there are, show similar patterns as to 

1 1 3 Ibid. 

114 Aspira of America, Inc., Desegregation and the Hispano in America 
p. 53. 

115 Gary Orfield, Must We Bus? 
Institute, 1978), p. 6~ 

(Washington D.C.: The Bronlungs 

116 Nancy H. St. John, School Desegregation Outcomes for Children 
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,1975), p. 156. 
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those of black and white students. 117 

The Coleman 118 report showed that Hispanic students achievement 

test scores were higher in schools with more white students. Mahard and 

Crain, 119 using the data from the National Longitudinal Study (NLS) of 

the high school graduating class of 1972, made a second study; in this 

study, they found a positive correlation between attending a predomi-

nantly white schools and the achievement of students of Mexican-Ameri-

cans, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent. Morrison 120 studied the educa-

tional achievement of white, Mexican-American, and black students in a 

large urban system. He found that the achievement levels for Mexican-A-

merican students were higher in desegregated schools. When Hispanics 

were first desegregated in grade three, these students had lower test 

scores than those in segregated schools; by the time they were in the 

eighth grade, they were slightly over one year ahead. He also found 

that the effects of desegregation and achievement were stronger for His-

panics than for blacks. 121 

Aspira, 122 in an ethnographic case study of two school districts, 

analyzed and documented the process and the impact of school desegrega-

117 Rossell et al., A Review of the Empirical Research on Desegrega
tion, pp. 152, 153. 

1 1 8 Ibid. p. 185, quoting Coleman et al, 1966,Table 3.23, p 310. 

1 1 9 Ibid. quoting Mahard and Crain, 1980. 

120 Ibid. quoting Morrison pp.viii and 120. 

12 1 Ibid. 

12 2 Asp ira America, Inc. Trends in Segregation of Hispanic Students 
in Major School Districts Having Large Hispanic Enrollment: Vol ~, Eth
nographic Case Studies, Final Report (New York: Aspira, Inc., 1979). 
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tion in the Hispanic community. One district analyzed was in the East 

and the other one in the West. Each district was in a white-controlled, 

tri-ethnic community and was undergoing its second year of successful 

implementation of court ordered school desegregation. The districts had 

an enrollment from 20,000 to 150,000, of which 15 percent to 25 percent 

was Hispanic students and no more than 30 percent was black. Data 

reviewed came from participant observation, interviews, literature 

reviews, census reports, and city planning studies. Aspira found that 

in both districts, the full implementation of the desegregation plan 

resulted in the loss of white enrollment and was followed by increased 

racial differences and conflicts. Further, Hispanic students were less 

likely to be in a supportive learning environment after desegregation. 

The court-ordered plan, curtailed specially targeted minority programs 

such as bilingual education. A number of Hispanics perceived desegrega-

tion to be detrimental to bilingual education programs. 123 

A survey of parent attitude 124 toward desegregation of the Chicago 

Public Schools was conducted in 1981 among more than a thousand white, 

black, and Hispanic parents in Chicago. Findings showed no significant 

differences in answers given by three diverse ethnic groups. Although 

parents favored school desegregation in general, they rejected busing 

and mandatory desegregation programs. They favored neighborhood schools 

and voluntary desegregation plans. The findings showed that most 

parents did not believe that desegregation would increase academic 

123 Ibid. 

124 National Opinion Research Center, The Chicago School District 
Desegregation Survey (Chicago; Board of Education, City of Chicago, 
November-December 1981). 
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achievement nor that it would help their children get along with chil

dren of other races. More than half of them suggested that busing would 

cause white middle-class parents to leave Chicago. 125 

This brief background on the assessment of educational programs 

implemented as a result of a desegregation plan shows us that, nation

ally, there is a sparcity in data available which address the Hispanic 

community. Locally, the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) 126 

study cited previously showed that parents of Chicago Public School 

children interviewed generally had favorable attitudes toward desegrega

tion (57% in favor as compared to 54% black and 40% white parents sur

veyed), they also showed that Hispanic parents were the least likely to 

know about voluntary busing plan and magnet schools. Hispanic parents 

in the Chicago Public Schools, when asked about their opinion of the 

public schools their children attend were positive at a higher level 

than black or white parents. Forty-five percent of the Hispanic parents 

surveyed designated their schools as "good" while 40 percent of the 

white parents and 35 percent of the black parents did the same. Twenty

two percent of the Hispanic parents designated their schools as "excel

lent" while 18 percent of the white parents and 9 percent of the black 

parents designated them accordingly. When asked about how satisfied or 

dissatisfied they were with the teaching of reading, arithmetic, sci

ence, and other basic skills, 82 percent of Hispanic parents answered 

that they were "satisfied" as opposed to 73 percent of the white 

parents and 78 percent of the black parents. When asked about "having 

125 Ibid. 

126 Ibid. 
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good contact between parents and teachers," 88 percent of the Hispanic 

parents responded that they were "satisfied" while 82 percent of the 

white and 79 percent of the black parents answered accordingly. 127 It 

should be noted that at the time that the survey was conducted, most 

Hispanic students were in segregated schools, i.e., racially isolated 

schools, and not generally involved in special desegregation programs. 

The Chicago Public Schools plan is, however, voluntary in nature, 

i.e., not mandatory. Further, bilingual programs in the Chicago Public 

Schools are state-mandated. Judicial precedent show how these programs 

are protected by the courts in a desegregation case. 

The following section will deal with the choices Hispanic parents 

make for involvement of their children in the educational process during 

implementation of the desegregation plan. 

Research Hypothesis 3 

There will be no significant difference among the choices of Mexi

can parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders for involvement of their children in the educational process 

during implementation of the desegregation plan. 

Hypothesis 3 investigates the question: What are the differences 

among the choices for involvement of their children in the educational 

process during the implementation of the desegregation plan:, i.e., How 

do Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders choose to involve their chil

dren in a desegregation plan? Do they choose to bus their children? Do 

they choose magnet schools? What kind of education program do they pre-

127 Ibid. 
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fer? 

The literature on how parents and community leaders choose to par-

ticipate in a desegregation porgram is vast as it relates to blacks and 

whites, but extremely limited as it pertains to Hispanics. Because the 

Chicago Public Schools' Plan is of a voluntary nature, these sections 

will provide a cursory review of the general literature focusing on vol-

untary desegregation experiences and comment on the available literature 

on Hispanics. 

A major issue of general concern during desegregation efforts has 

been whether voluntary desegregation plans can be designed so that they 

effectively reduce racial isolation. Rossell 128 finds that voluntary 

desegregation plans, including plans which encompass magnet schools, 

cannot reduce racial isolation more than a few percentage points in such 

school districts which are more than 30 percent minority. Magnet 

schools can, however, produce significant desegregation in school dis-

tricts which are less than 30 percent minority, according to Rossell. 

In such a case, school districts only need a small proportion of white 

volunteers in order to desegregate. 129 Larson 130 finds, on the other 

hand, that voluntary magnet schools did not make a significant differ-

ence in reducing segregation in Montgomery County, Maryland where the 

school district was less than 30 percent minority. 

128 C.H. Russell and J.M. Ross, "The Long Term Effect of Court 
Ordered Desegregation on Student Enrollment in Central City Public 
School Systems: The Case of Boston, 1974-1979," Report proposed for 
the Boston School Department, Boston University, 1979. 

129 Ibid. 

130 J.C. Larson, Takoma Park Magnet School Evaluation (Rockville, 
M.D.: Montgomery County Public Schools, 1980). 
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The Taylor and Stinchcombe 131 and Eastbrook (1980) 132 analyses of 

Boston found that despite the extensive protest and violence, racial 

integration or school integration, or both, were supported by the same 

proportion of individuals before and after desegregation. McConahay and 

Hawley 133 and Slawski (1976) 134 show little difference in support for 

racial or school integration between individuals who have their children 

in public schools and those who do not. 

National surveys indicate that the problem of busing begins to 

lessen by the second year of implementation. For example, in the Louis-

ville-Jefferson County, 135 70 percent of the respondents indicated that 

busing was the most important problem facing the community at the end of 

its first year of desegregation (1975-76). By the end of the second 

year, only 48 percent of the respondents had the same response. 136 

The Ross study of Boston, 137 and the McConahay and Hawley study of 

Louisville, show that white parents with school-aged children partici-

pating in the desegregation plan have greater support for desegregation 

at the end of the first year than parents of preschool children who are 

1 3 1 Taylor and Stinchcombe, The Boston School Desegregation Contro-
versy. 

132 Eastbrook, "The Effect of Desegregation on Parent's Evaluation of 
Schools." 

133 McConahay and Hawley, Reaction to Busing in Louisville. 

134 Slawski, "Pontiac Parents for Busing or Integration?" 

135 McConahay and Hawley, Reaction to Busing in Louisville. 

136 Ibid. 

13 7 J. M. Ross, "}{es istance to Racial Change in the Urban North: 
1962-1968" (Ph.D.dassertation, Harvard University 1973). 
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not participating in the desegregation plan. Ross' study indicates that 

those white parents whose children were bused during Phase I (1974-75) 

of Boston's desegregation plan were (in general) more certain that black 

children benefitted from integration; they were less certain about the 

negative effect of school desegregation on white children than those 

with preschool children. In Louisville, the proportion of parents with 

intentions of not enrolling their preschool children in public schools 

was four times greater for those with no school-aged children than for 

those whose children were already enrolled in the public schools. 138 

The Center for Education and Human Development Policy 139 in its 

Review of the Empirical Research on Desegregation ... , Volume 5, summa-

rizes empirical research findings by suggesting that: 

- Mandatory reassignment of white students to 

minority schools reduces racial isolation 

while increasing white protest and white 

flight. 

- Voluntary reassignment of white students 

reduces white protest and flight, but has 

little effect on racial isolation. 

- Magnet-mandatory plans effectively reduce 

racial isolation. 

- Desegregation at earliest grades holds the 

greatest promise for increasing minority 

1 3 8 Ibid. 

139 Rossell, et al., Review of Empirical Research, 
pp. 71-72. 



achievement, improving race relations, 

and affecting racial prejudice. 

- Mandatory metropolitan plans have less white 

flight than city-only plans. 

- Leadership support for school desegregation 

does not influence white flight or protest. 

- Leaders support desegregation, generally, 

when it is minimal and does not involve 

mandatory white reassignment. 

- Positive media coverage of school desegregation 

the year before implementation influences 

white flight (by lessening white flight). 140 

76 

There is little or no research available concerning the reactions 

of white parents to having their children attend schools with Hispanic 

children (as opposed to black students). According to Aspira, 141 His

panic resistance to desegregation plans have more to do with the way the 

plan is actually implemented or the "remedy" than to school desegrega

tion per se. They, as well as other Hispanic advocacy agencies, contend 

that a large number of desegregation plans have jeopardized special pro

grams for Hispanics. Very often Hispanic students have been dispersed 

in small numbers without providing them with an adequate instructional 

program or additional support program. 142 Hispanic students have also 

been classified in a different manner in desegregation plans in the 

14 0 Ibid. 

141 Aspira, Inc, Desegregation and the Hispano. 

142 Ibid. 
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United States. They have been grouped as one cluster included under 

"minority," while in other instances they have been classified as "non-

black" or as "white." They have been used as "whites" to desegregate 

all black schools, a practice which has consistently been held to be 

illegal by courts and the Office of Civil Rights. 143 

Fernandez and Guskin find that "little or no attention is usually 

paid to the linguistic and cultural needs of Hispanic students in the 

selection and location of magnet schools or specialty schools. Conse-

quently, they are excluded from effective participation because no 

attempt is made to accomodate them in planning these schools." 14 4 The 

Chicago Public Schools 1981 National Opinion Research Center Study 

(NORC) found found that Hispanic parents were the least likely to have 

heard of magnet schools (77%) as compared to black parents (55%) and 

white parents (44%). This was also true of all other specialty programs 

that were beiug implemented by the Plan. For example, 55 percent of the 

Hispanic parents were not familiar with the voluntary transfer program 

in Chicago, as compared to black parents (50%) and white parents 

(38%).145 

The national surveys and local surveys indicate that, over time, 

there appears to be an acceptance of school desegregation; the problem 

of "busing" appears to lessen by the end of the first year; in desegre-

gated school systems, parents with some children attending public 

143 Ibid. 

144 Ricardo R. Fernandez and Judith T. Guskin, "Hispanic Students and 
School Desegregation," Effective School Desegregation, Willis D. Hawley, 
ed. (Beverly Hills, Ca: Sage Publications, 1981) p. 121. 

145 NORC, The Chicago School District Desegregation Study. 
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schools are more likely to enroll their preschool children in a desegre-

gated school; magnet schools seem to assist in desegregating a school 

system; Hispanic parents for the most part are not opposed to desegre-

gation programs per se but to some remedies. Although, the literature 

on Hispanic choices for involvement of their children in a desegregation 

program is sparse, it is evident by their present level of isolation 

that their level of participation is not very large. 

As has previously been noted in this study, Hispanic students are 

in some measures more segregated than black students. In addition, His-

panic children face educational problems that cannot be overlooked. The 

National Assessment of Educational Progress in May 1977 issued the first 

nationwide study of Hispanic educational gain. This study, covering 

1971-1975, reported large gaps in aGhievement scores in all subjects 

tested. In addition, a far higher failure rate was reported than any 

other group. These conditions were reported as worst in the northeast, 

where these students were more segregated. 146 

The following section will examine the role of bilingual education 

as it relates to desegregation programs. 

Research Hypothesis 4 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan of Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders. 

Hypothesis 4 investigates the question: What is the measured 

146 Gary Orfield, Must We Bus? p.229, citing Washington Post, May 
21, 1977. 
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assessment of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic 

parents and Hispanic leaders of the role of bilingual education in the 

area of desegregation? Do they agree that limited English proficient 

(LEP) students should receive bilingual education? Should provisions 

for a bilingual education program be made in a desegregation plan? If 

so, what kind of bilingual education plan should be implemented? 

During the last decade, the national origin minority (NOM) popula-

tion has grown into a strong and assertive social force. This is par-

ticularly the case with Hispanics. 

According to the 1980 Census, of the 14.6 million Spanish-origin 

persons counted, 11.1 million reported to speaking Spanish at home 147 A 

1979 Census Bureau survey of language indicated that 93 percent of His-

panic adults reported that Spanish was their primary language as they 

grew up. Although they reported the use of the Spanish language on a 

regular basis, about one-half reported English to be their main lan-

guage. 148 For Hispanics, language seems to be the main characteristic 

shared with each other. 

The issue of bilingual education as it interfaces with desegrega-

tion is still being debated. The general consensus by most authors is 

that bilingual education need not be opposed to desegregation and can be 

provided in integrated settings. 149 

The term "bilingual programs" refers to school programs which are 

147 Ford Foundation, Hispanics: Challenges and Opportunities (New 
York, NY: Ford Foundation, June 1984), p.40. 

148 Ibid. 

14 9 H. Teitelbaum and R. J. Hiller, "Bilingual Education: The Legal 
Mandate," Harvard Educational Review, 1977, 47, pp. 138-170. 
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designed to use two languages as a medium of instruction. This program 

of instruction has been advocated for the linguistically different child 

or the national origin minority child of limited English proficiency. A 

review of the literature, however, shows that there is very little 

empirical research on how desegregation affects educational outcome in 

the national origin minority or the Hispanic population or how the pres-

ence of a sizeable Hispanic population will affect the character of a 

desegregation plan which has traditionally focused on the needs of black 

students. 150 Hispanics have, within the last few decades, been involved 

in desegregation plans in order to protect the rights of limited English 

proficient students (LEP) and, as such, to insure that bilingual pro-

grams are properly implemented. The nature of bilingual education pro-

gram delivery demands that students be moved in sufficient numbers so 

that programs may be properly implemented. Consequently, bilingual edu-

cation programs may be perceived as having a segregative effect 151 

National findings on the need for bilingual education based upon 

studies funded by the Bilingual Education Act 152 showed that 

- Approximately 28 million people in the 

United States in 1976 had a language 

other than English. Of this group an 

150 See Rossell, et al, A Review of the Empirical Research on Deseg
regation. 

151 Ricardo R. Fernandez and Judith T. Guskin, "Hispanic Students and 
School Desegregation," pp.107-136. 

152 U.S. Department of Education, The Condition of Bilingual Educa
~ in the Nation 1982: ~ Report from the Secretary of Education to 
~President and the Congress (Rosslyn, Va.: National Clearinghouse 
for Bilingual Education, 1982), pp. 7, 9. 



estimated 5.8 million were school-aged 

children 4 to 18. 

- Language minority people are mainly 

native born. About two-thirds of that 

total number were from this country and 

its outlying areas. 

- More than a third of all language minority 

people have Spanish as their language 

background. 

- About 3.6 million language minority school

aged children were LEP in 1978. 

- Three-quarters of the LEP children were born 

in this country or its outlying areas. 

- The population of LEP children is concentrated 

in three states, California, New York and Texas 

accounting for two-thirds of these children in 

1978. 

The number of language minority people in the 

United States is projected to increase by 

double the amount of the general population 

between 1980 and the year 2000 due to the 

projected growth of the Hispanic population. 

- The number of language minority children in the 

81 
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United States is projected to increase by the year 

2000 by 40 percent; Spanish language background 

children by more than 50 percent. The general 

school age population increase is projected at 

16 percent. 153 

From these data, it is evident that bilingual education is a grow-

ing force in national politics. Further, bilingual education has proven 

to be a very positive force in the Hispanic community. This is evident 

from the Hispanic community's involvement in desegregation cases in 

order to save bilingual education programs. It appears that, eventhough 

bilingual education is often mandated by the state and there are local 

regulations for LEP students, most Hispanic parents will endorse such a 

program for their children. 154 

The growing number of Hispanic children in the public schools and 

the fact that these children have been recognized in some Appellate 

Court Jurisdictions as a distinct class of students, means that many 

school districts will design desegregation plans which may aim to end 

the racial isolation of national origin minority (NOM) students, as well 

as treat the linguistic needs of those NOM students who happen to be of 

limited English proficiency (LEP). Cardenas, 15 5 previously argued 

against the presumed differences between. desegregation and bilingual 

153 Ibid. 

154 Russell, et al.; A Review of the Empirical Research on Desegrega
~ p. 288. 

155 

tive." 
Cardenas, "Bilingual Education, Segregation, and a Third Alterna-
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education, making practical suggestions for implementation of both 

mandates at operational level, e.g., the school and classroom levels. 

Carter 156 argues for interfacing bilingual education and school desegre-

gation. His review of the literature revealed that bilingual education 

and school desegregation can be compatible; even though historically, 

desegregation has dispersed minority students and bilingual education 

programs have concentrated them. According to Carter, a field study of 

school ditricts in California and Arizona provided insights into devel-

oping bilingual education in desegregated schools. He encourages the 

development of a "master plan" and the provision of methods to encour-

age both LEP students and English-speaking students to participate in 

bilingual education. He also stresses the "critical mass" movement of 

LEP students and the provision of adequate staffing. 157 

Gonzalez 158 points out the lack of dialogue between black and His-

panics in order to promote greater understanding of each other's per-

spectives. Further, he contends that bilingual education has been left 

"unaltered" while society has tried to deal with the white/black issues 

during the last 25 years. Remedies to achieve quality education accord-

ing to Gonzalez, deal with the NOM and LEP issues. 159 

The legal issues pertaining to bilingual education and its rela-

15 6 Thomas P. Carter, Interface Between Bilingual Education and 
Desegregation: ~Study of Arizona and California, (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC 
Document Reproduction Services, ED 185-215, 1972). 

15 7 Ibid. 

158 Josue M. Gonzalez, Bilingual Education in the Integrated School 
(Rosslyn, Va.: National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, 1979). 

159 Ibid. 
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tionship to school desegregation are discussed at length by Teitelbaum 

and Hiller 160 Roos. 161 In their studies, they review major cases related 

to bilingual education and desegregation. They consistently argue that 

both issues are compatible; the crux of the problem, they contend, 

might lie in implementation of such integrated programs due to cost fac-

tors, administrative problems, personnel involved, and other issues. 

Castellanos, 162 in a paper commissioned by the National Project 

and Task Force on Desegregation Strategies, argues that school desegre-

gation can not continue to be solely a black/white issue. He points to 

the demographers' prediction that Hispanics will be the largest minority 

in the United States at the turn of the century. He also argues for 

integrated bilingual education programs and the avoidance of isolation 

of Hispanic students. 

Burry, 163 in examining bilingual education evaluation, and deseg-

regation and the rights of Hispanics in the Los Angeles case, argues for 

the establishment of a critical mass of bilingual students as well as 

for the participation of non-LEP students in a program of bilingual 

instruction. 

160 H. Teitelbaum and R.J. Hiller, "Bilingual Education: The Legal 
Mandate," Harvard Educational Review, 47 (1977): 138-170. 

161 Peter D. Roos, "Bilingual Education: The Hispanic Response to 
Unequal Educational Opportunity," Law and Contemporary Problems 42 
(April 1978): 111-140. 

162 Diego Castellano Desegregation of Hispanics and its Implication: 
A Critical Issue for the 1980's. ~Paper Commissioned~ the National 
Project and Task Force on Desegregation Strategies, 1979 (Bethesda, Md.: 
Document Reproduction Services, E.D. 206 786, 1982. 

163 James Burry, Evaluation in Bilingual Education, Desegregation and 
The Rights of Hispanic Students The Los Angeles Case (Bethesda, Md.: 
ERIC Document Reproduction Services, Ed 183 586,1982). 
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Orfield 164 offers arguments against segregated bilingual programs 

after reviewing Hispanic discrimination over the past years. He urges 

for reconciling the educational needs of Hispanic children within the 

framework of integration. He further raises the issue as to whether 

Hispanic and other NOM groups should be considered minorites for pur-

poses of desegregation planning. These groups, according to Orfield, 

may not have been subjected to discrimination in the same manner and 

intensity as blacks. 165 

Zirkel, 166 on the other hand, argues that in Hartford, Connecti-

cut, where concentrations of Puerto Rican students and black students 

are found in segregated school settings and where the two ethnic groups 

constitute a majority in the city, Puerto Rican students suffer from 

more severe disparites than black students in terms of verbal academic 

achievment, educational enrollment, and self-concept. This disparity, 

he claims, is due to overcrowded housing conditions and ill health. 

Thus because desegregation and bilingual education are both crucial to 

minority students, he warns that "when and how to implement each remedy 

must be carefully considered." 167 

In 1978, the National Institute of Education (NIE) 168 commissioned 

164 Gary Orfield, Must We Bus? (Washington D.C.: The Brookings, 
Institution, 1978), pp~8-22~ 

165 Orfield, Report to the Honorable Judge Paul Edgley, presented to 
the Superior Court, State of California, County of Los Angeles, case no. 
822-854, 14 November 1978. 

166 Paul A. Zirkel Bilingual Education and School Desegregation: A 
~of Uncoordinated Remedies, (Bethseda Md.: ERIC Document Reproduc
tion Services ED 213 537, 1982). 

167 Ibid. 
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three major studies dealing with desgregation and its impact on 

bilingual programs. 

- Carter and Segura 16 9 looked at the problems of implementing 

bilingual programs in desegregated schools in California and Arizona. 

They did not find an inherent conflict or contradiction between 

desegregated bilingual education. They did, however, see an increas-

ing confusion in directives pertaining to the implementation of 

bilingual directives. They also found that community attitude 

towards desegregation and bilingual education is pertinent and should 

be included in any study. 

- Noboa, 170 based his analysis of data, collected by OCR between 1968 

and 1976, on elementary schools in the United States with an enroll-

ment of 3,000 or more students and with at least a 5 percent Hispanic 

population. He concluded that Hispanics became more segregated after 

the implementation of school desegregation plans. In 1976, nearly 80 

percent of all Hispanics enrolled in the United States schools were 

enrolled in less than 5 percent of the nation's school districts, a 

level of segregation nearly twice that of blacks for the same year. 

-Martin, 171 views the concerns of migrant children and the effect 

16 8 See Fernandez Gus kin, "Hispanic Students and School Desegrega
tion," Effective School Desegregation, pp. 116-118. 

169 Thomas P. Carter and R.D. Segura, Workable Models of Bilingual 
Education in Desegregation Settings: An Exploratory Study of Arizona 
and California (Sacramento, Calif.; State University, 1979). 

170 Abdin Noboa, An Overview of Trends in Segregation of Hispanic 
Students in Major School Districts Housing Large Hispanic Enrollment 
(Washington D.C.: National Institute of Education, January 1980). 

171 T. Martin, The Interface Between Desegregation and Bilingual Edu-
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desegregation has on them. 

The potential impact of a proposed desegregation plan on bilingual 

education in the Chicago Public School was studied by Noboa and Fernan-

dez. 172 A major finding of this study is that Hispanic school children 

would have the major burden of being bused had the proposed plan been 

implemented. It also points out that a large number of bilingual pro-

grams would be eliminated due to the nonclustering of language minority 

groups. The Chicago Public Schools did consider this in designing its 

desegregation plan. Because the desegregation plan was voluntary, 

bilingual programs have remained virtually intact. 

It should be noted that desegregation plans have dealt with tri-

ethnic populations, i.e., blacks, whites, and Hispanics; in such cases, 

there are NOM children who can be of limited English proficiency, and 

therefore, members of a distinct linguistic minority with a set of dif-

ferent remedies than the Hispanic English-dominant child. In these 

cases, it has been recognized by the courts at LEP membership is based 

on language skills and therefore a child is not a permanent member of 

the class. Consequently, the bilingual remedy is not applicable to all 

Hispanic children. 173 

cation as it Affects Hispanic Migrant Children (Raleigh, N.C.: Associa
tion of Farmworker Opportunity Program). 

172 A. Noboa and R.R. Fernandez, An Analysis of the Regional OHEW 
Office of Civil Rights Feasibility Study and its Impact on Special Lan
guage Programs for Hispanic Students in the Chicago School District 
(Austin, Tx.: University of Texas, Chicano Research Center, 1981). 

173 Gonzalez, Hispanic Bilingual Education and Desegregation, pp. 
111-114. 
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The argument over what type of education is best suited for a stu-

dent of limited English proficiency has been a source of debate by the 

general community as well as in the courts. With the Lau 174 decision, a 

large number of states have mandated transitional bilingual programs, 

i.e., instruction in the native language and English, shifting gradually 

to English instruction. A large number of researchers as well as commu-

nity members and leaders have argued for integrated education, suggest-

ing the establishment of maintenance bilingual education programs 

(instruction in both English and Spanish regardless of language fluency) 

to facilitate the integration of the non-LEP student in the classroom. 

Researchers point to the Milwaukee, Wisconsin desegregation case 

where parents and community activists worked toward ensuring that 

bilingual education programs remain intact. 

Advocates of the English-only approach usually point to English as 

a second language instruction, i.e., instruction in English as a second 

language for one or two periods a day or to a program of intensive 

instruction in the English language for most of the day. It should be 

pointed out, however, that traditionally all programs of bilingual 

instruction have considered English as a second language an inherent 

part of its program. 175 

Gray 176 in her investigations about the "Attitudes of Mexican and 

174 Lau v. Nichols 414 u.s. 563, 1974. 

175 See Cardenas, Gonzalez, Fernandez, et al. 

176 Deborah D. Gray, "Attitudes of Mexican and Puerto Rican Parents 
Towards Bilingual Education," M.A. thesis, Chicago State University, 
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Puerto Rican Parents Toward Bilingual Education" in the Chicago Public 

Schools found an overwhelming agreement with bilingual education pro

grams. She surveyed 150 Mexican parents and 150 Puerto Rican parents of 

elementary schoolchildren currently enrolled in a program of bilingual 

instruction. Her findings concluded that the parents understood the 

philosophy and goals of the bilingual program; at least half of the 

parents participated in supplementary program activities; most have 

positive opinions toward bilingual programs; and a large number agree 

that these programs help their children in both the academic areas and 

the development of their self-concepts. Responses to questions were 

very positive. For example, when parents were asked if "Bilingual edu

cation helps Spanish-speaking children have good self-concepts," 86 

percent of the Mexican parents responded that they agreed, while only 6 

percent disagreed and 8 percent were undecided. When asked if 

"Bilingual education will help Spanish-speaking children achieve at a 

higher level," 100 percent of the Mexican parents agreed, while 82 per

cent of the Puerto Rican parents agreed, and 18 percent of the Puerto 

Rican parents were undecided. When asked if "My children are making 

better progress in the bilingual program than he/she did in the regular 

program at the school," 100 percent of both Mexican and Puerto Rican 

parents agreed with this statement. This study showed an overwhelming 

endorsement for bilingual programs. 

In examining preference for a maintenance or a transitional pro

gram, Gray found that 76 percent of Puerto Rican parents preferred a 

1978. 



90 

language maintenance program which was significant at the p < .05 level 

of confidence. Mexican parents, on the other hand, responded that 56 

percent preferred a transitional language program, and 44 percent pre

ferred a maintenance program. Consequently, Mexican parents were some

what divided in their preference for maintenance and transitional pro

grams, while Puerto Rican parents overwhelmingly opted for maintenance 

programs. 177 

In examining the literature of bilingual education in the context 

of desegregation, the writer found that generally there should not be a 

dichotomy between both issues. Where there is a problem, the problem 

stems from misunderstanding, poor interpretation of the legislation, or 

a lack of information or dissemination of appropriate information, i.e., 

in the target language of the communities the school population serves. 

The literature also shows that bilingual education is generally accepted 

by the Hispanic population as a means to achieve equality of educa

tional opportunity for their children and that the constituents are 

willing to ask their local educational agencies and/or the courts to 

establish and/or uphold bilingual education programs. 

The next section will examine the strategies for effective commu

nity involvement in order to bring about educational change. It will 

also focus on the "linkage" model which is proposed in this study. 

177 Ibid., pp 22-41. 
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A Selected Literature Review 

of Pertinent Models for Community Involvement 

in Order to Effect Educational Change 

The effective participation of parents and community leaders is 

recognized as an essential part in the process of developing and imple-

menting a desegregation plan that will be accepted as a whole by the 

general community. The participation of Hispanics, in particular, is 

essential in order to reach an understanding as to the nature of deseg-

regation. For the most part, they need to be assured that desegregation 

plans will not dissolve important programs such as bilingual education 

programs which, as we have seen in the Review of the Literature, are 

seen as an integral part of Hispanics' quest for equal educational 

opportunity. 

Authors involved in the research of Hispanics (such as Baez, Fer-

nandez, Gonzalez, and Noboa) caution against not involving Hispanics in 

the desegregation process. Their noninvolvement, they believe, will 

lead to discontent and a general feeling that desegregation is against 

their children's educational needs. The inolvement of Hispanic parents 

must take in some nontraditional approaches which will attract parent 

participation and support assistance in terms of personnel, transla-

tions, and generally providing parents with data and resources that are 

easily understood. 178 

178 see Fernandez and Guskin, "Hispanic Students and School Desegre
gation,'' Effective School Desegregation, pp.l24-127 
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Davis 179 in Communities and their schools addresses the importance 

of parents and citizens participation at the school site level in order 

to understand their limits of participation, to identify decision-mak-

ers, and to create alliances and networks which allow for access of 

information and influence. He, however, points out that the current 

forms of participation of citizens must lead to some results and sug-

gested a third-party, problem-solving model. 

Hawley, et al., 180 stress the importance of supportive community 

leadership. They point to the J.G. Hayes and Taylor and Stinchombe 

studies which suggest that in order to minimize negative reaction to the 

desegregation process, leadership activities should originate and be 

based at the grass-roots level. These neighborhood religious or social 

groups can more effectively reach members on an individual basis. 

Although they feel that the opinions of local and public officials can 

assist in accepting the plan, it is the grass-roots leader who can 

effectively influence opinion in such instances as antibusing issues. 181 

Hawley, et al. 182 in their review of the leadership role concern-

ing leadership support for school desegregation, found that such support 

had no relationship to white flight or to protest. This, they pose, 

179 Don Davis, Communities and Their Schools (New York: NcGraw Hill 
1981). 

180 Willis D. Hawley, ed., Strategies for Effective Desegregation 
(Lexington, Nass.: D.C. Heath and Company, 1982). 

18 1 Ibid. p. 83. 

182 Center for Education and Human Development Policy, Assessment of 
Current Knowledge About the Effectiveness of School Desegregation Strat
egies , 5 : 71. 
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might be due to the lack of leadership support for mandatory desegrega-

tion. Leaders, it is found, tend to come out in support of desegrega-

tion only when it is minimal and when it does not involve mandatory 

white reassignments. They did find that positive media coverage of 

desegregation in the year before implementation lessens white protest. 

The neighborhood environment is an important influence on white protest, 

grass-roots networking could be effective in reducing protest and 

flight. 183 

Hawley, et. al. suggest that multiethnic in-school committees 

should be formulated. These committees would provide information and 

guidance to the parents and general community as well as serve as infor-

mal advisory groups. Further, these committees would facilitate the 

acceptance of a desegregation plan. 184 

A number of research studies point to the importance of community 

involvement in the development and implementation of a desegregation 

plan. Williams and Ryan 185 and Inger and Stout 186 argue that the 

involvement of community groups in the decision-making process is essen-

tial to early public acceptance of school desegregation plans. 

McDonnell and Zellman, 18 7 in a survey of 131 community 

183 Ibid. 

184 Hawley, et al., Strategies for Effective Desegregation, p. 75. 

18 5 Robert Ryan and Margaret Ryan, Schools in Transition (Chapel 
Hill, N.C.: The University of North Carolina Press, 1954). 

18 6 Morton Inger and Robert T. Stout, "School Desegregatio~: The 
Need to Govern," The Urban Review 3 (November 1968): 35-38. 
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organizations located in 40 desegregated school districts, found that 

groups ranging from very sophisticated business and civic groups to 

small neighborhood groups, can be instrumental in helping to build 

broad-based public support for school desegregation. This is especially 

true during the developmental stages. They can disseminate information 

to make certain that the community understands the desegregation plan 

and its implications. In addition, these groups can influence politi-

cians who are reluctant to accept the plan. Community involvement can 

also provide legitimacy to the public and promote parental involvement 

in the schools. 188 

The Chicago Board of Education (CBE), in developing its Plan, also 

recognized the importance of community involvement and participation in 

the school desegregation process. To address the issue of school deseg~ 

regation at the onset, the CBE held eight public meetings. The first 

meeting was planned for citywide organizations and was held in a central 

location. Seven meetings followed in different sections of the city to 

elicit specific responses from groups located in different sections of 

the city. The CBE's purpose at these meetings was to provide an oppor-

tunity for the citizens to hear from the board members and desegregation 

planners on the status of the Plan and for citizens to voice their opin-

ion on such matters. 189 

187 Lorraine M. McDannel and Gail L. Zellerman, "The Role of Commu
nity Groups Facilitating School Desegregation," paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, New York, 
N.Y., August-September 1976. 

188 Ibid. 

189 Green, Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago Public Schools, 
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Because of the need for a more formal mechanism for community par-

ticipation, on January 14, 1981, the Board of Education approved the 

establishment of two advisory panels. The first panel consisted of 

parents and students and the second panel of representatives of citywide 

and community organizations. In addition, the CBE also authorized the 

"Committee in Student Desegregation" to make information available to 

these panels to assist them in their advisory capacity. 190 

In April 1981, General Superintendent, Dr. Ruth B. Love, 

appointed the "Monitoring Commission for Desegregation Implementation 

for Chicago Public Schools." 191 The Monitoring Commission is comprised 

of 21 persons, including business and labor leaders, education and com-

munity leaders, and members of the general public. The Commission was 

specifically charged with overseeing the implementation of the "Educa-

tional Componets and Student Assignment" portions of the Student Deseg-

regation Plan. The Commission was designed to protect the civil as well 

as the educational rights of all children. Its primary concern was for 

those children enrolled in bilingual special education programs and in 

minority schools unaffected by physical desegregation. 192 

The Commission, whose racially and ethnically diverse members 

closely resembled the Chicago Public Schools student population, is a 

pp. 83-85. 

19 a Ibid. 

191 Interim Report: A Promise of Simple Justice In the Education of 
Chicago School Children? by Leon D. Finney, Chairman, Monitoring Com
mission (Chicago: Public Schools, City of Chicago, February 19.83). 

192 Ibid p. v. 
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citizens group that was involved with public education. The Commission 

defines its monitoring role concerning the Plan as that of identifying 

of implementation problem areas, providing a forum for broader community 

participation, establishing a closer working relationship between the 

system's administration and that of city agencies and civic groups, pro-

viding a means for interpreting the Plan to the community, and assessing 

the effectiveness of community involvement plans. 193 

In terms of community involvement, the CBE lists the following as 

its major accomplishments in its "Annual Desegregation Review 

1982-83" 194 the establishment of the desegregation advisory panels 

and the provision of training and orientation to these panels; the 

Adopt-A-School Program, a program where other institutions share 

resources with individual Chicago public schools; the extensive use of 

the media as a means of communication; the institution in the winter of 

1982 of a weekly half-hour radio program on WBEZ-FM, the Board's sta-

tion. The radio show, named "Dr. Love Reports," has guest speakers as 

well as a once-a-month format with Dr. Love answering questions on a 

live call-in program. 195 In addition, various new systemwide newsletters 

have been initiated; and numerous citizens committees formulated. The 

system, according to this report, has begun to assess educational needs 

based upon a long-range plan ordered to improve education in Chicago 

193 Ibid p. iv-v. 

194 Chicago Public Schools Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago 
Public Schools Annual Desegregation Review 1982-1983, Part II Recommen
dations on Educational Components (Chicago: Chicago Public Schools, 
1983). 

195 Ibid., pp. 288-310. 
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Public Schools. The establishment of the Chicago "Foundation for Public 

Education, Inc., Inc.," whose purpose is to preserve and improve public 

education in the City of Chicago, is also listed as an accomplishment. 

The foundation is organized as a nonprofit, tax exempt public corpora

tion which raises money from the private sector for the benefit of the 

Chicago Public Schools. The establishment of a Parent Volunteer Program 

and numerous other citizen involvement programs are listed in this 

report as new initiatives. 196 

The "Annual Desegregation Review" does refer to the problem 

encountered with the sparse participation of the Hispanic community mem-

bers in its desegregation advisory committee meetings. It is reported 

that recruitment efforts for Hispanic representation has had little suc

cess. The report also mentions that its "effort to better inform the 

Spanish-speaking community has been incomplete and inadequate. Far more 

extensive translation services are needed for regular communications to 

Spanish speakers and Spanish language parents, publications, and 

media." 197 

In the area of parental involvement in bilingual education pro

grams, however, the "Annual Desegregation Review" reported an increase 

in involvement of parents. The monthly attendance at the Citywide Mul

tilingual Advisory Council was reported at an average of 100 partici

pants. The establishment of a parent leadership institute was reported 

with the participation of more than 15 parent representatives at its 

196 Ibid. 

19 7 Ibid., p. 310. 
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first leadership conference in December 1982 for speakers of Spanish, 

Assyrian, and Vietnamese. The second institute in May 1983 was attended 

by more than 200 parents of Korean, Chinese, Lao, Arabic, and Greek

speaking backgrounds. 198 

In addition, the increased participation of parents and community 

leaders in local meetings and hearings, as well as in the involvement in 

numerous systemwide activities is reported. 199 It should be noted, how

ever, that this came as a result of a very specific plan of action 

developed by the Department of Multilingual Education that is directly 

connected with bilingual programs systemwide. It is as a result of 

bilingual programs that Hispanic parents are involved. This involvement 

has not been as enthusiastic with the desegregation plan as evidenced by 

the "Annual Desegregation Review." 

This study has looked at the research that points at the impor

tance of community involvement in school desegregation plans. It has 

also examined what the CBE is doing in terms of Hispanic community 

involvement. It is essential to note that, in the area of bilingual 

education programs, parents seem to be extremely involved; however, in 

the area of desegregation, their involvement is not as prevalent. 

The following is an examination of research models in the area of 

change agent or the planned change literature from which the linkage 

model evolves. The linkage model is proposed in this study as a means 

198 

199 

Ibid., p. 234-236. 

Ibid. 
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for getting communities involved in the desegregation process. 

The Rand Corporation reports that billions of dollars a year in 

public funds are spent in the area of educational research and yet the 

public schools continue to report dismal results. In addition, research 

findings are, for the most part, not used by the practitioners. As part 

of organizational development, the "change" or the "planned change" lit-

erature has been developed at length by researchers during the 60s and 

70s. Havelock and Havelock200 divide the idea of change into four mod-

els: (1) change as a problem-solving process; (2) change as a 

research-development-and-diffusion process; (3) change as a process of 

social interaction, and (4) change as a linkage process. 201 

Briefly summarized these four models of change encompass the fol-

lowing ideas: 

- Change is a part of a problem-solving process that goes on within 

the user organization. This change is characterized by sequential 

activites, such as sense need, statement of problems, diagnosis, 

search and retrieval for ideas and information, adaptation, experi-

mentation, and evaluation. The helper agency in this case is non-di-

rective allowing for maximum self-initiated innovations. 

- Change can result from a rational sequence which includes research, 

200 See Ronald G. Havelock and Mary C. Havelock, Training for Change 
Agents: ~ Guide to the Design of Training Programs in Education and 
Other Fields (Ann Arbor, Mich: The Center for Research on Utilization 
of Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Social Research, University of 
Michigan, 1973). R.G. Havelock, Bibliography on Knowledge Utilization 
and Dissemination (Ann Arbor, Mich: The Center for Research or Utiliza
tion of Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Social Research, University 
of Michigan, 1973). 

201 Havelock and Havelock Training for Change Agents pp. 12-13. 
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development and packaging prior to mass dissemination. This model 

develops the so-called "user proof" products. It calls for a rather 

passive but rational consumer and acceptance of a high initial devel-

opment cost because of anticipated long-term benefits in efficiency 

and quality (some type of user involvement should be considered to 

minimize the community context). 

- Change, can result from diffusion which, in turn, results from an 

individual user or adopter belonging to a network of social relations 

whlch largely defines his adoption behavior. His place in the net-

work is a good predictor of his rate of acceptance of new ideas. 

Informal personal contacts is an important part that influence his 

adoption process; group membership and reference identification are 

major predictors of individual adoptions; rate of diffusion through a 

social system follows predictable patterns (slow beginning followed 

by a period of rapid discussion, followed by a long, late adopter 

period). 

- Linkage must be established in order to bring about change in a 

successful manner, regardless of the kind of change envisioned. It 

recognizes that significant change will have implications for the 

total system and its related subsystems and that appropriate linkages 

are essential to the exchange of information and adoption within the 

system. 202 

2 0 2 Ben Williams, "A Working Paper to Advance Discussion About the 
Role of the Educatinal Improvement Center," Denver, Col., The Educa
tion Commission of the States, 12 January 1982, pp. 24-25. Citing 
Havelock and Havelock's Concept of "linkage" Model. -



101 

The last concept is the basis upon which the "linkage model" had 

been established. It is based on the establishment of resources (human 

and material) networks which use a linking or "facilitating agent" role 

as an intermediary facilitator. Aspects of the former three change mod-

els are incorporated in Havelock's conceptualization of a linkage. 203 

According to R. Havelock, any detailed consideration of the disse-

mination of some type of knowledge must sooner of later focus on the 

question of linking roles. The linking roles argument adds a "link " to 

the process between two systems. In an urban community, an opinion 

leader can effect linkage or act as a linking role through power or 

influence in groups. This can be done by example or direction in the 

informal power structure. In the educational field, linking roles 

exists in a variey of ways through the efforts of administrators, con-

sultants, and/or trainers. They are not, however, always fulfilling the 

specific role model as envisioned by Havelock and others because, in 

most cases, there is no specific "linkage" designated. 204 

Such authors as W. Bennis et. al., 205 and Lippit, et. al. 206 dis-

cuss the literature of planned change and support Havelock's conceptual-

ization of a linkage model. 

The federal government, it should be noted, uses change agent pro-

grams in school districts as "seed money." If an innovation is success-

203 Ibid. 

204 Havelock and Havelock, Training for Change Agents, pp. 23-29, 63. 

205 W.G. Bennis, K.D. Binne, and R. Chin,(eds), The Planning of 
Change (New York: Holt Rinehardt and Winston, 1969).---

206 Ronald Lippitt, J. Watson, and B. Westley, The Dynamic of Planned 
Change (New York: Hartcourt Brace and Company, In~ 1958). 
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ful, it is assumed that it will be adapted by the local education agency 

with local funds. Programs such as the Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion Act, Title III, Innovative Projects; Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act, Title VII, Bilingual Projects; Vocational Educational Act 

1968, Amendments, Part D, Exemplary Projects; and the Right-to-Read 

Program are examples of such innovative programs designed to promote 

educational change in school systems. 207 

The Rand Corporation, under the sponsorship of the U.S. Office of 

Education, conducted for several years, a two-phase study of change 

agent programs, i.e., federally funded programs designed to introduce 

and spread innovative practices in the public schools. Although this 

study is not directly assessing innovative programs in the public school 

sector, it is important to look at the Rand Corporation's findings in 

the area of community involvement since some of this knowledge can be 

transferred to a school desegregation program. 208 The Rand Corporation 

found that projects aiming primarily at direct parent involvement were 

more effective in terms of teacher change and were more likely to be 

continued by teachers after the end of federal funding (often without 

formal district support). 209 

Since desegregation entails a change process, it is important to 

examine a model for community involvement that will deal with effec-

207 Paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, Federal Programs Sup
£orting Educational Change vol. 8, "Implementing and Sustaining Innova
tions," prepared for the U.S. Office of Education, Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare (Santa Monica, Ca.: Rand Corp, 1978), p. iii. 

208 Ibid. 

209 Ibid. 
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tively and directly including community members in such a process. 

This paper will examine a "linkage" model which is part of the 

change agent literature. The linkage model specifically calls for the 

training of an outside agent to assist during the training phase of the 

system in order to bring about specific positive changes such as the 

implementation of a systemwide school desegregation plan. 

Glaser and Goodson, as well as Towne suggest similar models which 

specify the training of a Research Utilization Specialist CRUS). A dis-

cussion of these models is found in Havelock and Havelock's book Train-

ing for Change Agents and is summarized in this section of the study. 210 

The role of the RUS is to assist its client, the school system, in 

its attempt to develop skills and ways in which to manage and plan 

change programs. The role of the RUS is considered a temporay one, with 

the agent moving on to other systems once the original school system has 

developed its plan. The RUS then assumes a role of consultant on an as 

needed basis. Both models call for the training of key school person-

nel, who will in turn become change agents. The Towne model calls for 

the training of all members of the school system, the Glaser Goodson 

model calls for the training of a team of key school personnel as well 

as community leaders to manage future change programs. 

Because of the magnitude of a large school system, such as Chi-

cago, this study will examine the most feasible model of the two, i.e., 

the model proposed by Glaser and Goodson which calls for the training of 

the School Community Resource Team (S-C Team) with the assistance of the 

210 Havelock and Havelock Training for Change Agents, 
pp. 93-98. 
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Research Utilization Specialist. (RUS). 

The community or the client with the system will work together to 

inform and create a linkage model which is defined as the "school-commu

nity system." The school-community system includes interrelated insti

tutions such as social and service agencies as well as institutions such 

as the police as well as the school. 

In order to create a change, people who are going to be changed 

have to be involved in its planning and implementaion. Thus, the train

ing program has to involve not only the prospective change agent but 

also key people in the school-community system in which the change agent 

will serve. 

The school-community resource team (S-C Team) will include key 

local personnel trained in the program as well as key community leaders. 

The resource team will have a planner and a manager of change. This 

person will continue in the role of manager of change long after the 

Research Utilization Specialist (RUS) is no longer available. The (RUS) 

acts as the main trainer and consultant to the school-community system 

and as the main change agent. 

The change agent CRUS) assists the school-community system in 

adapting to change or adopting new knowledge and innovations which are 

most appropriate. 

The RUS serves initially as a "catalyst, resource person, and 

occasionally 'gadfly' in prodding the school system to work out and 

implement an appropriate change program." 

Glaser and Goodson outline the process being facilitated by the 

change agent: 

- self-examination by the clients 
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- establishing characteristics for optional outcomes for the system 

- defining goals in terms of performance measures (individual action) 

- identifying solutions for any problems. 

The role of change agent is that of a "knowledge linker." The 

change agent will draw upon all the resources in education, i.e., 

research and demonstration findings in order to help the client to 

organize and reformulate such knowledge into a range of alternative 

solutions for application into the school-community system. 

A dichotomy is made between the role of the change agent and that 

of the school-community resource team. The change agent approaches the 

training experiences as a means of learning how to help others to 

develop problem-solving skills. The school-community resource team, on 

the other hand, will be learning techniques of self-help in problem 

solving. 

It is suggested that the research utilization specialist who acts 

as main change agent for the system have the following background: 

- Skilled at listening and knowledgeable in helping others improve 

their listening skills and attitudes. 

- Be able to identify and diagnose their own problems and needs as 

well as to analyze those forces within the system that affect those 

problems. 

- Be able to efficiently serve as a resource person and a linkage 

agent in the utilization of relevant information and knowledge. 

- Be able to help his/her client develop solutions from the knowledge 
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acquired. 

- Be able to serve as a consultant in solution implementation, evalu-

ation, and continuous refinements. 

The school-community team should learn a corresponding group of 

skills which would include effective listening, force-field analysis, 

identifying and diagnosing their own problems and needs; developing 

solutions to these problems, implementing, evaluating and refining these 

solutions. 

The authors also mention that all participants should be made 

aware of their own values and of value differences. They indicated that 

an important outcome of the training program is the ability of all par-

ticipants to make a commitment for self-improvement and more effective 

role performance. 

The preceding model will serve as a frame of reference for adopt-

ing a Chicago Public Schools model to involve more effectively Hispanic 

parents in the desegregation process. 

Summary 

In this chapter, the author has presented a brief overview of key 

litigation concerning the Hispanic community in the area of bilingual 

education and desegregation. In summary, it should be noted that 

bilingual education and desegregation are both legitimate means to equal 

educational opportunity. Conflict can result if one method is persued 

without acknowledging the other; bilingual programs can be protected if 

the rights of limited English proficient (LEP) students are considered 

in the reassignment of students. Thus, LEP students must be moved as a 

" . . 1 " d . d cr1t1ca mass as oppose to 1n a ran om manner. Bilingual education 
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programs, the Review of the Literature has shown, is seen as the one 

program that Hispanic communities feel they have demanded and acquired 

in their quest for equal educational opportunity. 

The "Selected Literature Review of the More Significant Aspects of 

the Historical Background Concerning Chicago Public Schools and its 

Desegregation Plan" shows us a system that is predominantly minority 

with a large number of Hispanic students attending racially isolated 

schools. Bilingual education was established as a state-mandated pro

gram before the Plan was developed; therefore, bilingual education pro

grams have essentially remained intact. The fact that Chicago Public 

Schools is implementing a voluntary desegregation plan also adds stabil

ity to bilingual education programs. 

The national and local findings focusing on the literature and 

research pertinent to the hypotheses appears to show Hispanic community 

that is not actively involved in the desegregation process. The Review 

of the Literature also seems to indicate a Hispanic community that would 

seem to be fairly pleased with the education its children are receiving 

from the Chicago Public Schools. Further local findings suggests that 

there seems to have been very little participation of Hispanic parents 

in the development of the Plan. However, not all studies were designed 

to address the area of desegregation which is the area of this investi

gation. The main focus of these investigations were bilingual programs. 

A "linkage" model is presented in the Review of the Literature 

which can be used to more effectively involve Hispanic parents in a 

desegregation process. 

In the following chapter, Chapter III, the writer will present a 

detailed review of the procedures used to conduct this investigation as 
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well as the various instruments used in this study. Further, an over

view of the procedures employed in the construction of the three instru

ments will be presented. Chapter III will also present the statistical 

procedures which will be used to test the hypotheses of this investiga

tion. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

This study investigates the involvement of selected Hispanic com-

munity leaders and Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, and Other His-

panic parents in the development and implementation of a desegregation 

plan for the Chicago Public Schools. It does so by examining Board 

records and media releases which document the involvement of Hispanic 

parents and community groups during the development and implementation 

stages of the desegregation plan. 

In addition to a historical examination, this study investigates, 

in a quantitative manner, the involvement of selected Hispanic community 

leaders and parents. 

It is the objective of this chapter to provide the reader with a 

complete description of the procedures employed in this investigation. 

With this objective in mind, the subjects for this study will be out-

lined. Following this, a discussion of the construction as well as the 

adaptation of the instruments used in this study will be presented. A 

discussion of the data collection techniques and procedures will be out-

lined. Finally, a discussion of the statistical methods to be used to 

test the hypotheses will conclude the chapter. 

109 
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The Sample 

The subjects of this investigation were a group of selected His

panic leaders and Hispanic parents, the latter which belong to the sub

Hispanic groups designated as Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic 

parents. 

The Hispanic leaders were selected for their active participation 

in the desegregation process in the Chicago Public Schools. They were 

drawn from a list of well-known Hispanic community leaders in the Chi

cago metropolitan area. The researcher looked for leaders who met one 

or more of the following criteria: 

1) visible leader by their strong, written or 

oral presentation in community affairs; 

2) designated leaders by virtue of their title 

(institutional or organizational leader, 

media personnel, politician, or church leader); 

and 

3) participant in the desegregation process by 

virtue of their active presence (board member, 

school administrator, consultant, federal 

official, lawyer). 

A list of approximately 30 Hispanic leaders were identified by the 

researcher with the assistance of a group of individuals involved in the 

area of school desegregation and the Hispanic community. These leaders 

included organizational leaders responsible to the general Hispanic or 
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to the Hispanic community-at-large; local parents or grass-roots 

community leaders; and present and past board members, administrators or 

other officials connected with the Chicago Public Schools. The leader 

population was clearly identified. Leaders must have clearly visible 

followers. Consequently, leaders selected were those that stand out as 

spokepersons not only for a particular community area but also for the 

Hispanic community-at-large. Institutional leaders were selected as 

persons with positions of responsibility within and outside the Hispanic 

community. An attempt was made to select leaders who represent a cross 

section of the city's diverse Hispanic population. 

By virtue of the definition of leaders, leaders compose a very 

limited proportion of the population. In examining the list of 30 His

panic leaders involved in the area of education, the list was narrowed 

to 15 individuals who were targeted as "Hispanic community leaders" of 

the general Hispanic population in the Chicago metropolitan area. The 

list of 30 Hispanic leaders was given to a select group of Hispanic per

sons knowledgeable in the area of community involvement and desegrega

tion. They reviewed the list and together with the researcher selected 

the 15 individuals who would be interviewed as outstanding leaders rep

resentative of the Hispanic community. Participating in the process 

were members of the Midwest National Origin Desegregation Assistance 

Center located at the University of Wisconsin in Milwaukee. These indi

viduals have been active participants in the Chicago desegregation pro

cess as well as active as consultants and as documenters of this deseg

regation process. 

All the leaders selected to be interviewed are bilingual in that 

they can communicate in either Spanish or English. All leaders chose to 
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be interviewed in English; although, occasionally they spoke to the 

interviewer in Spanish. They completed their Leader Questionnaire in 

English. 

Of the 15 leaders selected, the researcher was able to interview a 

total of 13 leaders and received a written instrument from all 13 lead-

ers. 

The 13 leaders represented an accurate cross section of the gen

eral Hispanic community in Chicago. A total of six leaders were of Mex

ican background, five of Puerto Rican background, and two of Other His

panic group background. Five of the leaders were born in the 

Continental United States, eight were born outside the Continental 

United States. All eight leaders born outside the Continental United 

States had resided in the Continental United States for more than 16 

years. 

The 13 leaders were highly educated, with 10 of them having com

pleted postgraduate work, one with a college background, and only two 

with a secondary degree. Both of the subjects with a secondary degree 

were grass-roots community leaders. 

Of the 13 subjects interviewed, one spoke only Spanish at home, 

while six spoke an equal amount of Spanish and English, and six spoke 

predominantly English at home. 

Eleven of the 13 subjects had children. Only five of the subjects 

had children in the Chicago Public Schools. Three of the subjects had 

children in Options Program and two had children in other other Chicago 

Public Schools. Two of the subjects' children were being bused as part 

of the Chicago Public Schools desegregation program. 

Of the 13 leaders interviewed, three were females and ten were 
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males. 

The second group of subjects of this investigation consisted of 

three distinct sub-Hispanic parent group populations. Thus, the parents 

surveyed consisted of those parents of Mexican origin; those parents of 

Puerto Rican origin; and those parents of Other Hispanic origin. The 

Other Hispanic group is predominantly comprised of persons from Cuba, 

Central America, and South America. 

The sample of the parents' group was drawn from surveying Hispanic 

parents at local public schools which have a high percentage of Hispanic 

students enrolled. The parents' groups were located in different areas 

of the city where pockets of Hispanic subgroups are located. Parents 

were surveyed in such communities as the Pilsen/Little Village Areas 

(Lawndale) and the South Chicago area where a large number of the popu

lation is of Mexican background and the Westtown and Lake View areas 

where individuals of Puerto Rican and Other Hispanic origin respectively 

compose a large percent of the population. For the location of major 

concentrations of Spanish-origin population in 1980 in the Chicago met

ropolitan area, see map 1 in page 14. 

A target number of approximately 100 Mexican, 100 Puerto Rican, 

and 50 Other Hispanic parents was anticipated. 

Of approximately 400 parents surveyed, a total of 100 Mexican, 91 

Puerto Rican, and 40 Other Hispanic responses were received as complete 

and were used for this investigation. Approximately 30 parents did not 

complete the questionnaire and the remaining 139 questionnaires were not 

returned. 

Of the total 231 population, 43 chose to answer the questions in 

English, the rest of the targeted population answered the questions in 
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Spanish. 

Of the total, 30 subjects were born in the United States while the 

majority of them or 201 subjects (87%) were born outside the Continental 

United States. 

Only 67 of the 231 parents had lived in the United States for more 

than 16 years, with 85 with 8-15 years, 43 with 4-7 years, 21 with 1-3 

years, 6 with less than one year. Nine subjects did not give this 

information. The majority of the parents had been in the United States 

for more than 4 years and should not be considered "newly arrived." 

In contrast to the educational level of the Hispanic leaders, the 

Hispanic parents surveyed had less education. The large majority (109) 

had only an elementary school education, with secondary school education 

following in large numbers (84). Only 29 parents surveyed had some col

lege education, and 8 parents had done postgraduate work. One parent 

did not answer this question. 

The large majority of parents reported speaking Spanish at home, 

with 59 reporting that they only spoke Spanish and 84 reporting that 

they spoke predominantly Spanish. Seventy-six parents, however, did 

report that they spoke an equal amount of Spanish and English at home. 

Only 10 spoke predominantly English and 1 only English. One person did 

not give this information. 

Of the 231 subjects, 223 answered "yes" to the question, "Do you 

have any children?" Two answered "no" and 6 did not answer this ques

tion. It is assumed that the 8 parents not answering the question or 

answering no, are guardians or individuals involved with the schools 

since the surveys were conducted with parent groups. 

Of the 231 surveyed, 41 had children in an Options Program, 74 in 
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an effective school, i.e., which is racially isolated but targeted for 

special funding and treatments as part of the Chicago Public Schools 

II ff ' h 111 e ect1ve sc oo concept. A total of 102 children were reported as 

attending other schools and 14 subjects did not respond to the question. 

In order to obtain some responses from parents with children in an 

Options school, the researcher surveyed a number of parents from a mag-

net school. The large number of parents from a magnet school should not 

be construed as a sign that a large number of Hispanic parents are par-

ticipating in magnet school programs or Options Program. 

The majority of parents surveyed had children who were in elemen-

tary schools. Some had children in the high schools and/or both the 

elementary and high school levels. 

Of the 231 parents surveyed, only 24 answered "yes" when asked if 

any of their children were participating in a voluntary busing program. 

Of the 231 parents surveyed, 165 were mothers and 60 were fathers. 

Three were male guardians with 2 subjects not answering for a total of 

166 female and 63 male subjects. 

The Measuring Instruments 

For purposes of this investigation, three instruments were con-

structed and designed by the researcher specifically for this study. In 

addition to these instruments, a fourth instrument, the Hollingshead 

Two-factor Index of Social Position 1 developed by A.B. Hollingshead, was 

used to determine socio-economic status. The three self-developed 

1 Charles Bonjean, Richard Hill, and S. Dale Me Lenore, Soc{ological 
Measurements (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1967), pp. 
441-448. 
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instruments were translated into Spanish. These instruments were: (a) 

a Leader Questionnaire; (b) a Parent Questionnaire; (c) a Leader Inter

view (taped). 

The Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire 

Both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire were 

developed by the researcher. They were designed specifically and lim

ited in use for this investigation. They are not standardized instru

ments but instruments that were designed in order to gather specific 

data relating to the hypotheses and the study as a whole. Although the 

instruments utilized were self-developed and are assumed to have face 

validity, the researcher cautions the readers that there is some reser

vation which must be applied in utilizing the statistical data. Since 

this study is concerned with descriptive analysis, this researcher was 

mainly concerned with face validity. 

Part I of both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Question

naire were designed to provide relevant information on the subject 

including socio-economic status (SES). The questions are identical for 

both questionnaires, with the Leader Questionnaire having an additional 

question in order to assess the type of leadership role in which the 

subject defined himself/herself. The leaders were asked if he or she is 

viewed by the community-at-large as: 

An organizational leader responsible to the general 

Hispanic or larger community. 

A neighborhood, grass-roots leader with ties to a 

local neighborhood organization. 



A present or past board member, administrator, or 

other official connected with the Chicago Public 

Schools. 
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Since the researcher had already classified the leader into one 

category, this information provided the researcher with information to 

validate this classification, e.g., Do the leaders see themselves as 

others view them? 

All the necessary data pertaining to the background of the subject 

were included in Section I. Questions included the sub-Hispanic back

ground of the subject (Mexican, Puerto Rican, Other Hispanic); place of 

birth; number of years in the Continental United States; language usu

ally spoken at home; number of children ; name of schools and grade lev

els; relationship to children (mother, father, guardian); sex of sub

ject; and the extent of participation, if any, of the subject's children 

in a voluntary busing program. 

A number of questions were built into Part I of both the Leader 

Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire in order to determine the 

subject's socio-economic level. This was determined by the educational 

and occupational level of the subject's head of household. Questions 3, 

4, 5 in the Leader Questionnaire and 4, 5, and 6 in the Parent Question

naire of Part I were used to determine socio-economic level according to 

Hollingshead's index. A total of nine and eight questions, respec-

tively, are asked in Part I. (See Appendices A and B.) 

Part II of the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire 

were developed based upon the four main hypotheses. They investigate 

the following four main research questions. 



Ql. What is the measured involvement in the develop

ment and implementation of the desegregation 

plan in the Chicago Public Schools 

of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, 

and Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders? 

Q2. What is the measured assessment of educational 

programs during implementation of the desegrega

tion plan in Chicago Public Schools of Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents and the Other 

Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders? 

Q3. What are the differences among the choices for 

involvement of their children in the educational 

process during implementation of the desegregation 

plan of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, and 

Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders? 

Q4. What are the differences in the 

measured assessment of the role of bilingual 

education in a desegregation plan of Mexican, 

Puerto Rican, Other Hispanic parents, and 

Hispanic leaders? 
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Part II investigates the 4 hypotheses or 4 main research questions 

as follows: 

Research Question Survey Question Total Aggragate Score 

1. Measured involvement in 1' 2 8 



the implementation 

of the desegregation 

plan. 

2. Measured assessment of 

educational program during 

implementation of the 

desegregation plan. 

3. Choices for involvement 

of their children in the 

educational process during 

implementation of the 

desegregation plan. 

4. Measured assessment of the 

role of bilingual education 

in a desegregation plan. 

4' 7 

3' 8' 9 

6' 10' 11 
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8 

11 

12 

Question number 5 was added to the questionnaire in order to pro

vide information for the "linkage" or third-party model proposed as part 

of the study, e.g., a workable model that can be used by community lead

ers and organizations as well as by school administrators in order to 

involve more effectively groups of people in the educational process. 

Question number 12 provides general information in order to link both 

desegregation and bilingual education together. 

A total of 12 questions were developed for Part II; 10 of which, 

as mentioned previously, investigate the four research questions or 

hypotheses. 
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There were two major questions developed for each hypothesis. 

However, the involvement of children in the role of bilingual education 

had an additional question to counter-check responses, i.e., questions 3 

and 9 are similar as are questions 6 and 10. 

A random table was not used in putting the questionnaire in numer-

ical order because the nature of the questions determined that certain 

information had to be in logical order. The Leader Questionnaire and 

the Parent Questionnaire were designed using the multiple choice techni-

que based on a Likert-type scale. A Likert-type scale is a common type 

of attitude scale which consists of items assumed to have equal value. 2 

The instrument was constructed based on the literature concerning 

community involvement and the desegregation process as it pertains to 

the four hypotheses. A number of questions were modeled or derived from 

selected questions from the November and December 1981 National Opinion 

Research Center Survey (NORC) 3 which asked parents of children in the 

Chicago Public Schools about their attitude towards desegregation and 

the Chicago Public Schools. The questions for the instruments were 

designed by the investigator and discussed with four national experts in 

the field of national origin minority (NOM) desegregation and/or 

bilingual education. The instruments were also examined by four persons 

experienced in the development of instruments. 

The instruments were pilot tested with a cross section of 20 His-

2 H. Teitelbaum and R.J. Hiller, "Bilingual Education: The Legal Man
date," Harvard Education Review, 1977, 47, pp. 138-170. 

3 National Opinion Research 
Desegregation Survey, (Chicago: 
December, 1981). 

Center, The Chicago School District 
Chicago Board of Education, November-
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panic parents and community organization members and revised 

accordingly. The final questionnaires were again reviewed by persons 

who are involved in the field of research, specifically in the field of 

research concerning the Hispanic community, desegregation, and bilingual 

education. Since this study is concerned with descriptive analysis, the 

researcher was mainly concerned with face validity. 

The instruments were translated into Spanish by the investigator, 

and the translation was verified by three other native speakers with 

expertise in the Spanish language. In interpreting the statistical 

data, there is some reservation which must be applied. There are limi

tations in the translation from one language to the other which could 

have some effect on the results of the analyses. 

The Leader Interview 

For purposes of this study, questious asked of the Hispanic lead

ers in the Leader Interview (taped) closely resembled the questions 

asked in the Leader Questionnaire. 

The Leader Questionnaire provided the basic information necessary 

to make comparisons between leaders and parents. In addition, the 

Leader Interview (taped), provided the researcher with an in-depth look 

at how selected Hispanic leaders assess the Chicago Public Schools 

desegregation plan in terms of the four research questions and how Chi

cago Public Schools can be "linked" closer with Hispanic parents and 

community groups. 

The Leader Interview questions were designed as open-ended ques

tions consistent with the interview format. The interview procedure 

provided the investigator with an in-depth anaylsis of all areas of 
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investigation. The 20 questions designed for the taped interview of 

Hispanic leaders were clustered into the five main areas of this inves

tigation, i.e., the four hypotheses and the "linkage" model, in order to 

provide information to develop a workable model for community participa

tion in the education process. Each cluster was preceded by an intro

ductory explanation of those particular problems. (See Appendix C.) 

The Leader Interview was designed by the researcher exclusively 

for this study. The questions are comparable to those asked in the 

Leader Questionnaire. They do, however, expand on each area of concern. 

The questions are asked in a logical order with each set of ques

tions pertaining to each area. A total of 20 questions were asked. 

Area of Concern Question Number 

Assessing the involvement 

of Hispanic community leaders 

and parents in the development 

and implementation of the 

desegregation plan in the 

Chicago Public Schools. 

Assessing the educational 

programs which have been 

developed and are being 

implemented as part of the 

of the Chicago Public 

Schools desegregation plan. 

Assessing the choices for 

1, 2, 3 

4, 5, 6 

7, 8, 9,10,11 



involvement of their children 

in the educational process 

during implementation of the 

desegregation plan in the 

Chicago Public School. 

Assessing the role of bilingual 

education in a desegregation 

plan. 

Assessing the possibility of 

linking Chicago Public Schools 

closer with Hispanic parents 

and community groups. 
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12,13,14,15,16 

17,18,19,20 

The Leader Interview essentially provided the researcher with 

additional information in order to expand on the areas of investigation. 

It is important to note that Hispanic leaders, although not repre

sentative of the entire community, are seen as spokespersons for the 

general community by the media and general public. As such, they can 

greatly influence policy and practices. Further, each leader has a 

group of "followers" by virtue of the definition of a leader. The fol

lowers are apt to have similar ideas. Leaders' ideas can and do carry 

some weight in any community and their assessment of a subject should be 

closely examined. 

Since the Leader Questionnaire will essentially provide quantita

tive data to answer the four hypotheses, the Leader Interview will be 

used in this study in order to highlight relevant comments made by the 
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subjects that would provide more insight into this investigation. 

This instrument was reviewed by persons from the National Origin 

Minority Assistance Center in t-lilwaukee, Wisconsin who are experts in 

the area of bilingual education and desegregation as well as by local 

personnel involved in both areas. 

The writer translated the instrument to Spanish. The translation 

was verified by three other native speakers with expertise in the Span

ish language. 

Data Collection Techniques 

The data for this investigation were collected by the researcher 

with the aid of selected bilingual coordinators in the Chicago Public 

Schools. Bilingual coordinators are staff members who work in central 

office or in any of the twenty administrative subdistricts in the Chi

cago Public s~hools. The bilingual coordinators work in close contact 

with personnel at the local schools and with parents. They were 

selected to administer the instrument because of their experience with 

parent groups and their ability to speak the Spanish language. 

The purpose of the study and an inservice on how to administer 

this questionnaire were provided for each person administering the 

Parent Questionnaire. 

The Parent Questionnaire was administered from the months of 

November 1983 to May 1984. The administration of instruments took place 

during day or night meetings of parents in predominantly Hispanic 

schools. 

Parents were given survey instruments in small-group meetings or 

on an individual basis. The purpose of the survey was explained in both 
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Spanish and English. Parents were also told both orally and in the sur

vey instrument that their participation in this study was purely volun

tary and limited to completing the questionnaire. They were also 

ensured that all responses would be held in confidence. It was also 

explained that this study did not have any right or wrong answers and 

that they were to answer the questions according to which selection they 

felt best met their perceptions of the questions asked. They were also 

asked to give one answer per question. 

The subjects were not informed of the theoretical background of 

the instrument nor given a lengthy explanation of the study. 

After making sure that each subject had a pencil, the parents were 

asked in both Spanish and English in what language they would like to 

complete their individual questionnaire .. 

tributed accordingly. 

The questionnaires were dis-

When there were problems in reading the instruments, the person 

administering the Parent Questionnaire read the question for the 

parents(s). Assistance was given to those parents who were having prob

lems reading and/or writing. In such cases, the survey was administered 

in an interview manner. For a large number of the cases, the Parent 

Questionnaire was read outloud for the parents while they completed the 

questionnaire. 

need. 

This was done according to each group or individual 

The parents were given a sufficient amount of time to complete the 

survey instrument and return them to the person administering the ques

tionnaire. 

After all subjects had completed the questionnaires, the person 

administering the questionnaire collected them individually and checked 
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for completeness. 

Both the Leader Questionnaire and the Leader Interview were admin-

istered by the researcher. The researcher made appointments with the 

subjects for the approximate duration of one hour for each interview. 

This took place during the months of July and August of 1983. 

The interviews took place at the subjects' worksite or place of 

residence. All interviews were taped and transcribed. 

The subjects were told of the purpose of the interview, given some 

background information on the study, and were assured of the confiden-

tiality of the results. 

These facts were given both orally and in writing. (See Appendix 

C.) Subjects were also advised that their participation in the research 

was purely voluntary and that they could, should they wish, discontinue 

the process at any time during the interview. 

Before taping the interview, the subjects were given a copy of the 

Leader Interview questionnaire for their perusal. In that question-

naire, it specifically states the following: 

tape. 

Do you realize that this interview is being taped? 

Is it clear to you that only the researcher will 
have access to the tapes and that the researcher 
will not use your name or other identifying 
information on the written report? . 

These aforementioned questions and their answers were recorded on 

The researcher then proceeded with the taped interview which 

lasted from 45 minutes to more than one hour depending on the subject 

being interviewed, the length of their responses, and their involvement 

in the subject. 
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After the taped interview, the subjects were also asked for their 

completed version of the Leader Questionnaire which had been submitted 

to them on or before the date of the interview. 

All subjects interviewed completed the oral Leader Interview. The 

Leader Interview was completed on the same day as the interview or com

pleted after the interview and mailed back to the researcher in a 

stamped self-addressed envelope. 

Of the 15 subjects targeted for the study, the researcher was able 

to conduct an in -depth survey of 13 subjects. Two of the subjects 

selected had very limited time and the investigator was unable to inter

view them. 

After the Leader Questionnaire was completed, the researcher 

checked the survey for completeness. 

The Leader Interview was taped and after completion the interview 

was transcribed. 

Statistical Procedures 

In order to test the four hypotheses stated in Chapter I, the 

researcher employed the analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures. ANOVA 

procedures were run on a SPSS in Sperry Univac 1100 Exec 8, Version H. 

The researcher cautions the reader that the instruments utilized were 

self-developed and had face validity only. Since they are not standard

ized instruments, there is some reservations which must be applied uti-

lizing the statistical data. There is also the limitations in the 

translation from one language to the other. The translation was veri

fied by three professional translators. 

The following presents the models for each of these hypotheses. 
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Hypotheses #1 

There will be no significant difference among the measured 

involvement in the development and implementation of the desegregation 

plan in the Chicago Public Schools of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, and Other Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test this hypothesis. 

The program used to perform this analysis was SPSS for Sperry Univac 

1100 Exec 8, Version H. In the event that significant differences were 

found, Scheffe' s Test of Contrasts was used to identify those differ-

ences. 

The general model for this anaysis is: 

Y
1
• = B + 

·-~" 

which indicates that the variance of any individual score (Yj) is par-

titioned between group membership (BL •. 'f ) and variance due to error 

(E;j ) . 

The researcher intended to use socio-economic status (SES) as a 

covariate, however, an analysis of the data for hypothesis 1 indicated 

that SES was minimally correlated for each sub groups. The impact of 

SES on Leaders' answers was .15; on Mexican parents' answers was -.10; 

on Puerto Rican parents' answers was -. 19; on Other Hispanic parents' 

answers was -.29. 

Hypothesis #2 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 
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of educational programs during implementation of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools among Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, and Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

Analysis of variance CANOVA) was used to perform this analysis. 

As in hypothesis 1, the program used to perform this analysis was SPSS 

for Sperry Univac 1100 Exec 8, Version H. In the event that significant 

differences were found, the Scheffe's Test of Contrasts was to be used 

to identify those differences. 

The general model for this analysis is: 

Y; = B1• __ .,+ Eii 

which indicates that the variance of any individual score (Yj ) is 

partitioned between group membership (B
1 

___ .., ) and variance due to error 

(E ij ) . 

The researcher intended to use SES as a covariate, however, an 

analysis of the data for hypothesis 2 indicated that SES was correlated 

only at .06 for the total group. The impact of SES on leaders' answers 

was -.02; on Mexican parents' answers was .08; on Puerto Rican parents' 

answers was .08; on Other Hispanic parents' answers was -.12. 
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Hypothesis #3 

There will be no significant difference among the choices of Mexi-

can parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders for involvement of their children in the education process dur-

ing implementaion of the desegregation plan in Chicago Public Schools. 

Analysis of variance CANOVA) was used to test this hypothesis. 

Again, Sperry Univac 1100 Exec 8, Version H was the program used to per-

form this analysis. In the event that significant differences were 

found, Scheffe' s Test of Contrasts was used to identify those differ-

ences. 

The general model for analysis is: 

y. = B + 
l •... '{ 

which indicates that the variance of any individual score (Yi ) is 

partitioned between group membership (B
1 

___ 'f ) and variance due to error 

The researcher intended to use SES as a covariate, however, an 

analysis of the data for hypothesis 3 indicates that SES was correlated 

at -.12 for the total groups. The impact of SES on leaders' answers was 

-. 14; on Mexican parents' answers was - . 02; on Puerto Rican parents' 

answers was -.01; on Other Hispanic parents' answers was -.02. 
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Hypothesis #4 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of the role of bilingual education in desegregation plan among Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders. 

Analysis of variance CANOVA) was used to test this hypothesis. 

Again, Sperry Univac 1100 Exec 8, Version H was the program used to per-

form this analysis. In the event that significant differences were 

found, Scheffe' s Test of Contrasts was used to identify those differ-

ences. 

The general model for this analysis is: 

Y; = Ba. .. 'f + Eij 

which indicates that the variance of any individual score (Y j ) is 

partitioned between group membership (B J •• .'f ) and variance due to error 

(Ejj ) . 

The researcher intended to use SES as a covariate, however, an 

analysis of the data for hypothesis 4 indicates that SES was a correlate 

only at .16 for the total group. The impact of SES on leaders' answers 

was .21; on Mexican parents' answers was -.08; on Puerto Rican parents' 

answers was .19; on Other Hispanic parents' answers was .01. 

Model for Community Involvement 

Both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire, men

tioned previously, asked questions to determine if Hispanic parents and 

leaders saw a conflict between bilingual education goals and desegrega

tion goals. This question was designed to provide general information 
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in order to tie desegregation and bilingual education together. 

In addition, both questionnaires asked about the amount of infor

mation that had been available to the subjects concerning the Chicago 

Public Schools Desegregation Plan. This question was designed to deter

mine if sufficient information was disseminated to the Hispanic commu

nity about the Plan and if there was a need to develop a third-party 

model in order to disseminate such information. 

The data were tabulated on frequency tables. As in the four 

hypotheses, the program used to perform the tabulation was Sperry Univac 

1100 Exec 8, Version H. 

Summary 

The researcher has attempted to present a complete description of 

the procedures used in conducting this investigation. The chapter began 

by discussing the subjects of this investigation. Thirteen Hispanic 

leaders ( 10 males and 3 females) were selected as a sample. They 

included grass-roots community leaders, leaders of institutions, as well 

as leaders involved in the desegregation process by virtue of their 

position. The subjects represented a cross section of the general His

panic community with 6 subjects being of Mexican background, 5 of Puerto 

Rican background, and 2 of Other Hispanic group background. All sub

jects selected to complete a questionnaire and to be interviewed were 

representatives of Hispanics in the larger Chicago metropolitan area. 

They were leaders designated as such by experts in the field of 

bilingual education, desegregation, and the Hispanic community. Of the 

231 parent subjects (166 females and 63 males; 2 did not answer), all 

were sampled from Chicago Public Schools subdistricts with a high per-
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centage of Hispanic students. A total of 100 Mexican, 91 Puerto Rican, 

and 40 Other Hispanic responses were received as complete and used for 

this part of the investigation. 

Data from this investigation were obtained through the use of four 

instruments. Part I of the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Ques-

tionnaire is a nine and eight item questionnaire, respectively, con-

structed by the researcher in order to gather background information 

about the subjects. Hollingshead Two-Factor Index of Social Positi'on4 

was used to determine the socio-economic status of the subjects. This 

instrument stratifies the population into five socio-economic levels. 

The researcher intended to use socio-economic status (SES) as a covari-

ate, however, an analysis of the data for the four hypotheses indicated 

that the correlation was too limited to treat SES as a covariate. 

Data pertaining to the four hypotheses of this investigation as 

well as an examination of the need for developing a model in order to 

more effectively involve the Hispanic community in the area of desegre-

gation were gathered by both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent 

Questionnaire. Part II of both questionnaires was constructed by the 

investigator in order to gather these data. In addition, the Leader 

Interview was constructed by the investigator in order to gather more 

in-depth information concerning the questions under investigation and to 

gather data for the model proposed by this study. 

Data obtained from the parent subjects was collected at the Chi-

4 Bonjean, et al., Sociological Measurements, 
pp. 441-448. 
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cago Public Schools community meetings, which were held in Chicago 

Public Schools in which the student population was predominantly His

panic or from individual or small-group gatherings of the parents of 

those students. Data obtained from the leader subjects of this study 

were collected at the individual leader's place of residence or work. 

Specific aspects of data collection procedures were presented in this 

chapter. 

The chapter concluded with a discussion of the statistical proce

dures used to test the four main hypotheses as well as a discussion of 

the data being collected pertaining to desegregation, bilingual educa

tion, and the involvement of Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders in 

the development and implementation of the desegregation plan. The 

researcher also cautioned the reader that the instruments utilized were 

self developed and had face face validity_ only. Since they are not 

standardized instruments, there is some reservation which must be 

applied in utilizing the statistical data. There is also the limita-

tions in the translation from one language to the other. Although the 

translation was verified by three experts in the area of translation 

from English, to Spanish, the fact that the instruments are translated 

could have some effect in the reliability and validity of the items 

responses. 

In the following chapter, the researcher will present an analysis 

and discussion of the results of the four hypotheses tested. The 

results from the data being gathered concerning the flow of information 

to the Hispanic community concerning the Plan will be presented as well 

as information concerning any perceived conflict between desegregation 
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and bilingual education by target groups. This latter data will serve 

as a basis for the third-party "linkage" model prepared by this study. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

In the preceding chapters, the nature of the problem under investigation 

and its historical and theoretical foundations, a review of the related 

literature, procedures employed by this study, the four major hypoth

eses, and an investigation of a third-party model have been presented. 

Chapter IV will present the results of the tests of significance for 

these four major hypotheses as well as a discussion of those results. 

The problem under investigation is the involvement of selected 

Hispanic community leaders and parents in the development and implemen

tation of a desegregation plan for Chicago Public Schools. For this 

investigation, a total of 13 Hispanic leaders were interviewed and a 

total of 231 Hispanic parent subjects were drawn as samples from commu

nity meetings or individual or small-group meetings at predominantly 

Hispanic schools located throughout the Chicago area. Parent subjects 

consisted of 100 of Mexican background, 91 of Puerto Rican background, 

and 40 Other Hispanic group background. 

The instruments used in this investigation, the Leader Question

naire and the Parent Questionnaire, were developed by the researcher and 

contained questions addressing both the background of the subjects (Part 

I) and the hypotheses being tested, as well as the possibility of devel

oping a third-party model as proposed by this investigation. Both ques

tionnaires are similar in scope with the Leader Questionnaire containing 

136 
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an additional question to determine leadership role. Both instruments 

were available in Spanish and English. The Leader Interview (taped) was 

developed by the researcher in order to provide more in-depth assessment 

of leader responses to the different areas under investigation. 

Finally, the Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Position 1 was 

used to determine the socio-economic status of the subjects. 

The reader should note that the statistical inferences made of 

this study must be interpreted with care. Statistical estimates of 

validity and reliability have not been gathered, however, the instru-

ments were examined by four experts in the area of desegregation as well 

as four statisticians. Consequently, the instruments are assumed to 

have face validity. Further, the translation of the instruments from 

English to Spanish could affect the reliablity as well as the validity 

of the instruments. The translation, however, was done by a native 

speaker of the language and verified by three other native speakers and 

experts in the area of Spanish-English translations. 

This study uses inferential as well as descriptive analysis. The 

tables in Appendix D display the frequency distributions of each 

hypothesis by group and by total score. These tables provide the 

descriptive analysis upon which this study is based. The conclusions 

relative to the frequency distributions relating to the hypotheses are 

further analyzed by utilizing Analysis of Variance. 

The information contained in the frequency distributions in Appen-

dix D can be summarized for descriptive purposes in Tables 1, 4, 7 and 

1 Charles Bonjean, Richard Hill, and S. Dale McLenore, Sociological 
Measurements (San Francisco: Chander Publishing Company, 1967), pp. 
441-448. 
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10 in terms of means and standard deviations. The organization of this 

chapter is as follows: 

Results of each of the four major hypotheses 

are presented and discussed individually. 

- Relevant information provided by both the 

Leader Questionnaire and the Leader Interview 

is discussed focusing on providing information 

for the "linkage" or third-party model 

proposed as part of his study. 

Hypothesis #1 

There will be no significant difference among the measured 

involvement in the development and implementation of the desegregation 

plan in the Chicago Schools of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, 

and Other Hispanic parents, Hispanic leaders. 

In order to test this hypothesis, Analysis of Variance techniques 

were used. Since significant differences were found between groups, 

Scheffe' s Test of Contrasts was used to identify those differences. 

This hypothesis examined whether the discrete groups are different from 

each other. The results and discussions of the analysis of the data of 

the subgroups sample are presented first. The researcher cautions the 

reader that there is some reservation which must be applied in utilizing 

the statistical data as the translation of the instruments could effect 

their reliability. However, the focus of the data presented is on 

descriptive statistics. 
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Analysis of Variance 

For the four subgroups examined, or the 244 subjects sampled, a 

mean of 2.72 and a standard deviation of 1.46 was obtained as a result 

of the items related to the hypothesis. There were a total of 8 possi

ble points and the higher the mean score, the higher the degree of 

involvement. 

In examining individual subgroup mean scores, the mean for His

panic leaders, 5.92, indicates that they were more actively involved in 

the development and implementation of the desegregation plan in the 

Chicago Public Schools than were Puerto Rican, 2. 59, Other Hispanics, 

2. 55, and Mexican parents, 2. 48, who, as the data suggests were the 

least involved of all four groups. Hispanic leaders as compared to the 

three Hispanic parent groups, i.e. , Mexican, Puerto Rican, Other His

panic parents, show the widest dispersion of scores of the four groups 

in their assessment as to the amount of involvement that they have had 

in the desgregation process. This is evident by a standard deviation of 

1.71 for the leader group. Even though the standard deviation for the 

leader group is higher than the three other subgroups, it is risky to 

draw conclusions about this dispersion due to the small sampling size. 

The similarities in standard deviation of the scores of Puerto Rican, 

1.14, Mexican, 1.27, and Other Hispanic parents, 1.32, suggest that the 

grouping of the scores are consistent for all three parent groups. The 

similarity in means for the three parent groups, 2. 48 Mexican, 2. 59 

Puerto Rican, 2.55 Other Hispanic parents, suggest that all three parent 

groups had a similar level of involvement with the Plan and that this 

level of involvement was consistent for all three parent groups. Table 

1 presents this information. 



140 

TABLE 1 

Means and Standard Deviations for Measured Involvement 

in Plan for Sample Subgroups 

Population N y SD 

Hispanic Leader 13 5.92 1. 71 
Mexican Parents 100 2.48 1.27 
Puerto Rican Parents 91 2.59 1.14 
Other Hispanic Parents 40 2.55 1.32 
Total 244 2. 72 1.46 

Total possible score: 8 

The F test indicates that there is a highly significant difference 

at the < .0001 level. The results of the analysis of variance are pre-

sented in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Results of Analysis of Variance for Involvement 

of Sample Subgroups 

Anova by Sum of Mean of 
Variable Groups d/f Squares Squares F-Ratio F-Prob. 

Between Group 3 141.7486 47.2495 29.862 .0001 
Within Group 240 379.7390 1. 5822 
Total 243 521.4876 

Scheffe's Test of Contrasts 

Since significant differences were found between groups, Scheffe's 

Test of Contrasts was conducted in order to identify those differences. 

The data indicated that the Hispanic leader group is significantly dif-

ferent from all other subgroups at the p < .05 level of significance. 



The results are presented in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

Results of Scheffe's Test of Contrasts 

Involvement of Sample Subgroups 

Groups 

Hispanic Leaders 
Mexican Parents 
Puerto Rican Parents 
Other Hispanic Parents 

Total possible score: 8 

'X L M 

5.9231 L ~'r 

2.4800 M 
2.5934 p 
2.5500 0 

p 

* 

* Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at 
p < . 05 level. 
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0 

* 

The results would seem to indicate that there was a significant 

difference between the level of involvement of the three sub-Hispanic 

groups and the Hispanic leaders in the development and implementation of 

the desegregation plan. For the leader group there was significantly 

more of involvement, at the p < .05 level, as compared to the involve-

ment of the parent groups. 

In looking at the maximum point count for questions related to 

this hypothesis, a total of eight possible points were designated. The 

lower the mean score, the less the degree of involvement. Of a possible 

score of 8, the parent groups scored very low with Mexican parents at 

2.48, the least involved, 2.55 for Other Hispanic parents and 2.59 for 

Puerto Rican parents. 

In examining the individual data for the two questions pertaining 

to the hypothesis, 73.6 percent of the parents surveyed indicated that 

they were "not involved at all" in the development or implementation of 
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the plan, 14.7 percent "heard about the plan" in the development or 

implementation of the plan, 5. 6 percent "participated in public meet

ings;" only 1.7 percent of the parents indicated that they "participated 

in the development and implementation of some aspects of the plan." (4.3 

percent did not answer this question.) In the second question pertain

ing to the hypothesis, 74 percent of the parents responded that they did 

not participate in any systemwide meetings or workshops pertaining to 

the plan while 15.6 percent attended 1-3 meetings, 4.3 percent attended 

4-6 meetings, and only 2. 2 percent responded that they attended 7 or 

more meetings concerning the Plan (3. 9 percent of the parents did not 

respond). For the leaders, an analysis of the responses for question 

one showed that a total of 46.2 percent participated in public hearings 

and 38.5 percent participated in the development and implementation of 

some aspects of the plan. The remaining percentage were not involved at 

all or only heard about the plan (15.4 percent). In terms of attending 

systemwide meeting or workshops relating to the plan, 23.1 percent 

attended 7 or more meetings, 38.5 percent attended 4-6 meetings, 30.8 

percent attended 1-3 meetings and 7.7 percent did not attend any meet

ing. (The 7.7 percent indicated only one leader.) 

These results would seem to indicate that Hispanic parents as a 

whole have not been actively involved in the development and implementa

tion of the Chicago Public Schools desegregation plan. Although His

panic leaders had been actively involved as compared to the parent sub

groups at the p < .05 level of significance, their involvement had not 

been in the area of systemwide desegregation meetings. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were detected, 



143 

the null hypothesis was rejected for hypothesis #1. 

Hypothesis #2 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of educational programs during implementation of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools among Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

In order to test this hypothesis, analysis of variance techniques 

was used. This hypothesis examined whether the four discrete groups are 

different from each other. The results and discussions of the analysis 

of the data of the subgroups sample are presented. 

Analysis of Variance 

For the four subgroups examined or the 244 subjects sampled, a 

mean of 5.07 and a standard deviation of 1.93 was obtained as a result 

of the items related to the hypothesis. There were a total of 8 possi

ble points, the higher the mean score the more positive the subgroups 

felt about the education of their children in the Chicago Public 

Schools. 

In examining individual subgroup's mean scores, the results would 

seem to indicate that, compared to other targeted subgroups, Puerto 

Rican parents were more positive in assessing the educational programs 

being offered by the Chicago Public Schools as part of the desegregation 

plan. The Puerto Rican subgroup mean score was 5. 33; Mexican parents 

follow closely with 5.19, the Hispanic leaders mean score was 4.85. The 

Other Hispanic parents mean score at 4.25 is the least positive of all 
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subgroups with a difference of 1.08 points between the Puerto Rican sub-

group and the Other Hispanic subgroups. The Leader subgroup with a mean 

score of 4.85 is closer to the Mexican parent subgroup with a .34 dif-

ference and the Puerto Rican subgroup with a .48 difference than the 

Other Hispanic subgroup with a .60 difference. The standard deviation 

for three of the four subgroups are closely clustered with Hispanic 

leaders with the lowest standard deviation, therefore, having the least 

dispersal of scores and more in agreement with each other as a group 

than the other targeted subgroups. The Other Hispanic parents groups 

with a standard deviation of 1. 81 is closely followed by the Mexican 

parents with a standard deviation of 1.85. The Puerto Rican parents, 

however, show slightly more dispersal than the other targeted subgroups 

with a standard deviation of 2.06 and appear, therefore, to be less in 

agreement in their responses than the other subgroups. Table 4 presents 

this information. 

TABLE 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for Assessment 

of Educational Programs of Sample Subgroups 

Population N X SD 

Hispanic Leaders 13 4.85 1.52 
Mexican Parents 100 5.19 1.85 
Puerto Rican Parents 91 5.33 2.06 
Other Hispanic Parents 40 4.25 1. 81 
Total 244 5.07 1.93 

Total possible score: 8 

The results would seem to indicate that Puerto Rican parents were 

more positive in their assessment of the educational programs in the 
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Chicago Public Schools as a result of the desegregation plan as compared 

to Other Hispanic parents or any other subgroup. The F test indicated 

that there is a significant difference between groups as shown by a sig-

nificance of p < .05. The result of the analysis of variance are pre-

sented in the Table 5. 

TABLE 5 

Results of Analysis of Variance for Assessment 

of Educational Program of Sample Subgroups 

ANOVA 
By Variable Sum of Mean of 
Group d/f Squares Squares F Ratio F Prob 

Between Groups 3 35.1234 11.7078 3.212 .0237* 
Within Groups 240 874.6920 3.6446 
Total 243 909.8154 

* p < .05 

Since significant differences were found between groups, the 

Scheffe's Test of Contrasts was conducted. 

The Scheffe' s Test of Contrasts found a significant difference 

between the Puerto Rican parent subgroup with an average mean score of 

5. 33 and the Other Hispanic parents with a mean score of 4. 25. These 

pair of groups were significantly different from each other at the 

p < .05 level of confidence. Thus, compared to each other these two 

groups had significantly different opinions concerning the quality of 

the educational programs being offered by the Chicago Public Schools 

during the implementation of the desegregation plan. The results are 

presented in Table 6. 



TABLE 6 

Result of Scheffe's Test of Contrasts 

Assessment of Educational Programs of Sample Subgroups 

Groups 

Hispanic Leaders 
Mexican Parents 
Puerto Rican Parents 
Other Hispanic Parents 

Total possible score: 8 

4.85 
5.19 
5.33 
4.25 

L 
M 
p 

0 

L M p 0 

* 

* Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the 
p < .05 level 
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In looking at the maximum point count for the two questions 

related to this hypothesis a total of eight possible points was desig-

nated. The higher the mean score, the more positive each subgroup felt 

about the education of their children in the Chicago Public Schools at 

the time of the survey. Puerto Rican parents scored the highest 5.33, 

with Mexican parents, 5.19, and Hispanic leaders, 4.85, Other Hispanic 

parents scored 4. 25. Other Hispanic parents were the least positive 

about the education their children were receiving as compared to the 

other subgroups and their answers were significantly different than the 

answers of the Puerto Rican parent subgroups. 

The Analysis of Variance results showed a significant difference 

between the Puerto Rican parent subgroup responses and the responses of 

the Other Hispanic parent subgroups. The results were significant at 

the p < .05 level. It would seem that Puerto Rican parents were more 

positive about the educational programs being offered by the Chicago 
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Public Schools during the development and implementation of the 

desegregation plan as compared to Other Hispanic parents. 

In examining the scores for the two questions pertaining to the 

hypothesis, only 30.3 percent of the total parent population felt that 

the educational programs being offered by the Chicago Public Schools as 

part of the desegregation plan were good or excellent while 44.6 percent 

felt that the programs were poor or fair; the remaining parents were not 

sure (25.1%). The leaders' answers were close to the parents. Only 30.8 

percent agreed that the educational programs were good, while a total of 

53.9 percent agreed that the programs were poor or fair, and 15.4 per

cent were not sure. 

In terms of noticing if there had been any changes in the Chicago 

Public Schools as a result of the Plan, 34.6 percent of the parents 

noted some or definite positive change in the program, while 57.2 per

cent of the parents noted no change or some negative change in the edu

cational programs; 1. 3 percent noted definite, negative change in the 

educational programs while 6. 9 percent did not answer this question. 

Leaders were more evenly divided on this question with 46.2 percent of 

the leaders noting some positive changes in educational programs and 

53.8 percent of the leaders noting no changes. 

The results of an analysis of the data would seem to indicate that 

parents and leaders were evenly divided in their perception of the edu

cational programs being offered by the Chicago Public Schools. They do 

not overwhelmingly support them nor do they overwhelmingly reject them. 

However, over half the parents and half the leaders surveyed did not 
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note any changes in educational programs as a result of the Plan. The 

Analysis of Variance results, as mentioned previously, did show a sig

nificant difference between the Puerto Rican parent responses and that 

of the Other Hispanic parent subgroup responses. The results were sig

nificant at p < .05. It would seem that Puerto Rican parents were more 

positive about the educational programs being offered by the Chicago 

Public Schools during the development and implementation of the Plan as 

compared to the Other Hispanic parents. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were detected, 

the null hypothesis was rejected for hypothesis #2. 

Hypothesis #3 

There will be no significant difference among the choices of Mexi

can parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders for involvement of their children in the education process dur

ing implementation of the desegregation plan in Chicago Public Schools. 

In order to test this hypothesis, Analysis of Variance technique 

was used. This hypothesis examined whether the four discrete groups are 

different from each other. Following are results of the analysis of the 

data of the subgroups sampled. 

Analysis of Variance 

For the four subgroups examined or the 244 subjects sampled, a 

mean of 7.42 and a standard deviation of 2.23 was obtained as a result 

of the items related to the hypotheses. 
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All three questions designed to test this hypothesis dealt in some 

manner with voluntary movement or busing. The higher the mean, the more 

positive that subgroup was toward desegregation programs such as magnet 

schools or any other option schools that entail some type of movement of 

students. The highest possible score was 11. The parent subgroups 

clustered in mean scores closer to each other than to the leaders, 8.92, 

with Puerto Rican parents having the highest mean score of the parent 

groups, 7. 57, a difference of 1. 35 with the leader group. The Other 

Hispanic parents follow with a mean score of 7.55. The Mexican parents 

are the farthest from the leaders with a 7.03 mean score, a difference 

of 1. 92 points with the leader subgroup. In comparison to other tar-

geted groups, Mexican parents were the least likely of the four sub

groups to choose any type of movement. They did not, however, seem to, 

overwhelmingly oppose any type of movement as evidenced by a 7.03 mean 

out of a possible 11. 

In terms of agreeement and consistency as a group, the Hispanic 

leaders were more consistent with their answer as evidenced by a low 

standard of deviation of 1.26. As in the mean scores, Hispanic parent 

subgroups were clustered closer to each other in standard deviation 

scores. The difference in standard deviation between Hispanic leaders 

and the next group was almost one point with Mexican parents showing 

dispersal in their scores at 2.19, Puerto Rican, 2. 26, and Other His

panic parents, 2.30. 

It would seem that Hispanic leaders would choose involvement of 

children in a desegregation plan, even if it entailed movement, more 

readily than the targeted parent groups. Both Puerto Rican and Other 
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Hispanic parents would choose involvement more readily and at perhaps at 

the same rate as evidenced by their similar mean scores -- 7.57 and 7.55 

--respectively, than would Mexican parents at 7.03. The scores for the 

Other Hispanic parents were the least consistent with a higher dispersal 

rate at 2.30 standard deviation compared to the Hispanic leaders stan-

dard deviation of only 1.26, a difference of 1.04 points. The standard 

deviation for the three parent subgroups, however, were closely clus-

tered. Table 7 presents this information. 

TABLE 7 

Means and Standard Deviations for Choices for Involvement 

of Children of Sample Subgroups 

Population N X SD 

Hispanic Leaders 13 8.92 1.26 
Mexican Parents 100 7.03 2.19 
Puerto Rican Parents 91 7.57 2.26 
Other Hispanic Parents 40 7.55 2.30 
Total 244 7.42 2.23 

Total possible score: 11 

Although the means of the parent groups seem to cluster together, 

there is a big difference between the mean of the Mexican parent group, 

7.03, and the mean of the Hispanic leader group, 8.92. The F test indi-

cates that there is a significant difference between groups as shown at 

the p < .05 level of significance. The results of the Analysis of Vari-

ance are presented in Table 8. 

Since significant differences were found between groups, the 

Scheffe's Test of Contrasts was conducted. 



TABLE 8 

Results of Analysis of Variance for Choices for 

Involvement of Children of Sample Subgroups 

ANOVA 
By Variance 
Group 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

* p < .OS 

d/f 

3 
240 
243 

Sum of 
Squares 

47.3418 
11S8. 0186 
120S.3604 

Mean 
Squares 

1S.7806 
4.82S1 

F Ratio 

3.271 

1S1 

F Prob 

.0219* 

The Scheffe 1 s Test of Contrasts found a significant difference 

between the Hispanic Leader group with an average mean score of 8.92 and 

the Mexican parent group with an average mean score of 7.03. This pair 

of groups were significantly different from each other at the p < . OS 

level of confidence. Consequently, these two groups when compared to 

each other have significant differences in opinion regarding choices for 

involving their children in a desegregation plan which would entail some 

type of movement. The results of the Scheffe 1 s Test of Contrasts is 

presented in table 9. 

The Analysis of Variance results showed a significant difference 

between the Hispanic leaders reponses and the Mexican parent subgroup 

responses. The results were significant at the p < .OS level of confi-

dence. It would seem that Hispanic leaders would choose involvement of 

children in the educational process during implementation of the deseg-

regation plan (a choice that implies movement of students) more readily 

as compared to Mexican parents. 



TABLE 9 

Results of Scheffe's Test of Contrasts for Choices for 

Involvement of Children of Sample Subgroups 

Groups X L M p 0 

Hispanic Leaders 8.92 L * 
Mexican Parents 7.03 M 
Puerto Rican Parents 7.57 p 
Other Hispanic Parents 7.55 0 

Total possible score: 11 
* Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the 

p < .05 l~vel 
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When Hispanic parents were asked how they felt towards the magnet 

school concept, 29.4 percent of the pa.rents surveyed agreed with the 

concept and voluntary busing, while 31.2 percent agreed with the concept 

but opposed any type of busing for children. Only 10.4 percent of the 

parents disagreed with the concept while a larger number, 27.7 percent, 

"did not know enough about magnet schools in the Chicago Public Schools 

to give an opinion." The remaining parents did not answer this question 

(1.31%). The majority of the Hispanic leaders, 84.6 percent, agreed 

with the magnet school concept and voluntary busing. Only 7.7 percent 

of the leaders agreed with the concept and opposed busing, and 7.7 per-

cent of the leaders disagreed with the concept. The 7.7 percent repre-

sents one leader. 

When asked about what type of plan the Hispanic parents would pre-

fer for alleviating overcrowded schools (other than building new 

shoals), 43.3 percent of the parents chose ''Renting facilities in nearby 

buildings ... so that children could stay in their neighborhoods," while 
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25.5 percent of the parents chose "Changing school boundaries so that 

children could attend a nearby neighborhood school." Only 14. 7 percent 

chose "Designating a school within the local district (no more than 30 

minutes away) and providing free transportation," and 11.3 percent "Hav

ing students and teachers attend classes in shifts to accommodate all 

students in the same neighborhood school." The rest did not answer this 

question (5.2%). 

The majority of the Hispanic leaders, 61.5 percent chose "Renting 

facilities in nearby buildings so that children could attend a neighbor

hood school." On the other hand, 38.5 percent chose "Designating a 

school within the district (not more than 30 minutes away) and providing 

free transportation," an answer that entails movement out of the neigh

borhood. 

When asked the third question dealing with this hypothesis, "I 

believe that Hispanic parents would be more likely to consider a deseg

regated magnet school, outside of their neighborhood, if:" only 16 per

cent of the Hispanic parents answered: "This statement is inappropriate 

since I do not believe Hispanic parents would agree to any type of bus-

ing." All other parents chose an option which dealt with the movement 

of children to a desegregated magnet school with the exception of 12 

percent of the population that did not answer this question. 

The Hispanic leaders all chose options which dealt with the move

ment of children to desegregated magnet schools (giving parents certain 

choices). No Hispanic leader chose the statement, "I do not believe 

Hispanic parents would agree to any type of busing." 

The results of this investigation would seem to indicate that 

although the Mexican parents would be the least likely of the targeted 
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subgroups to choose any type of movement for their children and that 

their answer is very dissimilar to that given by the Hispanic leaders, 

an answer that is significant at the p < .05 level of confidence, the 

Mexican parents may not, however, overwhelmingly reject any type of 

movement of students as seen by their mean score of 7.03 out of a possi

ble score of 11 points. The higher the mean, the more likely that sub

group would opt for educational choices being offered by a desegregation 

plan. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were detected the 

null hypothesis was rejected for hypothesis #3. 

Hypothesis #4 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan among Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders. 

In order to test this hypothesis, analysis of variance technique 

was used. This hypothesis examined whether the four discrete groups are 

different from each other. The results and discussions of the analysis 

follow. 

Analysis of Variance 

For the four subgroups examined or the 244 subjects sampled, a 

mean of 5.18 and a standard deviation of 1.92 was obtained as a result 

of the items related to the hypothesis. 

In examining individual subgroup mean scores, the means for His

panic leaders, 3.92 is lower than any other subgroup, i.e., Other His

panic parents, 4. 95, Mexican parents, 5. 29, and Puerto Rican parents, 
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5. 35. The maximum score for this hypothesis was 12. The lower the 

score, the more positive each subgroup felt about the importance of 

bilingual instruction for limited English proficient students in the 

desegregation plan. Since all subgroup mean scores fell in the lower 

third of the scale, it would seem that all subgroups felt positive about 

the importance of bilingual education. Even though the Hispanic leader 

mean score was lower than any other subgroup, 3.92, the Hispanic parent 

subgroups followed (4.95, 5.29. 5.35) and their scores closely resemble 

each other. Thus, the mean scores for all parent subgroups clustered 

closer to each other than to the Hispanic.leader subgroups. There was, 

however, no significant difference found between groups. 

Of the four subgroups, the data would seem to indicate that 

although all targeted subgroups were supportive of bilingual education, 

Hispanic leaders showed the most support for bilingual education with a 

mean score of 3.92. There was also little dispersal in their scores as 

evidenced by a standard deviation of 1.26, Puerto Rican parents as com

pared to the other three subgroups had more dispersal in their scores 

with a standard deviation of 2.18; consequently, they were less in 

agreement in their answer than the other three subgroups. Table 10 

presents this information. 

The F Probability indicates that there is no significant differ

ence between groups. The results of the Analysis of Variance are pre

sented in table 11. 

Since no significant differences were found between groups, 

Scheffe's Test of Contrasts was not conducted. 

As discussed previously, the results would seem to indicate that 
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TABLE 10 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Measured Assessment 

of the Role of Bilingual Education in a 

Desegregation Plan of Sample Subgroups 

Population N X SD 

Hispanic Leaders 13 3.92 1.26 
Mexican Parents 100 5.29 1. 79 
Puerto Rican Parents 91 5.35 2.18 
Other Hispanic Parents 40 4.95 1.63 
Total 244 5.18 1. 92 

Total possible score: 12 

TABLE 11 

Results of Analysis of Variance for Measured Assessment of 

the Role of Bilingual Education in a 

Desegration Plan of Sample Subgroups 

ANOVA 
By Variable Sum of Mean 
Groups d/f Squares Squares F Ratio F Prob 

Between Groups 3 26.5405 8.8468 2.451 .0641 
Within Groups 240 866.1602 3.6090 
Total 243 892.7007 

all subgroups felt very strongly about the role of bilingual education 

in a desegregation plan. In looking at the individual results per ques-

tion pertinent to this hypothesis, this fact became more evident. 

The first question pertaining to this hypothesis asked ... "In gen-

eral, do you agree that students who do not know English should be 

offered the opportunity to receive bilingual instruction?" A total of 
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93.5 percent of all Hispanic subgroups questioned answered that they 

strongly agreed with this statement with only 3. 5 percent disagreeing 

with the statement, the rest did not answer, 3.0 percent. All the His

panic leaders (100%) strongly agreed or agreed with this statement. 

When asked "How important do you think it is to provide bilingual 

instruction for students who are of limited English proficiency in a 

desegregated school where a bilingual program of instruction might not 

be readily available?," the results were similar to those of the previ

ous questions discussed. A total of 89.3 percent of the parents felt 

that it was extremely important or important, while 4. 7 percent felt 

that it was of limited importance or not important. The remaining 6 

percent did not know or did not answer this question. Of the leaders 

surveyed, 92.3 percent felt that it was extremely important or important 

that provisions be made for limited English proficient (LEP) students in 

a desegregated setting, while 7. 7 percent representing one leader did 

not think it was important. 

In assessing the type of language services each subgroup would 

prefer for LEP students, the large majority of parents, 51.9 percent, 

chose transitional bilingual education while 18.2 percent chose mainte

nance bilingual education. Only 11.3 percent chose instruction in Eng

lish as a second language for one or two periods per day, and 9.1 per

cent chose intensive instruction in the English language for most of the 

day. The remaining 9. 5 percent were not sure or did not answer this 

question. Of the leaders surveyed, all were in favor of some type of 

bilingual education program. The transitional approach, was preferred 

by 53.8 percent while 46.2 percent preferred the maintenance approach. 
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It is clearly evident from the preceding data that Mexican, Puerto 

Rican, and Other Hispanic parents as well as Hispanic leaders are in 

agreement as to the importance of bilingual instruction being provided 

to LEP students in a desegregation plan. Although the transitional 

approach was preferred slightly more than the maintenance approach , the 

difference in the selection appears to be minimal and preference for 

each approach was almost evenly divided. The data showed that the 

parents and the leaders surveyed were very united in their perception of 

bilingual education as the main instructional approach for LEP students 

and that this approach should be made available to students who are 

placed in a desegregated setting. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were not 

detected, the null hypothesis was accepted for hypothesis #4. 

Model for Community Involvement 

The questionnaires designed for both leaders and parents were not 

only designed to investigate the four main hypotheses, but an additional 

two questions were added in order to find out necessary background 

information to implement a type of third-party model or "linkage" model 

proposed in the Review of the Literature. 

Question number 12 simply asked "Do you see a conflict between 

bilingual education goals and desegregation goals? with answer choices 

of "yes", "no" and "don't know." Question number 5 asked "How much 

information has been available to you concerning the Chicago Public 

Schools desegregation plan?" with answer choices of "All information 

that I need," "Only general information," "very little information," 
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and "no information." The data from these two questions were examined 

using frequency tables. 

Pertaining to question 12, only one Hispanic leader saw a conflict 

between desegregation goals and bilingual education goals. Conse-

quently, 92.3 percent of the leaders surveyed did not see a conflict 

between desegregation goals, with 7.7 percent seeing a conflict. The 13 

leaders represented 5.3 of the total group sampled. 

Of the Mexican parents sampled, 25 percent saw a conflict between 

desegregation goals and bilingual education goals. A much higher per

cent, 48 percent, of the Mexican parents, however, did not see a con

flict, while 19 percent did not know, and 8 percent did not answer the 

question. The 100 Mexican parents represented 41 percent of the total 

group sampled. 

The Puerto Rican parents group sampled were about evenly divided 

in their reponses. A total of 27.5 percent of this subgroup saw a con

flict between desegregation and bilingual education, while 38.5 percent 

did not see a conflict; 26.4 percent of the Puerto Rican parents, how

ever, did not know the answer to this question, and 7.6 percent did not 

answer this question. The 91 Puerto Rican parents represented 37.3 per

cent of the total group sampled. 

The Other Hispanic parents group gave answers which closely paral

leled the Mexican parents answers. Twenty percent of the Other Hispanic 

parents saw a conflict between desegregation goals and bilingual educa

tion goals, while 57.5 percent of these parents did not see a conflict; 

20 percent of this subgroup did not know the answer, while 2.5 percent 
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did not answer the question. This population represented 16.4 percent 

of the total group sampled. 

Of the total population sampled, 24.2 percent saw a conflict 

between desegregation goals and bilingual education goals, while a 

larger majority or 48.4 percent of the total population did not see a 

conflict; 20. 9 percent of the total population answered that they did 

not know if there was a conflict, and 6. 5 percent did not answer this 

question. 

In looking at the data for subgroups, 25.1 percent of the parents 

saw a conflict between desegregation program goals and bilingual educa

tion goals; 45.9 percent did not see a conflict; 22.1 percent did not 

know and the remaining percentage did not answer (6.9%). As mentioned 

previously, 92.3 percent of the leaders surveyed did not see a conflict 

while 7.7 percent of the leaders did see a conflict between desegrega

tion goals and bilingual education goals. This 7. 7 percentage repre

sented only one leader. 

Question number five asks: "How much information has been availa

ble to you concerning the Chicago Public Schools desegregation plan?" 

This question was designed by the researcher to provide some data 

regarding the information flow to the Hispanic community concerning the 

Plan. Of the Hispanic leaders, 15.4 percent received all information 

needed; 38.5 percent received most information; 38.5 percent received 

only general information; 7.6 percent received very little information. 

The 13 Hispanic leaders, however, only represented 5. 3 percent of the 

total group surveyed or 13 subjects. 
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Of the Mexican parents surveyed, only 5 percent responded that 

they received all information needed; 11 percent received most informa

tion needed; 25 percent received only general information. The larger 

majority, 41 percent, received very little information and 14 percent 

did not receive any information. Four percent of the Mexican parents 

surveyed did not answer this question. The answers of the Mexican 

parents represented 41 percent of the total population surveyed or 100 

subjects. 

Of the Puerto Rican parents surveyed, 4.4 percent responded that 

they received all information needed; 7.7 percent received most informa

tion needed; 30.7 percent received only general information; while 29.7 

percent received very little information, and 27.5 percent received no 

information. The answers of the Puerto Rican parents represented 37.3 

percent of the total population surveyed or 91 subjects. 

The Other Hispanic subgroup surveyed generally gave similar 

answers as the other parent target subgroups of this study. Five per

cent of the Other Hispanic parents answered that they received all 

information needed; 5 percent received most information needed; 22.5 

percent received only general information; 47.5 percent received very 

little information; 17.5 percent received no information. A total of 

2.5 percent of Other Hispanic parent subgroups surveyed did not answer 

this question. The Other Hispanic subgroup represents 16.4 percent of 

the total population surveyed or 40 subjects. 

As a total group, 5. 3 percent reported that they received all 

information needed; 10.2 percent reported that they received most infor-



162 

mation needed; 27.5 percent reported that they received, only general 

information; 36.1 percent reported that they received very little infor

mation; and 18.9 percent reported that they received no information. Two 

percent of the total population surveyed did not answer this question. 

In looking at the data for the total Hispanic parent subgroups, 

the percentage for the amount of information received was lower than the 

total population surveyed. A total of 4. 8 percent of the Hispanic 

parents surveyed received all information needed; 8.7 percent received 

most information needed; 26.8 percent received only general information; 

37.7 percent received very little information; and 19.9 percent received 

no information. Only 2.1 percent of all Hispanic parents did not answer 

this question. 

Generally, Hispanic leaders received more information about the 

Plan as compared to Hispanic parents of all subgroups. 

A discussion of selected comments from the Leader Interview fol-

lows. 

The reader will recall that the Leader Interview was conducted in 

order to provide some background information concerning the involvement 

of Hispanic parents and leaders in the development and implementation of 

a desegregation plan for Chicago Public Schools. A second purpose of 

this investigation was to examine a third-party model or a linkage model 

in which communities can be more effectively involved in this process. 

the Leader Interview provides the researcher with some valid areas of 

concern that need to be addressed in developing this model. 
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In looking at the results of the Leader Interview, it is important 

to examine key comments made by the targeted leaders. It is their opin

ions which are reflective of that of the masses and it is their opinions 

which can effect change at the local levels. 

interviewed represented: 

1) Organizational leaders responsible to the 

general Hispanic or larger community; 

The Hispanic leaders 

2) neighborhood, grass-roots leaders with ties to 

a local neighborhood organization; and 

3) present or past board members, administrators, 

or other officials connected with the Chicago 

Public Schools. 

Generally, Hispanic leaders surveyed did not feel that the His

panic community was involved in the development and implementation of 

the desegregation plan. Hypothesis 1 showed that there was a signifi

cant difference between the measured involvement in the development and 

implementation of the desegregation plan in the Chicago Public Schools 

of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and 

Hispanic leaders. In their comments, Hispanic leaders generally stated 

that they believed that Hispanic parents were not involved in the devel

opment of the Plan. They stated that the desegregation plan was 

designed and negotiated by the Chicago Board of Education and the deseg

regation committee. One Hispanic leader stated that Hispanic parents 

were involved in most of the hearings about the Plan. However,·the His

panic leaders generally felt that any type of involvement was "after the 
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fact," i.e., after the desegregation plan had already been developed. A 

few leaders commented on the enormous amount of paperwork available 

regarding the Plan without relevant information being available to 

parents and community groups. Some relevant comments made were: 

Hispanic parents were barely informed. Even 

the attorneys had a terrible time getting 

information. 

There was very little effort to go into the 

neighborhood and speak to parents who would 

be affected about the entire plan. 

There wasn't any real consistent request from 

the Board that parents' opinion would be taken 

into consideration ... Letters would come to 

community organizations ... Only specific or 

key organization representatives would go. But 

a directive never really came to the parents from 

the local school locally. 

Hypothesis 2 showed that there was a significant difference 

between the measured assessment of educational programs during implemen

tation of the desegregation plan in the Chicago Public Schools among 

Puerto Rican parents and Other Hispanic parents. It would seem that 

Puerto Rican parents were more positive about the educational programs 

being offered by the Chicago Public Schools than were the Other Hispanic 

parents. The data, however, shows that generally, Hispanic parents and 

leaders do not seem to overwhelmingly support the educational programs 

nor do they seem to overwhelmingly reject them. The leaders interviewed 
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were about evenly divided in their perception of the educational pro-

grams and found them about the same. A few leaders mentioned that they 

did not feel that giving schools more money would bring about any 

change. They mentioned the importance of the principal's role as educa-

tional leader and the necessity for retraining all staff members includ-

ing the principal. The general consensus was that principals should not 

be working in a vacuum and should be made more accountable to the Board 

and to the community. One leader stated: 

You have to have a principal that can do the job, that is, an 
instructional leader, in the hallways, is visible, and supports the 
teachers, rewards them, guides them, a number of things which many 
principals cannot do ... You need input of parents and community in 
the schools. You have to encourage that. The principal is respon
sible for the school. 

Hypothesis 3 showed that there was a significant difference among 

the choices of Mexican parents and Hispanic leaders for involvement of 

their children in the education process during the implementation of the 

desegregation plan in Chicago Public Schools. Although the Mexican 

parents were the least likely of the targeted subgroups to choose any 

type of movement for their children, the results of this investigation 

would seem to indicate that they do not overwhelmingly reject any type 

of movement. Hispanic leaders generally felt that the Hispanic parents 

would not oppose voluntary movement if they were made aware of the ben-

efits of such a movement. In terms of overcrowded schools, Hispanic 

leaders generally stated that Hispanic parents are more interested in 

their children getting a good education and would be willing to have 

their children bused if it meant a better education. One leader stated: 

The way to relieve overcrowding on a voluntary basis is to maintain 
a program that will instruct people about other options that they 
have. 
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A number of leaders pointed to the importance of getting parents 

involved in the desegregation plan to relieve overcrowded schools. One 

leader stated: 

I think that once people, families start going other people will 
see ... Once you start hearing the good things from those parents, 
they're going to be the best communicators. 

Leaders interviewed generally commented on the importance of 

bilingual education programs and the preference of this educational 

approach by Hispanic parents. The importance of offering bilingual pro-

grams in magnet schools was mentioned by some leaders. One leader felt 

that both parents and leaders agreed philosophically with bilingual edu-

cation programs; however, he did not feel that they understood the pro-

grams pedagogically. 

Generally, Hispanic leaders felt that Hispanic parents would be 

more attracted to desegregated schools offering bilingual education pro-

grams, as pointed out by one leader: 

A desegregated school that has a strong bilingual-bicultural program 
fully integrated into the curriculum will definitely attract His
panic parents ... A full maintenance program that not only involves 
bilingual or limited proficient kids but rather involves the entire 
school ... 

Leaders had different ideas on how to involve more effectively the 

Hispanic community in the desegregation process or how to "link" commu-

nities and schools together. Two leaders spoke of the adversarial rela-

tionship between the communities and the schools. When asked if commu-

nity groups can provide a bridge between the Chicago Public Schools and 

the Hispanic populations, one leader stated: 

Some community groups can do that very well. Others never do it 
because they're philosophically opposed to changing the adversarial 
relationship to a cooperative relationship in the schools ... I 



believe that community organizations should maintain a healthy 
amount of tension between themselves and the school system. 
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The idea that community organizations are advocates for the people 

in their area and that their clients are the community was stated. 

There was some doubt as to the ability of the school system to work with 

community groups as stated by one leader: 

If there were more cooperation in terms of letting the people in the 
community decide, letting people in the schools decide what kind of 
changes should be made in the schools, then I don't think it would 
be as much of an adversarial position. But every time that a commu
nity organization goes to the Board and says: "This school is fall
ing apart, we need a new school," they're told, "there's no money". 
So, there's no way from then on that they can have any kind of rela
tionship. They are then, at that point, adversaries because the 
Board is saying "no". 

One Hispanic leader was clear on who should be responsible for 

maintaining the parents informed. This leader spoke about the impor-

tance of word-of-mouth communication in the Hispanic community and reit-

erated the feeling of many leaders interviewed, that the Board has to 

work with individual families in order to bring about change. This 

leader stated that the Board cannot count on the community organization 

to inform parents. He stated: 

The responsibility of having the parents participate in the school 
process is not the community organization's; it's the Board. Unless 
the Board understands that and lives that then there will never be 
that necessary understanding. 

Generally, Hispanic leaders spoke about the need to make Hispanic 

parents more aware of the desegregation program and the options that are 

available to them. They also felt that the best way to work with 

parents was at the local school level and with individual families. 

They felt that change comes about through familiarity and exposure, 
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i.e., if they see that their families and/or friends are participating 

in a desegregated program which entails busing and the children are 

progressing educationally, others will join. The importance of adver-

tising programs through word-of-mouth and family relationship was 

repeatedly stated, one leader said: 

Information in order to be assimilated and used and meaningful has 
to be communicated in the context which is important to the person 
who receives the information and the context is not to have a semi
nar with parents, and I'm not talking about leaders .... I am talking 
about Jose Hernandez who has a kid in ... school. the concept is not 
to bring them downtown to a hotel to give them a lecture about 
transportation of the desegregation plan and the reasons why ... 
None of that is relevant to him; that his child is attending another 
kind of school is important to him. Sometime during the year, at a 
personal level, rather {than} by way of written communication, sit 
down with groups of Hispanic parents and communicate to them. 

The difficulty of getting information at all levels was repeatedly 

articulated. The first process in establishing a linking mechanism 

between the schools and the community was making information between the 

schools and the community available at the local school. The difficulty 

of dealing with a school system that is too big and complex was men-

tioned by one leader and the necessity of "making some sense out of it." 

This leader also spoke of the complexities encountered in trying to get 

information from the Board. The leaders also spoke of having "strong 

citizen and parental involvement" and stated that this policy should be 

articulated by the General Superintendent and the Board. One leader 

spoke of getting Board and staff members to communicate with local 

organizations by attending their community meetings. The next step men-

tioned by ths leader was "sitting down and playing strategy." 

The selected key statements presented in this study represent an 

overview of thoughts expressed by the 13 leaders interviewed. Even 
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though the statements were made by Hispanic leaders as individuals, it 

should be noted that the statements were very candid and provide some 

insights into their personal relationship in terms of having a meaning

ful dialogue with the Board of Education. Further, it points to the 

necessity of information flow from the Board to the community and from 

the parents, community members to the Board. These statements will be 

further analyzed in Chapter V, when discussing the proposed linkage 

model. 

Summary 

The results of this investigation which examined the educational 

involvement of selected Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, and Other 

Hispanic parents as well as Hispanic leaders with the Chicago Public 

Schools during the development and implementation of a desegregation 

plan have produced some significant results in terms of the four major 

hypotheses. In investigating the need for a third-party model so that 

information is adequately reached at the community level, the results 

were as would be expected and as pointed out in the Review of the Liter

ature: the Hispanic community is not adequately informed concerning the 

local desegregation Plan. 

The results in investigating hypothesis number one, seem to indi

cate that Hispanic parents, as a whole, have not been involved in the 

development and implementation of the Chicago Public Schools desegrega

tion plan as compared to the Hispanic leaders. The difference in 

involvement for leaders as compared to all parent subgroups was signifi-

cant at the p < . OS level. 

The results would seem to indicate that there was a significant 
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difference between the level of involvement of the three sub-Hispanic 

groups and the Hispanic leaders in the development and implementation of 

the desegregation plan. For the leader group there was significantly 

more involvement at the p < .05 level as compared to the three parent 

subgroups. 

In terms of the perception Hispanic parents and leaders have about 

the educational programs being offered as a result of the desegregation 

plan, data from hypothesis two would seem to indicate that both parents 

and leaders are evenly divided in their perception of the educational 

programs being offered by the Chicago Public Schools. They did not 

overwhelmingly support them nor did they overwhelmingly reject them; 

however, more than half the parents and half the leaders surveyed did 

not note any changes in educational programs as a result of the Plan. 

In examining individual subgroup scores, the data would seem to 

indicate that there was a significant difference between the Puerto 

Rican parents subgroup responses and that of the Other Hispanic parent 

subgroup responses. The results were significant at the p < .05 level 

of confidence. These results would seem to suggest that Puerto Rican 

parents were more positive about the educational programs being offered 

by the Chicago Public Schools during the development and implementation 

of the Plan as compared to Other Hispanic parents. 

The results of investigating hypothesis number three which dealt 

with the choices of Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other His

panic parents, and Hispanic leaders for involvement of their children in 

the educational programs during implementation of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools, would seem to indicate that Mexican 
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In looking at the necessity for a third-party model or a linkage 

model for the Chicago Public Schools, it was first established that, 

generally, the Hispanic leaders surveyed did not see a conflict between 

desegregation goals and bilingual education program goals. Overall, 

45.9 percent of the parents surveyed did not see a conflict between 

desegregation goals and bilingual education goals, while 25.1 percent of 

the parents surveyed saw a conflict, and 22.1 percent did not know if 

there was a conflict with 6.9 percent not answering this question. 

In examining question number five which pertains to the informa

tion flow from the Chicago Public Schools to the Hispanic community, a 

total of 53.9 percent of the Hispanic leaders received all or most 

information needed; while the other half or 46.2 percent received only 

general or very little information. Of the Hispanic parent groups sur

veyed, however, only 13.5 percent of them received all or most informa

tion needed, while the large majority of 64.5 percent received only gen

eral or very little information, and 19.9 percent received no 

information. A total of 2.2 percent did not answer this question. 

Selected key statements made by the 13 Hispanic leaders inter

viewed as part of this study were presented. Even though the statements 

were made by targeted leaders as individuals, it was noted that the 

statements were generally representative of the leaders and provide some 

insights into the necessity of information flow from the Board to the 

community as well as from the parents, community members to the Board. 

The following chapter will present the summary conclusions, impli

cations, and recommendations of this investigation. These presentations 



will include a discussion of the four hypotheses and the proposed 

linkage mode 1 . 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a complete summary of 

the problems investigated by this research. The procedures which were 

used to investigate this problem as well as the results obtained in this 

investigation will be summarized. Based on these results, conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations for further research will be pre

sented. 

Summary 

The problem investigated in this study was the involvement of 

selected Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic parents and Hispanic 

leaders in the development and implementation of a desegregation plan 

for the Chicago Public Schools. In addition, this study investigated a 

need for a third-party model or a linkage model in which communities can 

be more effectively involved in this process. 

The Review of the Literature showed that there is very little 

empirical research that specifies how school desegregation affects the 

national origip minority (NOM) populations. The Hispanic community, as 

has been documented in the Review of the Literature, has not been as 

involved in the area of desegregation as has been the black community. 

174 
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Further, any involvement in the desegregation process has mainly been as 

the result of the Hispanic community's concern with keeping bilingual 

education programs intact. 

A unique feature of this investigation was that the Hispanic 

parents were not only looked at as a group, but this study focuses on 

them as different subgroups, e.g. , Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, and Other Hispanic parents. Hispanic leaders, however, were 

clustered into one group since they are generally considered as leaders 

of the general community as opposed to leaders of a specific sub-His

panic group. 

In order to investigate the problem, four major hypotheses were 

examined. They were: 

#1 There will be no significant difference among the measured involve

ment in the development and implementation of the desegregation plan in 

the Chicago Public Schools for Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, 

Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

#2 There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of educational programs during implementation of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools among Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

#3 There will be no significant difference among the choices of Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders for involvement of their children in the educational process 

during implementation of the desegregation plan in the Chicago Public 

Schools. 
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#4 There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan among Mexican 

parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders. 

This investigation not only focused on the four main hypotheses 

but also provided background information to serve as a foundation for 

the third-party model or "linkage" model discussed in the Review of the 

Literature. 

The subjects of this investigation were selected Hispanic leaders 

and Hispanic parents, the latter of which belonged to the sub-Hispanic 

groups designated as Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic parents. 

A total of 13 Hispanic leaders were interviewed. These leaders 

were selected because they met one or more of the following criteria: 

1) Visible leaders by their strong, written and 

oral participation in community affairs; 

2) designated leaders by virtue of their position; and/or 

3) participants in the desegregation process by 

virtue of their actual presence. 

These leaders were representatives of large organizations responsible to 

the general Hispanic or larger community; neighborhood grass-roots 

organizations; or a present or past board member, administrator, or 

other official connected with the Chicago Public Schools. The 13 lead

ers represented an accurate cross section of the Hispanic community in 

Chicago; six were of Mexican background, five of Puerto Rican back

ground, and two of Other Hispanic group background. Five of the leaders 

were born in the Continental United States. Of the remaining eight 
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leaders born outside the Continental United States, all had lived in the 

Continental United States for more the 16 years. Of the 13 leaders 

interviewed three were females and ten were males. All held college 

degrees or more except the two grass-roots community leaders who were 

high school graduates. All leaders were drawn from the Chicago metro

politan area. 

The sample of the parents' groups was drawn from surveying His

panic parents from local Chicago Public Schools located in different 

areas of the city where pockets of sub-Hispanic subgroups are located. 

The sample was composed of a total of 100 Mexican, 91 Puerto Rican, and 

40 Other Hispanic parents. Of the 231, parents a total of 30 subjects 

were born in the United States while the majority of them or 201 sub

jects were born outside the Continental United States. 27 subjects had 

lived in the Continental United States for 3 years or less. The major

ity had lived in the Continental United States for over 4 years. Of 

the 231 parents surveyed, 166 were females and 63 were males; 2 subjects 

did not answer this question. In contrast to the educational level of 

the Hispanic leaders, the Hispanic parents had less education, the large 

majority (109) had only an elementary school education while another 84 

had only secondary school education. Only 37 parents surveyed had some 

college education. One subject did not answer this question. All parent 

subjects were drawn from the metropolitan Chicago area. 

Data for this investigation were obtained through the use of four 

instruments: The Leader Questionnaire, the Parent Questionnaire, Holl-
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ingshead Two-Factor Index of Social Position, 1 and the Leader Interview. 

Both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire were 

developed by the researcher. They are not standardized instruments but 

instruments that were designed in order to gather specific data relating 

to the four main hypotheses and to the study as a whole. Both question-

naires are similar. Part I consists of questions designed to provide 

relevant information on the subject including socio- economic status 

(SES), with the Leader Questionnaire having an additional question in 

order to assess the type of leadership role in which the subject defined 

himself/herself. A total of eight or nine questions respectively were 

asked in Part I. Part II is a twelve-item, lykert-type questionnaire 

developed by the researcher in order to provide information relative to 

the four hypotheses under investigation. Two questions were designed to 

provide general information to serve as a rationale for implementing a 

"linkage" type model for community involvement as proposed in this 

study. 

Hollingshead Two-Factor Index of Social Position, 2 an index which 

uses the occupational and educational level of the father or head of 

household, was used to determine the socio-economic status (SES) of the 

subjects of this investigation. The questions pertaining to SES were 

incorporated in both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Question-

naire. 

1 Charles Bonjean, Richard Hill, and S. Dale McLenore, Sociological 
Measurements (San Fransico: Chandler Publishing Company, 1967), pp. 
441-448. 

2 Ibid. 
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The Leader Interview (taped), a 20 item questionnaire designed as 

open-ended consistent with the interview format, was developed by the 

researcher in order to provide the investigator with an in-depth analy-

ses of all areas of investigation. Of particular concern were items 

related to the developing of a workable model for Hispanic community 

participation in the educational process. The Leader Questionnaire 

essentially provided quantitave data to answer the four hypotheses. The 

Leader Interview was used in this study in order to highlight relevant 

comments made by .the subjects that provided more insight into this 

investigation and in particular into the establishment of a "linkage" 

model for community involvement. 

In order to test the four major hypotheses of this investigation, 

the researcher employed Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedures. ANOVA 

procedures were run on SPSS in Sperry Univac 1100 Exec 8, Version H Sys

tem. In the event that significant differences were found, Scheffe' s 

Test of Contrasts was used to identify those differences. The 

researcher intended to use SES as a covariate, however, an analysis of 

the data for each hypothesis indicated that there was limited correla

tion between SES and the target subgroup answers. The reader was cau

tioned that the instruments were self-developed and had face validity. 

However, since they were not standardized, there is some reservation 

which must be applied in utilizing the statistical data. 

Both the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Questionnaire asked 

questions in order to provide general information about the desegrega

tion and bilingual education as well as to determine if sufficient 

information was disseminated to the Hispanic community about the Plan. 
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The data from these questions were examined using frequency 

tables. As with the four hypotheses, the program used to perform the 

tabulation was Sperry Univac 1100 Exec 8, Version H. 

Hypotheses #1 

There will be no significant difference among the measured 

involvement in the development and implementation of the desegregation 

plan in the Chicago Public Schools for Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 

In examining individual subgroup mean scores for the subjects sam

pled, the mean for Hispanic leaders was significantly different than for 

any other targeted group. The similarity in mean scores for three 

parent subgroups suggest that all three parent groups had similar levels 

of involvement in the development of the Plan and that this level of 

involvement was consistent for all three groups. The results would seem 

to indicate that the leaders were more involved in the development and 

implementation of the desegregation plan and that their involvement was 

significantly different to that of the three parent subgroups. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were detected, 

the null hypothesis was rejected for Hypothesis #1. 

Hypothesis #2 

There will be no significant difference in the measured assessment 

of educational programs during implementation of the desegregation plan 

in the Chicago Public Schools among Mexican parents, Puerto Rican 

parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic leaders. 
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In examining individual subgroups mean scores for the subjects 

sampled, the mean score for the Puerto Rican parent group were signifi

cantly different from the Other Hispanic groups. Hispanic leaders are 

closer in agreement to Puerto Rican parents in assessing the educational 

programs being offered during implementation of the Plan than are Other 

Hispanic parents. The results would seem to indicate that there was a 

significant difference between the measured assessment of the educa

tional program in the Chicago Public Schools of Puerto Rican parents as 

compared to Other Hispanic parents. Other Hispanic parents were the 

least positive about the education their children were receiving as com

pared to the other targeted groups and their answers were significantly 

different than the answers of the Puerto Rican parent subgroup. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were detected, 

the null hypothesis was rejected for hypotheses #2. 

Hypothesis #3 

There will be no significant differences among the choices of Mex

ican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and Hispanic 

leaders for involvement of their children in the education process dur

ing implementation of the desegregation plan in Chicago Public Schools. 

In examining individual subgroup mean scores for the subjects sam

pled, the mean score for the Hispanic leader group were significantly 

different from the Mexican parent group. Although the mean of all the 

parent groups seem to cluster together, there is a difference between 

the mean of the Mexican parent group and that of the Hispanic leader 

group. The results would seem to indicate that there was a significant 

difference between the choices of leaders for involvement of children in 
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a desegregation plan as compared to Mexican parents. Since this hyothe

sis dealt with movement of children to desegregated schools, the results 

of this investigation would also seem to indicated that although Mexican 

parents would be the least likely of the targeted subgroups to choose 

any type of movement for their children and that their answers are sig

nificantly different from those of the Hispanic leaders, the Mexican 

parents seem to not overwhelmingly reject any type of movement as seen 

by their mean score of 7.3 out of a possible score of 11 points. The 

higher the mean, the more likely that subgroup would opt for educational 

choices being offered by a desegregation plan. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were detected, 

the null hypothesis was rejected for hypothesis #3. 

Hypothesis #4 

There will be no significant differences in the measured assess

ment of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan among 

Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic parents, and His

panic leaders. 

In examining individual subgroups mean scores for the subjects 

sampled, the mean score for the Hispanic leaders was lower than any 

other subgroup. Other Hispanic parents, Mexican parents, and Puerto 

Rican parents follow with subgroup mean scores all falling in the lower 

third of the scale. The lower the score, the more positive each sub

group felt about the importance of bilingual instruction for limited 

English proficient students. The results would seem to indicate that 

Mexican Parents, Puerto Rican parents, and Other Hispanic parents as 

well as Hispanic leaders are generally in agreement as to their assess-
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ment of the role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan and that 

their assessment of the role is in favor of bilingual instruction being 

provided to students of limited English proficiency. 

In view of the fact that significant differences were not 

detected, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Conclusions 

An analysis of the results of this investigation into the involve

ment of selected Hispanic community leaders and Mexican parents, Puerto 

Rican parents, and Other Hispanic parents, in the development and imple

mentation of a desegregation plan for Chicago Public Schools indicates a 

number of conclusions. 

Hypotheses Findings 

1. Hispanic leaders were more involved in the development and implemen

tation of the desegregation plan than were Hispanic parents of all sub

group, i.e., Mexican parents, Puerto Rican parents, Other Hispanic 

parents. 

2. Although Hispanic leaders have been more actively involved in the 

desegregation plan as compared to the parent subgroups their involvement 

has not been in the areas of systemwide desegregation meetings. 

3. The level of involvement in the desegregation plan of all Hispanic 

parent subgroups was similar. All Hispanic parent subgroups were barely 

involved in the desgregation plan with the majority (63.6%) indicating 

that they were not involved at all in the development and implementation 
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of the plan and a similar majority (74%) responding that they did not 

participate in any systemwide meetings or workshops pertaining to the 

plan. 

4. Hispanic parents were involved very little with development and 

implementation of the desegregation plan with Mexican parents being the 

least involved of the sub-Hispanic parent groups while the Other His-

panic and Puerto Rican parent subgroups showed slightly more involve-

ment. 

In general, conclusion 1 through 4 tend to support the findings of 

Arias, 3 and Noboa, 4 Gonzalez, 5 Aspira, 6 and Hawley et al. 7 These 

investigations found little Hispanic community participation in desegre-

gation plans and a lack of information dissemination. 

The fact that Hispanic leaders were more involved is to be 

expected by virtue of their background. Community leaders are desig-

3 Beatriz M. Arias, "Hispanics and School Desegregation: Issues for 
the 1980's," paper Graduate School of Education, U.C.L.A., 1979. 

4 Abdin Noboa, An Overview of Trends in Segregation of Hispanic Stu
dents in Major School Districts Having Large Hispanic Enrollement (Wash
ington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, 1980). 

5 Josue M. Gonzalez, Hispanics Bilingual Education and Segregation: 
A Review of Major Issues and Policy Direction (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, January 1982). 

6 Aspira of America, Inc. Trends in Segregation of Major School Dis
tricts Having Large Hispanic Enrollment, Vol. 2 Desegregation and the 
Hispanic in America (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, 
1980). 

7 Hawley, et. al., Assessment of Current Knowledge About the Effec
tiveness of School Desegregation Strategies, 9 vols. (Nashville, Tn.: 
Vanderbilt Unviversity, Institute of Policy Studies, Center for Educa
tion and Human Development Policy, 1982). 
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nated as leaders because they are seen as being involved in community 

matter. Hawley, et. al., 8 Williams and Ryan, 9 McDonnell and Ullman 10 

document the importance of community involvement and the importance of 

the "leaderships" role in a desegregation plan. 

5. Parents and leaders were about evenly divided in their perception of 

the educational program being offered as a result of the desegregation 

plan. They do not overwhelmingly support or reject the educational pro-

grams being offered as a result of the desegregation plan. 

6. Over half the parents surveyed and half the leaders surveyed did not 

note any change in educational programs. 

7. Although Hispanic parents and leaders perception of the educational 

program were somewhat similar, Other Hispanic parents were the least 

positive about the education their children were receiving as compared 

to Puerto Rican parents. 

In general conclusions 5 through 7 tend to support some of the 

findings of the 1981 in NORC 11 study in Chicago. The findings showed 

that Hispanic parents were positive about the education their children 

8 Ibid. 

9 Robert R. Ryan and Margaret Ryan, Schools in Transition (Chapel 
Hill, N.C.: THe University of North Carolina Press, 1954). 

10 Lorraine M. McDannel and Gail L. Zellerman, "The Role of Community 
Groups Facilitating School Desegregation, 11 paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, New York, 
N.Y., August-September 1976. 

11 National Opinion Research Center, The Chicago School District 
Desegregation Survey (Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 
Nov.-Dec., 1981). 
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were receiving. It also showed that most parents favored school deseg

regation in general but rejected busing and mandatory desegregation pro

grams. The present research study, however, did not find that Hispanic 

parents were as positive about the education their children were receiv

ing as were the subjects of the NORC study. 

8. In terms of choices of Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders for 

involvement of their children in the desegregation plan, Hispanic lead

ers would choose involvement which entailed movement of students more 

readily than would Mexican parents. 

9. Although Mexican parents would be the least likely of all targeted 

groups to choose any type of movement for their children their answers 

were very dissimilar to those given by the Hispanic leaders, the Mexican 

parents do not seem to overwhelmingly reject any type of movement. 

10. Although the majority of parents did not reject the magnet school 

concept, approximately one fourth of the parents surveyed were not 

familiar with the concept. 

11. Hispanic leaders did not believe that Hispanic parents would not 

agree to any type of busing. 

12. In considering overcrowded schools and desegregated magnet schools, 

most Hispanic parents did not reject the idea of movement of children if 

it meant a better educational opportunity for their children. 

Conclusions 8 through 12 support the findings of the 1981 NORC 12 

12 Ibid. 
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that found that although Hispanic parents were favorable towards deseg-

regation, they were the least familiar with the magnet school concept or 

voluntary transfer plan. They also support the finding of Fernandez 

and Guskin, 13 who in their investigations have found that Hispanics are 

not opposed to desegregation plans per se but to the remedies that are 

sometimes used. 

13. Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic parents as well as His-

panic leaders are in agreement as to the importance of bilingual istruc-

tion being provided to limited English proficient (LEP) students in a 

desegregation plan. 

14. The Hispanic parents and Hispanic leaders were about evenly divided 

in their preference for transitional bilingual education and maintenance 

bilingual education as the appropriate educational approach for LEP stu-

dents 

Conclusion 13-14 support the national findings concerning the need 

for bilingual education based upon studies funded by the Bilingual Edu-

1 3 Ricardo R. Fernandez and Judith T. Gus kin, "Hispanic Students and 
School Desegregation," Effective School Desegregation, Willis P. Hawley, 
ed., (Beverly Hills, Ca.: Sage Publications, 1981.) 

14 U.S. Department of Education, The Condition of Bilingual Education 
in the Nation 1982: ~ Report from the Secretary of Education to the 
President and the Congress, (Roslyn, Va.: National Clearinghouse for 
Bilingual Education, 1982), pp. 7,9. 

15 Thomas B. Carter, Interface Between Bilingual Education and Deseg
regation: ~ Study of Arizona and California (Washington, D.C.: 
National Institute Education, 1982. 

16 Gonzalez, Hispanics, Bilingual Education, 1982. 
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cation Act. 14 It is further supported by Carter, 15 Gonzalez, 16 Noboa, 17 

Fernadez and Guskin, 18 and Baez, et al. 19 

At the local level the popularity of bilingual education is docu-

mented by Gray20 in her investigations. 

Need for Community Involvement 

15. Hispanic leaders did not see a conflict between desegregation goals 

and bilingual education goals. 

16. Although the majority of Hispanic parents did not see a conflict 

between bilingual education goals and desegregation goals, approximately 

one-fourth of the parents surveyed saw a conflict and the other fourth 

did not know if there was a conflict. 

These findings support investigations by Orfield, 21 Fernandez and 

17 Noboa, An Overview of Trends, 1980. 

18 Ricardo R. Fernandez and Judith T. Gus kin, "Hispanic Students and 
School Desegregation," Effective School Desegregation, Willis D. Hawley, 
ed. (Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage Publication, 1981). 

1 9 Luis A. Baez, Ricardo Fernandez, Judith T. Gus kin, Safeguarding 
the Rights of Hispanic Children During Desegregation of Milwaukee Public 
Schools: ~Community Perspective (Milwaukee, Wi.: University of Wis
consin, Midwest National Origin Desegregation Center, 1983). 

2 0 Deborah D. Gray, "Attitudes of Mexican and Puerto Rican Parents 
Toward Bilingual Education," M.A. Thesis, Chicago State University, 
1978. 

21 Gary Orfield, Must We Bus? (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings 
Institution, 1978). 

22 Ricardo Fernandez and Judith Guskin, "Hispanic Students and School 
Desegregation," Effective School Desegregation, Willis D. Hawley, ed. 
(Beverly Hills, Ca.: Sage Publications, 1981). 
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Guskin, 22 Carter and Segura, 23 who do not find an inherent conflict 

between desegregation goals and bilingual education goals. 

17. Generally, Hispanic leaders received more information about the 

desegregation plan than Hispanic parents of all subgroups. 

18. A large majority of the Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic 

parent subgroups received very litte or no information about the deseg-

regation plan. 

19. Hispanic leaders at all levels felt that Hispanic parents were not 

involved in the development and implementation of the desegregation 

plan. 

Conclusions 17-19 support the findings of the Chicago Board of 

Education's "Annual Desegregation Review" 24 that refers to the problem 

encountered with the sparce participation of the Hispanic community mem-

bers in desegregation meetings as opposed to bilingual education meet-

ings. 

Model for Community Involvement 

The questionnaires for both leaders and parents were not only 

designed to investigate the four main hypotheses but an additional two 

questions were added in order to find out necessary background informa-

23 Thomas P. Carter and R.D. Segura, Workable Models of Bilingual 
Education in Desegregation Settings: An Exploratory Study of Arizona 
and California (Sacramento, Ca.: California State University, 1979). 

24 Board of Education, City of Chicago Annual Desegregation Review 
(Chicago: Board of Education, City of Chicago, 1984). 
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tion for implementing a third-party model or "linkage" model as proposed 

in this investigation. 

In analyzing the data from the parent and the leader question

naires pertaining to the linkage model,, the majority of Hispanic Lead

ers did not see a conflict between desegregation plans and bilingual 

education goals. Of the parent subgroups sampled, approximately one-

fourth in each group saw a conflict between desegregation goals and 

bilingual education goals. Therefore, generally, Hispanic parents did 

not see a conflict. However, approximately one-fourth of the parents in 

each subgroup did not know the answer to this question. 

In examining the data which pertains to the information flow from 

the Chicago Public Schools to the Hispanic community, approximately half 

of the leaders received all or most information needed while the other 

half received only general or very little information. Of the Hispanic 

parent groups surveyed, however, only a small portion received all or 

most information needed while the large majority or most parents 

received only general, very little information, or no information. 

In looking at key comments made by the targeted Hispanic leaders 

in the Leader Interv~ew, the researcher focused on comments relevant to 

the 4 hypotheses and comments which provide a foundation for the "link

age" model examined in the Review of the Literature. It is important to 

note that, generally, Hispanic leaders at all levels, felt that Hispanic 

parents were not involved in the development and implementation of the 

desegregation plan. Their participation was after the fact and limited 

to the desegregation hearings. The difficulty of obtaining necessary 

information concerning the Plan was discussed, as well as the fact the 

Board of Education meetings concerning the Plan were mainly directed at 
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community organizations and not at parent groups. The enormous amount 

of paper work available regarding the desegregation plan was also dis

cussed without relevant information being available that had meaning to 

parents and community groups. 

Generally Hispanic leaders do not overwhelmingly support nor 

reject the educational programs being offered in the Chicago Public 

Schools as a result of the desegregation plan. Some of the leaders did 

not note any changes in the educational programs and found them about 

the same. The relative unimportance of more money being given to the 

schools was mentioned as opposed to strengthening the role of the prin

cipalship. Generally, the Hispanic leaders felt that the principal 

should not be working in a vacuum and should have more support. In the 

same manner, principals should be more accountable to the Board and the 

community. 

tioned. 

The importance training of staff at all levels was men-

The fact that parents needed to be made aware of the different 

options that were available to their children as a result of the deseg

regation plan was discussed as was the problem of overcrowded schools. 

Although neighborhood schools were seen as important, quality education 

in a non-overcrowded situation was seen as more important. A number of 

leaders pointed to the importance of information given by word-of-mouth 

at the local school community level and reaching out to the individual 

families in order for change to take place. Generally, Hispanic leaders 

felt the Hispanic parents would be more attracted to desegregated 

schools offering bilingual education programs. 

All leaders agreed on the importance of offering a bilingual edu

cation program to limited English proficient students in a desegregation 
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plan. Some suggested that a maintenance bilingual education program 

which includes monolingual English students would attract many students. 

The adversarial relationship between community groups was men

tioned almost as a necessary factor. A number of leaders mentioned the 

importance of strong citizen and parent involvement at the local 

schools. Generally, Hispanic leaders felt that in order to bring about 

change, the Board has to work with the local schools and local community 

groups. The importance of reaching individual families was mentioned as 

a key factor in linking the schools and community. Change, the leaders 

believed, can take place if the Board worked with key grass-roots parent 

leaders and with the local school community groups. The leaders gener

ally did not feel that massive advertisement and a media blitz helped to 

convince Hispanic parents of the benefits of the desegregation plan. 

What makes a difference to parents, the leaders believe, is better com

munication at the local school or community level and exposure to the 

different programs. This would entail such measures as small group 

meetings and taking parents to the school sites offering alternative 

programs from their neighborhood schools. 

The leaders suggested that a strong citizens-parental involvement 

policy needs to be articulated by the General Superintendent and the 

Board and that the necessary support be given at the local school level. 

The importance of making parents aware and giving them the necessary 

information in an understandable manner was mentioned. Generally, His

panic leaders spoke, in a consistent manner, of the importance of reach

ing individual families at the local school or community level. These 

meetings should take place in small groups with relevant information 

given to the parents and community members. 
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Implications 

In the Review of the Literaure this . study focused on a linkage 

model proposed by Glaser and Goodson in Havelock and Havelock's Training 

for Change Agents. 25 This linkage model calls for a Resource Utilization 

Specialist (RUS) who would serve as the primary change agent for the 

system. The RUS would be in charge of a training program which would 

include key people in the school-community system, i.e., the Chicago 

Board of Education as well as the community. This school-community 

resource team will have a planner and a manger of change. 

The role of the RUS is considered a temporary one, with the agent 

moving on to other systems once the school system has developed its 

plan. The planner and manager of change becomes the change agent for 

the system and trains others to take on this function. 

The school-community resource team would include key local person-

nel trainees in the program as well as key community leader. The change 

agent would assists the school-community system in adapting to change or 

adopting to new knowledge and innovations which are most appropriate. 

The change agent's role, who is the RUS at the beginning of this pro-

cess, is that of a facilitator. The change agent becomes the "knowledge 

linker" drawing upon all the resources in education, i.e., research and 

demonstration findings in order to help the client to organize and 

reformulate such knowledge into a range of alternative solutions for 

application in the school community system. The role of the change 

25 Ronald Havelock and Mary Havelock, Training for Change Agents: ~ 
Guide to the Design of Training Programs in Education and Other Fields 
(Ann Arbor, Mich: The Center for Research on utilization of Scientific 
Knowledge, Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan, 1973). 
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agent is that of helping others to develop problem-solving skills. The 

school-community resource team's role is to learn techniques of self

help in problem solving. 

At first the RUS is the main change agent, this person will train 

others to become change agents and work with individual school-community 

resource team (S-C Team). 

For a linking process to work as presented in the Review of the 

Literature, the Research Utilization Specialist (RUS) must be well 

trained and capable to train others to take over the role of change 

agent for the system. The school community team (S-C Team) needs to be 

formulated at the local school and or community level. The process of 

change becomes a local concern, with the S-C Team consisting of local 

parents and local staff members. Once the initial RUS or designated 

change agent trains others for his/her job the initial change agent 

moves on to work with other S-C Teams. The linking process is decen

tralized and relevant to each individual local community. 

In developing this linking mechanism, the system must consider 

opening up its resources and making these resources available to the 

local groups. This means that the change-agent must provide the S-C 

team with information that is relevant, must make this team "aware" of 

all the options that are available in the desegregation plan, must be 

willing to listen to parents and community members in a two-way process. 

A linkage-type model can work in a school system that considers factors 

that are relevant to its clients, i.e., the students, parents and lead

ers of the community. Such factors as close family ties, the importance 

of one-to-one contact and information given locally by friends and other 

factors presented in this study must be considered in implementing this 
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linking model. It is important to note that the model has to be imple-

mented locally and expanded laterally to other schools. Thus, knowledge 

comes from the local level and up to the central office system as 

opposed to it being dictated from the central office and going down to 

the school system. 

The result of this study consistently indicated the lack of 
-

involvement of the Hispanic parents in the development and implementaion 

of the desegregation plan offered by the Chicago Public Schools and a 

need for a linking model. Although the Hispanic leaders were more 

involved than the Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic parents, 

their level of involvement was not as much as the researcher would have 

expected it to be. Given the definition and exposure of a "leader" the 

researcher would have expected them to be very involved in the develop-

ment of the Plan. Although the desegregation plan was mainly developed 

as a black-white issue in Chicago, it should be remembered that any 

legal actions taken by Hispanics to make it a tri-ethnic plan was con-

sistently dismissed by the courts as discussed in the Review of the Lit-

erature. Perhaps, because of this action, the Hispanic leaders in gen-

eral were not involved in the initial development stages. From all 

documents examined and leaders interviewed, it was clear that the Plan 

was mainly developed by staff from the Chicago Public Schools in con-

junction with the Desegregation Committee of the Board. The leadership 

for the development of the desegregation plan was taken by the Board's 

lead consultant Dr. Robert L. Green. The result of this finding has 

strong implications for the Board. If Hispanic parents and leaders were 

not involved to a large degree in the development of the Plan there was 

no sense of ownership, therefore, the lack of involvement during the 
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implementaion stages. Consequently the Board has to find a way in which 

to more effectively involve the Hispanic community in the implementation 

aspect of the Plan. This fact consistently points to the need for a 

linkage type model in order to bring about the necessary changes that 

need to take place if a desegregation plan is to be successfully imple

mented. This involvement would necessarily have to take place at the 

local school and at other community meetings. This study has implica

tions for developing a linkage model that reaches individual families 

and school groups as opposed to having massive meetings and media blitz 

that are not meaningful to parents as a whole. 

The importance of individual small group contact cannot be mini-

mized. In a school system as large as the Chicago Public Schools, 

parents can get lost and not know where to go for information. It 

should be pointed out that Hispanic leaders said that they, in many 

instances, could not get necessary information and were referred to 

numerous persons for information without success; therefore, the impor

tance of making parents aware of the options they have in a desegregaton 

plan and presenting their options in an understandable manner has to be 

a priority. The linkage model developed has to reach the parents and 

community members. Another implication is that parents were perhaps not 

as informed because of the lack of information available in the Spanish 

language. Although the parents surveyed were mainly born outside the 

continental United States with the majority of them having resided in 

the continental United States for over four years, it was noted that 

most of the parents surveyed were Spanish-dominant. The large majority 

of parents chose to complete their survey in Spanish and many needed 

assistance in reading. The large disparity between the educational 
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level of the parents and leaders as well as the disparity in their soci

o-economic status (most Hispanics parents were classified as a result of 

this study in the lower spectrum of the SES scale while Hispanic leaders 

were in the upper spectrum) point to the need for reaching Hispanic 

parents in their native language and in a manner which is relevant to 

their needs. If Hispanic parents are more comfortable in familiar sur

roundings and with family and friends, small group meetings need to be 

held at the local school and community levels. This implies that any 

system as large as Chicago cannot effectively bring about change (the 

desegregation plan implies change) unless it is willing to work with 

small groups at a time. Utilizing the small group concept the communi

cation network is enlarged. Once the system reaches a few parents they 

will in turn communicate to other parents. The linkage model has to be 

designed in order to effect change at the local school and community 

level as opposed to massive community meetings and media blitz which are 

so typical of large school systems. 

Although Hispanic parents and leaders were evenly divided in their 

perception of the educational programs being offered by the Chicago Pub

lic Schools, with approximately half the population surveyed noting no 

changes in the educational program, it should be noted that this 

response was not necessarily a negative response. As has been stated in 

the Review of the Literature, Hispanic parents nationwide have not been 

very involved in desegregation matters unless it threatens bilingual 

education programs. In Chicago, bilingual education programs are 

state-mandated and, as such, must be protected by the courts. The his

torical background of the Chicago Plan shows that bilingual education 

programs have been virtually left intact. Further, because many His-
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panic parents are not aware or perhaps have not been made aware of the 

many options that are available for their children in a desegregation 

plan, the problem of movement of children form their barrios has not 

surfaced as a valid complaint. Chicago's desegregation plan is volun-

tary. Hispanic parents, at the time of the interview, were generally 

not familiar with the Options Program. If Hispanic parents and leaders 

did not note any changes in the educational programs, it is perhaps 

because at the local school level the program that most affects Hispan

ics, i.e., bilingual education had not changed as a result of the deseg

regation plan. Hispanic parents have to be made aware of other options 

that are available as a result of the Plan. If other options are to be 

accepted by Hispanics, provisions have to be made in order to reach the 

limited English proficient students in an integrated setting. 

The study showed, as other national studies, that Hispanic parents 

and leaders did not overwhelmingly reject any type of movement for their 

children. Hispanic parents and leaders, although concerned about devel

oping the local neighborhood schools, would opt to send their children 

to another school, even if it entailed busing, if their children would 

receive a better education in a situation that is not over-crowded. 

Hispanic parents, like other parents, are mainly concerned with their 

children getting a good education. Consequently, the school system via 

a linkage model can work with small groups at the community level in 

order to bring about change to relieve overcrowding of students at pre

dominatly Hispanic schools. 

Approximately one-third of the Hispanic parents surveyed were not 

familiar with the magnet school concept. Hispanic parents, as stated 

previously, need to be made aware of the many options that are available 
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as a result of the desegregation plan. Further, if magnet schools and 

other Options Programs are to recruit Hispanic students, provisions must 

be made to serve those students as well as the parents. It should be 

remembered that approximately one-third of the Hispanic population in 

the Chicago Public Schools is classified as being of limited English 

proficiency (LEP). Those students would need special consideration in an 

integrated school. Further, students who are not LEP are also classi

fied as national origin minority, thus the civil rights of this popula

tion must also be protected. The system should provide enough suppor

tive services to ensure a smooth transition from an isolated school, if 

such is the case, to an integrated school. 

The importance of bilingual education as the educational approach 

that Hispanic parents and leaders preferred for limited English students 

was highlighted in this study. It is interesting to note that over half 

the Hispanic leaders and half the Hispanic parents surveyed chose the 

transitional bilingual education approach as the instructional approach 

for LEP students. The rest of the leaders surveyed chose the mainte

nance approach while approximately half the parents chose the tran

sitional bilingual educational approach, only 18 percent of the parents 

chose the maintenance approach and the remaining percentage chose other 

instructional 

approach and, 

approaches. Consequently, the 

in particular, the transitional 

bilingual 

bilingual 

education 

education 

approach was preferred for LEP students by the samples surveyed. Part 

of the reason that the Hispanic leaders chose a maintenance approach to 

a higher degree than the Hispanic parents, could be explained by the 

leaders' greater understanding of instructional approaches by virtue of 

their involvement with the schools and understanding of the educational 
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Many 

stated the fact that they preferred a maintenance type of program for 

their own children and as an educational option for all children, but 

did not think it was feasible to implement such programs throughout the 

school system. Although implications were made for the transitional 

bilingual education programs to remain as the main instructional 

approach for serving LEP students, it would also seem important to 

develop maintenance type programs in desegregated schools as an option 

for both LEP students and students who are already bilingual. 

Hispanic parents and leaders generally did not see a conflict 

between bilingual education goals and desegregation goals, one-fourth of 

the parents surveyed saw a conflict and one-fourth of the parents sur

veyed did not know. The fact that approximately half of the parents 

surveyed saw a conflict between desegregation goals and bilingual educa

tion goals, implies that there is a lack of information reaching the 

parents. Perhaps they saw a conflict or did not know if there was a 

conflict because they were not familiar with the goals of each program. 

There is a need for making parents aware of both programs and how they 

can function together. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The questions posed by the major hypotheses of this investigation 

have been investigated and a linkage-type model has been presented for 

implementation in order to get Hispanic parents or any parents or groups 

of people involved in a desegregation process which entails the accep-

tance of change or innovation. 

inquires and research problems. 

However, this study has raised other 
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1. To what extent are Hispanic parents involved in the plan after a 

few years of implementation? 

2. To what extent are the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Ques-

tionnaire valid instruments? Although this investigation has 

reported that both questionnaires were pilot tested and revised 

accordingly, the instruments have not been subjected to standardiza

tion. 

3. To what extent is the role of the principalship being changed as 

a result of the desegregation plan? This study only pointed out the 

importance of the role of the principal as indicated by the Hispanic 

leaders. 

4. What process are school systems adopting in order to relieve 

overcrowding of schools? The Chicago Public Schools has numerous 

schools that are predominately Hispanic and overcrowded. The issue 

of overcrowded schools is of great concern to the Hispanic community. 

5. To what extent can a linkage-model be implemented in a school 

system as large as Chicago? 

6. To what extent are Hispanic students presently participating in 

Options Programs being offered by the Chicago Public Schools desegre

gation plan? 

7. To what extent are bilingual education programs being implemented 

in integrated schools? 

8. To what extent is the concern of poverty as it relates to Chicago 
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Public School Hispanic students related to their educational success? 

In order to answer these questions, the following recommendations 

for further research are suggested: 

1. Investigate the involvement of Hispanic parents after a few years 

of implementation of the Plan. This could involve using the same 

questionnaire used in this investigation and correlating the answers 

with this study. 

2. Submit the items of the Leader Questionnaire and the Parent Ques

tionnaire to standardization procedures. 

3. Since the importance of the role of the principal was repeatedly 

mentioned by the Hispanic leaders, and the importance of the princi

pal role has been well documented by previous studies, it is sug

gested that the role of the principal in a desegregation -plan be 

examined. Did the role change? What training has the principal 

received, if any, as a result of the Plan? 

4. Although the present study touched on the issue of overcrowded 

schools in Chicago as it has affected the Hispanic community, that 

issue has to be examined at a closer level. The plan that is being 

implemented by the Chicago Public Schools in order to relieve over

crowding should be documented and studied for investigation and pos

sible use by other large school systems with the same type of prob

lem. 

5. The present method of communicating to parents by the Chicago Pub

lic Schools has to be examined. A linkage-type model, if developed 
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and implemented by a school system, should be documented to determine 

if it is, in fact, effective. 

6. Currently, there is no present study that shows how Hispanic stu-

dents are participating in Options Programs. If, in fact, Hispanic 

parents were not generally aware of Options Programs when the study 

was conducted, to what extent are they aware of the programs at the 

present time? 

7. Although the majority of Hispanic students who are of limited Eng

lish proficiency are attending racially isolated schools in Chicago 

Public Schools, some are attending schools that are integrated. How 

are LEP students being served at integrated schools? What types of 

bilingual programs are available at such schools? 

8. Analyze the concern of poverty as it relates to Chicago Public 

School students and their academic achievement. 

The 8 recommendations cited above are not offered as a complete 

list but are intended as examples of additional studies for considera

tion in studying the impact of desegregation programs in ·the Hispanic 

community. The answers to these questions will give further insight 

into understanding how more effectively to serve such a diverse commu

nity. 
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Leader Questionnaire 

This questionnaire will provide information concerning the development 
and implementation of the Student Desegregation Plan for the Chicago 
Public Schools. Your participation in this study is purely voluntary. 
Your completed questionnaire and all responses will be held 
confidential. Some follow-up interviews will be conducted, allowing 
individuals to respond to selected inquiries in more detail. Follow-up 
interviews wilJ be tape recorded. Your cqntribution of ideas is very 
important; however, you may choose to ~iseontinue this process at any 
time. Thank you for your participation. · 

Instructions: Please put an "X" on the line in front of the answer you 
select. You should select only one answer per question for both Parts 
I and II. 

Please disregard the numbers to the right of the page. 

Part I. 
Background Information 

l. I am viewed by the community-at-large as: 

An organization leader who is responsible 
to the general Hispanic or larger community. 

A neighborhood grass-roots leader with 
ties to a local neighborhood organization. 

A present or past board member, administrator, 
or other official connected with the Chicago 
Public Schools. 

2. I am of the following baCkKround 

Mexican 

Puerto Rican 

Other Hispanic Specify ______________ _ 

(21) 

• 

2 

3 

(22) 

2 

3,4,5,6 



3. I was born - -

In the Centinental U.S.A. 
(Skip to question 4) 

----- ~tside the Continental u.S.A. 
Specify Location 

J have lived in the Continental U.S.A. 

-

-
-

less than one year 

1-3 years 

4-7 years 

1-1.5 years 

16 or more years 

;• .. 
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(23) 

1 

2 

(24) 

1 

2 

) 

~. The hiBhest 1rade I completed in school was: CCirc:Je • (2.5-26) 

6. 

appropriate num0er fo~ last year completed or last degree.) 

E Iemen tary 

Secondary 

_College 

_____ Postgraduate 

1 2 3 • ' 6 7 a 
1 2 3 ~ 

1 2 3 • 

Masters or above 

In your household, are vou the person responsible tor 
paying rent or mortgage' 

- Yes 

- No 

- Shared responsibility 

Please briefly describe employment and give job title 
of the head of household, identified in statement above 

11 ,-u 
21,-2• 

31 '-)4 

40 

(27> 

l 

2 

3 

( 28-30) 



7. 

&. 

9. 

I usually. speak the following language(s) at home: 

_____ Only Spanish 

_____ Predominantly Spanish 

_ An equal atnount of Spanish and Eng 1 ish 

_____ Predominantly English 

_Only English ;· ... 
Do you have any child(ren)? 

- Yes (See statement below) 

No 

If your child(ren) currently attend(s) any Chicago 
Public School(s) please list the name(s) of the 
school(s) and the grade level(s). 

Name of School Crade Level of Pupil 

What is your relationship to those children? 

Mother 

Father 

Cuardian (Male _____ Female _____ > 

_____ Does Not Apply 

Are any of your children parficipants in the 
voluntary busing program now? 

Yes 

,.;o 

Not sure 

216 
(31) 

2 

3 

4 

' 
02) 

2 

(3.3-36)' 07-3&> 

0-12 

(39) 

2 

3,4,.5 

6 

( 4.0 ) 

2 

3 



Part II. 217 
Program Information 

1. The Chicago Public Schools have developed and are (5) 
i~le~ntin~ a vcluntary dese~re~ation plan. The plan 
allows for students: 

,< to rel'lla.in in their neighborhood schools 
• to transfer to an option (magnet) school 

with free transportation 
• to transfer to a ~ermissive enrollment school 

with free transportation 
How involved were you in the devel~ment or implementation 
of this voluntary dese~re~ation pf~n? 

-

lliot involv~d at all 

heard aoout olan throuth media, from local school 
staff and/or. throu~h conmunity meetin~s 

Participated in p•lblic hearinu 

Participated in t:1e development and 
implementation of some aspects of the plan 

2 

3 

2. Durin~ t~e development or implementation of Chiea~o (6) 
Public Schools voluntary oese~retation plan, approximately 
how many systemwide Chieas;o Pul:llic: Schools meetints or 
workshops did you attend relatint to the plan? 

0 

1-3 

7 or more 

2 

3 

' 
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3. A ~~net school houses a voluntary dese~re~ated pro~ram (7) 
with students of different ethnic/racial groups. It 
offers special in-depth studies in such areas as: science, 
Janguares, fine arts, and oasic skills. Free student 
transportation is provided by t~e Chicago Public Schools. 
Choose one of the followin~ statements that best reoresents 

·your feelings toward the magnet school concept. 

1 a,;ree with the ma~net school concept and 
voluntary busing. · 

I &Rree with the concept ou~,~ppose any type 
of busing for children. ~ 

I di&a~ree with the concept. 

I co not know enou~h about ma~net schools in 
the Chic·al!o Ptmlic Schools to give an opinion. 

3 

2 

1 

4 

4, ~hat o~inion do you have in general of t~e educational (i) 

j. 

~rogram offered by t~e Chica2o Public Schools as part· 
of the desegregation plan? Overall, do you think they are ••• 

Poor 

Fair 

Ciood 

Excellent 

Not sure 

~ow much in!ormation has been available to vou concernin~ 
the Chica~o Puolic Schools dese~re~ation plan? 

All information that I needed 

:vlos t information that r needed 

Only 2eneral information 

Very l1ttle in!orrnat'ion 

.\o in t or'!'IA t ion 

2 

3 

5 

( ~) 

2 

3 

5 
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6. T~e current bilingual education pro~ram in the Chica~o (!OJ 

Public Schools oi.fers instruction in both the native lan~uage 
and in English to students who are of limited English 
proficiency. In ~eneral, do you a~ree that students who do 

7. 

not know !n~lish should be offered the opportunity to 
receive bilingual ·instrution? 

Stron~ly a~ree 

A~ree 

Disa~rree ... 
Stronrly d i 'i&~tree 

Don't know 

The Chicaro Public Schools voluntary desegre~ation 
pian has been operational for over a year. As a result, 
have you noted any pro~ram changes in the Chicaro 
Public Schools over the last year? 

Definite, ~ositive chan~es in educational 
JHOEr&:l'IS 

Some positive chan(es in educational ~ro~rams 

•"O cha-nge . • 

~ome ne~ative chan~es i~ educational prorrams 

Oe!inite, netative chan,.es in educational 
prostrams 

2 

3 

s 
(Ill 

4 

3 

2 

1 



.. 
,..a. ... 

' 
• 

• 
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S. A large majority of preciominantly Hispanic: schools are (12) 

overc:rowcieci, i.e., classes are held in mobiles, halls, 

9. 

and or closets. The Chicago Public: Schools desegregation 
plan proposes various means to relieve overcrowding at these 
sit~s. Other than building new schools, what type of plan 
would you prefer for alleviating overcrowded schools? 
(Choose one) 

_____ Rentin• facilities in nearby buildings (such as 
parochial schools) so that child~en could stay in 
their neighborhoods. 

_ ~~:~~n! ~::~:; ::~:::~;~:0:o·s~~!!l :hi ldren could 

- Designating a school within the local district 
(no more than 30 minutes away) and providing free 
transportation. 

Having students and teachers attend classes in 
shifts to accommodate all students in the same 
neighborhood school. 

I believe that Hispanic parents would be more likely to 
consider a desegregated magnet school, outside of their 
neighborhood, if: (Choose one) 

2 

3 

4 

1 

( 13) 

A large number of neighborhood children were to 2 
attend the same macnet scho'ol. together 

lndividuaf-families were convinced that the magnet 3 
school offered a better education for their 
children .than the school they are currently attendin& 

The progr~s were designed to meet the educational 4 
needs of the Hispanic: c:hild(ren) and their f~ilies 

This statement is inappropriate since I do not 1 
-----believe Hispanic parents should agree to any type 

of buslns · 
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l~. The Chica~o Public Schools dese~re~ation plan states that (14) 
provisions should be made for oilin!ual services for students 
who are of limited En!llish proficiency·. How important do you 
think it is to provid~ bilin!lual instruction for students 
who are of limited English proficiency in a dese~re~ated 
school where a bilingual program of instruction mi~ht not 
~e readily avail•ble? 

Extremely important 

Important 

Of limited importance 

~ot important 

Don't know 

... ... 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

ll. ~hat kind of special lan~ua~e services do you prefer 
for limited En~lish proficient students? 

(lS) 

Instruction in En~lish as a second 
lan~uap.e for one or two periods a day 

Transitional bilinRual education (instruction 
in.Spanish and Enrlish, shiftin~ P.radually to 
Enp.lish instruction.) 

~aintenance bilineual education (instruction 
in ooth Enrlish and Spanish re~aruless of 
lan~ua~e fluency) 

Intensive instruction in the Enrlish lan?.u&P.e 
ior most of the school day 

al-l 

3 

2 

1 

5 

1:2. Oo you see a conflict i)etween bilin2'Jal education roals (lel 
and dese~re~ation roa!s? 

Yes 

.'io 2 

:>on' r i<now 



Please feel free to comment: ________________________ __ 

~; .. 
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Cueationario para l(derea: 

!ate cueatioaario recoaera iaformacion conceraieate al desarrollo 
e imple .. atacioa del Plan de DeaeRreraciOft de &atudiantea para 
las !acuelaa ~~blicaa de Chicaao. Su participaci7a ea eate 
eatudio •• voluataria. Sua reapueataa a las pre~uataa del 
cueationario eeraa eoapletaaeate eoufideneialea. Baremoa al~uaaa 
entreviatat eoa el fia de que alsuaaa persoaaa coateatea 
detalladaaente ciertaa preguatea que han aido aeleccioaadaa. 
!staa entreviataa terati grabadaa. Sua ideae son avy iaportafttee. 
Sin eabar1o, uated puede ceear au participacioa cuando qviere. 
Gracia• por au colaboracioa. 

1aatruccionea: Por favor, poaaa una "%" en la traea qve eata'" al
freate de la reapveata que uated eacoja. Oated debe eacoser 
•~laaente una reapueata por cada preauata en las partes 1 y 11. 

F._-vor de icuorar lCta nU"aeroa a la derecha de la pasina. 

Parte I Inforaecio'it Personal 

1. La aente de ai coaunidad me conaidera coao: (ll) 

ua l(der oraaaizador que ea reaponaable de 1 
sus accionea ante la comunidad hiapaaa o 
ante toda la comunidad. 

un l{der ~roducto de au coaunidad, liJado a 2 
una orcaaizacion local de la vecindad. 

como aieahro preeente o paaado de la Junta 3 
de !ducaeio6, adminiatrador u otro oficial 
aaociado con las Eacuelaa P'blicas de Chica~o. 

l. Pertenezco al siauieate arupo etnico: 

aejica1'lo 

puertorrique'flo 

otro crupo hiapano !xplique 

(2 2) 

1 . 

2 

3,.,5,6 
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3. '!lac: ( ea: 

ea el pat'• de lo1 !staclo• Uaiclo• 
(c:oati•'• a la •reauata ••••ro 4) 

fuera cle 101 !1tado1 Uaicloa 

~-.. 

E1pec:ifique el lurar -----------

Be viviclo eD los !1tado1 Uaido1: 

aeDoa de ua aio 

1-3 a'iioa 

4-7 aio• 

8-15 alios 

16 a'no• o ••'• 

4-.. El aivel eac:olar ala alto que be c:oapletaclo e1: 
(Po•~• un c:!rculo alrededor del auaero ••ropiaclo 
a •u educacio1l.) 

eleaental 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 

1ecunclaria 1 2 3 4 

univer1iclacl 1 2 3 4 

po•t-cracluado - Kaeltr!a o •'• 

(23) 

1 

2 

(24) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

(25-26) 

11-18 

21-24 

31-34 

40 

224 



S. En 1u boaar ~e• ulted la per•ona re1ponaable 
de perar el alquiler o bipoteca? 

Ro -
Re1ponaabilidad co11pertida 

.... 

6. Por favor deeeriba breveaente au trabajo e indique 
el ofieio o profeai~o del jefe de la fa•ilia. 
identifieado en la preauata nu•ero 5: 

7. Por lo ••••ral. en ai caea •• babla lo aituiente: 

-

eo1aaente eapa~ol 

I • I 
••• ••Paaol que 1D&lea 

aaboa eapa5ol e inrl/a 

•a• inale• que eap~nol 

•olamente inal~• 

(27 > 

1 

2 

3 

(28-30) 

(31) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

s 
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8. iTiene uated hijoa? 

si (Vea abajo) 

lllo 

Si aut hijoa aaiaten aetualaente a una de 
1aa ~aeuelaa P~blieaa de Cbieaso. por ~' 
favor iadique loa noabrea de eataa eacuelaa 
y el srado. 

(32) 

1 

2 

(33-36)(37-38) 

C:raclo cle 1 a.l uWfto 

I 
~Cua1 •• au ~arente&eo con eltoa niioa? (39) 

1 aaclre 

padre 2 

- tutor_ 3,4,.5 tutora -
no •• aplica 6 

9. ~Participan a1Juftol cle aua hijoa en el pro1raaa de (40) 
trantportaci~n voluataria? 

st 1 

lllo 2 

Bo ••toy 1eguro 3 
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l. Las l•ruelas P:blicas de Chica~o han desarrollado (S) 
y eatac implemenamdo un plan voluntario de 
deaearel&ci&n. !1 ~lan ~ermite que loa eatudiantee: 

• ~eraanexcan en la1 eacuelaa de au vecin4&~ 
··•• tranafierac a una escuela ~iloto con trana~orte 

IT&t it 
... •• transfieran a una escuela de matrlcula abierta 

con trans,orte 1rati1 

c~U~l fue IU participaci~D en el detarrollo 0 imple• 
mentaciln del plan voluntario de dete1reaacion? 

no particip: l 

supe del plan a traves de los medioe 2 
publicitarios. del personal de las eecuelas y/o 
a traves de reuniones de la comunidad 

particip/ en reuniones ~ublicas 3 

partici~: en el desarrollo e im~lementacion 
de alrunos as~ectos del ~lac. 4 

2:. Durante el deearrollo o impleaentacion del ~lan (6) 
voluntario de desegre•aci~n de lae Escuelas P~blicas 
de Cbicaao. aproxiaadamente i• cuantae reuniones o 
t&llerel relacionados a eate plan asistio'uated? 

0 

1-3 

• 7 0 mas 

1 

2 

3 

4 
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3. Una e~euela Diloto ofrece uD programa voluntario (7) 
deae~reaado coD estudiantes de diferentel Jru~o• 
etnieos y racialea. Ofrece eatudiot a fondo en 
areas coao: ciencia, idioaas, bella• artel " 
destrezaa basicas. Facilita trana~orte Dublico 
~ratis. !acoja la contestaeicn que aejor re~reaenta 
sua sentiaientos bacia el concept0 de la eaeuela 
lliloto: 

!:s toy de acuerdo coD el conee}lto de•'i"a eacuel,a 3 

-
-

piloto y trans}lortacion voluntaria. 

Estoy de aeuerdo con el concepto, ~ero ae oponao 
a cualquier tipo de transportaci~n de los nilos. 

Ro estoy de acuerdo con el concepto. 

Ro ae aucho acerca de la escuela ~iloto de laa 
Eacuelas P'blicas de Chicaao y por eao no puedo 
dar ai opinio'n. 

,. . , 
4. ,cual es au opin1on acerca del prolraaa educativo de 

las Eacuelas P~blieas de Chicaao coao parte eel 
olen de desegreaaei~n? En leneral, usted Diensa 
que es: 

2 

1 

4 

(8) 

Pobre 1 

Mediocre 2 

Jueno 3 

Excelente 4 

• • I Ro ~enao op1n1on s 

S. CQue inforaacitn ha tenido usted en rela~i4~ con el (9) 
plan de desecreaaci&n de las Escuelas Publ1cas de 
C)l i caro? 

-
La aayor!a de la infor~aci:n necesaria. 

Solaaente inforaaci:n general. 

Mu• Doca i-nfortaaciln. 

l 

2 

3 

4 
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,.: ..... 
' • ... 

6. tl ~rocrama edu~ativo bilia1ie en las Escuelas {10) 
P4blicaa de Chicaco ofrece iuatrucciou en el 

7. 

• 

len•uaje nativo y en inKles a los estudiantes que , . . 
baolan poco iaclea. En •eueral, cesta uated de 
acuerdo de que loa estudiautea que no aabea iDJl:s 
debeu tener la oportuaidad de recibir inltrucci&u 
oilincue! ,./ 

!·s toy 4e acuerdo 

E1toy ell deaacuerdo 

E1toy fuerta.eate en desacuerdo 

Ro .: 

El ~lau de deaerreaaci'u voluutaria de las Escuelas 
P~blicas de Chicaco ha estado ea operaci~u por mas 
de VII a"ilo. Como resultado de esto, ch• 'D.Otado usted 
al~~u cambio en el procrama de las escuelas p~blicas 
de Cbic&JO ell el pa1ado a~o! 

-

s!, caabios poaitivos en el pro,rama 
educacional. 

Alcuuos caabios positives en el procrama 
educacioual. 

Ni Dl~ll ca11bio. 

Alcunos cambios trecativos eu el pro;rama 
educacional. 

s!, cambio• aeJativoa en el pro~rama 
educac ional. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

lll} 

4 

3 

2 

1 

• 
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B. Una rran mayor!a de escuelas predominantemente 
hispanas estan aobrepobladas, per ejemplc, las 
clases son dadas en 1alones m6viles, pa1illoa y/o 
cuarto1 peque~os. El plan de deserreracion de las 
t1cuela1 P4blica• de Chicaao propene varia• aanera~ 
para mejorar eate problema. En lugar de construir 
nuevas escuelas ~Qu: tipo de plan preferir!a uated 
para ayudar a aejorar este problema? (£ac~ja una) 

~ 

(12) 

Al 0uilar espacio en edificios cercanos (coao 2 
escuelas parrocuiales) para que los ni!os 
~uedan permanecer en sus vecindades. 

Cambiar la jurisdicci~n de las escueles para 3 
oue los ni~os puedan asistir a escuelas 
~~blicas cercanas a su domicilio. 

Esco•er una escuela dentro del distrito local 4 
(no m~s de 30 minutes de distancia) ~ proveer 
trans~ortacion aratis. 

Que los estudiantes y maestros asistan a clases 1 
en diferentes turnos para lograr que todos los 
estudiantes puedan asistir a la misma escuela 
en su vecindario. 

9 •. Opino que los padres hispanos considerar{an una 
escuela piloto desegrerada fuera de su vecindad, si: 
(tscoja una) 

(13) 

Una aran cantidad de los n~os de la vecindad 2 
esiatieran a la misma escuela piloto juntos. 

Les~aailias individaales fuesen convencidas 3 
que la escuela piloto ofrece una aejor 
educaci~n para sus hijos que a la que asisten 
presentemente. 

Los prolraaas fueran diseDados para llenar las 
nP-ceaidades educativaa de los nines hisDanoa y 
sus familiae. 

Eata declaraci~n es ina~ropiada porque opine 
que loa padres hispanoa no deben estar de 
acuerdo con nincun pl•n de trans~orte. 

4 

1 
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lO. !1 ~lan de deserTe,acion de las tsc~elas Publicas de ll4) 
Chicaao establece que se deben tomar ~rovisiones para 
ofrecer aervicios de iustruccion bilinl~e a los 
estudiantea que tienen eacasos conocimientos del 
idioma inJl••· cCuan is~ortante cree Ulted q~• ea 
~roveer ed~cacio~ bilinige a los estudiantea de 
conocimiento lillitado de inJ;le·s "en una eseuela 
deae~~:rexaoa donde no exiata un ~rocrama bilincue de 
instTuceion? 

!xtremadamente imoortante 

Import ante 

~e poca importaneia 

~e ninguna importancia 

, . .. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

ll.c9ue'tipn de servicioa especiales de instrucci~n (15) 
~refiere usted para los estudiantea de conoci-
miento limitado de in&l.s? 

lnstr~cciJn en inglls como aegundo idioma 3 
por uno o dos ~er[odos al d!a. 

Educaci~n transicional bilingue (instrucci~n 2 
en espa!ol e ingles, cambiand~ lradual•ente 
a instrucci&n en i'ZI~tle'• total•ente). 

~ducacion ~ilin&a• de ••n~enimiento (instruccion 1 
en am~os ingles y esoa~ol, haciendo eaao 
o~iso a la fluidez del idio•a>. 

lnstrucci~n intensiva en incl~s ~or la ••yor 4 
~arte del d{a· escolar. 

No estoy sexuro 5 

lL -~"e ns~e1d alctfn co11flicto entre las •etas de la (16) 
educac1on bilin&ue y las •etas de deserrecacion? 

s{ 1 -
No 

No se 

Por favor haaa comentarios: --------------------
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Parent Qyestionnaire 

This questionnaire will provide information concerning the development 
and implementation of the Student Desegregation Plan for the Chlcaao 
Public Schools. Your participation is purely voluntary and is limited 
to completing this questionnaire. All responses will be held 
confidential. Thank you for .your participation. 

Instructions: Please put an ·~ on the ljne in front of the answer you 
select. You should have only ont answe~· .. per question for both Paru 
and II. 

Please disregard the numbers to the right of the page. 

Part I. 

J. 

2. 

Background Information 

I am of the following background 

_Mexican 

Puerto Rican 

_____ Other Hispanic 

I was born - -

Specify ________________ _ 

in the Continental U.S.A. 
(Skip to question 3) 

------outside the Continental U.S.A. 
Specify Locatlon---------------------------------

I have lived in the Continental U.S.A. 

-
Less than one year 

1-3 years 

4-7 years 

8-l.S years 

1' or more years 

(22) 

1 

2 

3,4,.5,6 

t23) 

1 

2 

(211-) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

• 



3. 

•• 

'· 

'· 

The highest grade I completed in school was: (Circle 
appropriate number for last year completed or last dgree.) 

_____ Elementary 

_ Secondary 

_College 

_____ Postgraduate 

1 2 3 IJ 5 6 7 I 

1 2 3 • 

1 2 3 • 

Masters or above 

In your household, are you the perspn responsible 
for paying rent or mortgage? •··• 

Yes 

No 

Shared responsib~lity 

Please briefly describe employment and give job title 
of the head of household, identified in statement above 

I usually speak the following language(s) at home: 

_ Onl.Y Spanish 

___._Predominantly Spanish 

_____ An equal amount of Spanish and English 

_____ Predominantly English 

_____ Only English 

234 
(25-26) 

·u ,.u 
21,-21J 

31,-31J 

IJO 

( 27) 

1 

2 

3 

(2J-30) 

(31) 

1 

2 

3 

' 



7. 

a. 

Do you have any child(ren)? 

Yes (See statement below) 

No 

If your child(ren) currently attend(s) any Chicago 
Public School(s) please Jist the name(s) of the 
schooJ(s) and ~he grade leveJ(s). 

Name of School Grade Level of Pupil ... .. 

What is your relationship to those children? 

Mother 

Father 

Guardian (Male _____ Female _____ > 

Does Not Apply 

Are any of your children participants in the 
voluntary busing program now? 

- Yes 

No 

- Not sure 
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(32) 

1 

2 

03-36)' (37 -31) 

0-12 

(39) 

1 

2 

' 
( 40) 

2 

3 
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Part II. 

Program Information 

1. The Chicago Public Schools have developed and are (') 
implementiftg a voluntary desegregation plan. The plan 
allows for students: 

• to remain in their neighborhood schools 
• to transfer to an option (magnet) school 

with free transportation 
• to transfer to a permissive enrollment school 

with free transportation • 
How involved were you in the devel"pment or implementation 
of this voluntary desegregation plan? 

- Not involved at all 

Heard about plan throu~h ~dia, from local school 2 
staff and/or through community meetings 

Participated in public hearings 3 

Participated in the development and 4 
implementation of some aspects of the plan 

2. During the development or implementation of Chicago (6) 
Public Schools voluntary desegregation plan, approximately 
how many systemwide Chicago Public Schools meetings or 
workshops did you attend relating to the plan? 

0 

1-3 

11-6 

7 or more 

2 

3 
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3. A magnet school houses a voluntary desegregated program (7) 
with students of different ethnic/racial groups. It 
offers apecial in-depth studies in such areas as: science, 
languages, fine arts, and basic skills. Free student 
transportation is provided by the Chicago Public Schools. 
Choose one of the follow.ing statements that best represents 
your feelings toward the magnet school concept. 

I agree with the.magnet school concept and 
voluntary busing. 

I agree with the con.cept butt···~ppose any type 
of busing for children. 

I disagree with the concept. 

_____ I do not know enough about magnet schools in 
the Chicago Public Schools to give an opinion. 

3 

2 

1 

4 

4. What opinion do you have in general of the educational (8) 

). 

program offered by the Chicago Public Schools as part-
of the desegregation plan? Overall, do you think they are ••• 

Poor 

Fair 
• 

Good 

Exce !lent 

Not sure 

How much information has been available to you concernin~ 
the Chicago Public Schools desegregation plan? 

All information that 1 needed 

Most information that 1 needed 

Only general information 

Very little information 

No information 

2 

3 

s 
( 9) 

2 

3 

4 

s 
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6. The current bilingual education program in the Chicago (10) 

7. 

Public Schools offers instruction in both the native language 
and in English to students who are of limited English 
proficiency. In general, do you agree that students who do 
not know English should be offered the opportunity to 
receive bilingual instrution? 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 
,. 

•· 

Strongly disagree 

2 

3 

Don't know 

The Chica~o Public Schools voluntary desegregation 

5 

( 11 ) 
plan has been operational for over a year. As a result, 
have you noted any program changes in the Chicago 
Public Schools over the last year? 

Definite, positive changes in educational 
programs 

Some positive chan~es in educational programs 

No change 

Some negative changes in educational programs 

Definite, ne~ative changes in educational 
programs 

4 

3 

5 

2 

1 
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10. The Chicago Public Schools desegregation plan states that (14) 
provisions should be made for bilingual services for students 
who are of limited English proficiency. How important do you 
fhink it is to provide bilingual instruction for students 
who are of limited English proficiency in a desegregated 
school where a bilingual program of instruction might not 
be readily available? 

Extremely important 

Important 

_____ Of limited importance 

Not important 

Don't know 

2 

3 

5 

11. What kind of special language services do you prefer 
for limited English proficient students? 

( 15) 

Instruction in En~lish as a second 3 
language for one or two periods a day 

Transitional bilintual education (instruction 2 
in Spanish and English, shifting gradually to all 
English instruction.) 

Maintenance bilingual education (instruction i 
in both English and Spanish regardless of 
language fluency) 

Intensive instruction in the Enrlish language 4 
for most of the school day 

Not sure 5 

12. Do you see a conflict between bilingual education goals (16) 
and desegregation goals? 

:Yes 

Don't know 

2 

3 



Please feel free tc comment: ________________________ ___ 
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Cuestionario nara los nadres: 

Este cuestionario recogera informacion concerniente al desarrollo 
e implementacion del Plan de Deaegregacion de !studiantel para 
las !scuelas Pdblicas de Chicago. Su narticipacion •• totalmente 
voluntaria y se limit& a comnletar este cuestfonario. Todas su1 
respuestas seran eo~fidenciale1. Gracias por su ~articipacion. 

Instrucciones: Por favor pon2a una "X" sobre la linea en frente 
de la respu.esta oue usted escoja. Usted debe·tener solamente ~ 
resnuesta por nregunta ~ara ambas partes I ~ II. 

?or favor i~nore los numer?s • la derecha de la pagina. 

?arte I Informacion Per1onal 

1. Pertenezco al siguiente grupo etnieo: 

mejieano 

puertorriqu.e!l.o 

otro ~ru~o hisnano Explique ____________ __ 

2. 'Nae1 en: 

en el na(s de los Estados Unidos 
(eontiaue a la Pregunta numero 3) 

fuera de loR !stados Unidos 
Espeeifique el lucar 

Pe vivido en los !stados Unidos: 

menos cie un ano 

1-3 anos 

4-i aiios 

8-15 anos 

16 anos 0 mas 

(22) 

l 

2 

3,4,5,6 

(23) 

1 

2 

(24) 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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3·. El nivel escolar mas alto que he coml'letado es: 
(Ponga un circulo alrededor del numero 
anro~iado a su educacion.} 

elemental 1 2 3 t. 5 6 7 8 

secundaria 1 2 3 4 -
nos~-graduado - Maestr!a o mis 

(ZS-26} 

11-18 

21-24 

31-34 

40 

4. En su hogar, eel usted la persona responsable (27) 
de pagar el al~uiler o hipoteca? 

Si 1 

No 2 

Responsabilidad compartida 3 

• 
5. Por favor describa brevemente su trabajo e (28-30) 

indiaue el oficio o ~rofesion del jefe de la 
familia; identificado en la nregunta numero 4. 

6. Por lo general, en ai casa se nabla 1o si3~iente: (31} 

solamente espanol 1 

mas es~a~ol aue inglis 2 

ambos espanol e ingles 3 

mas ingles que espafiol 4 

solamente ingles 5 
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7~ ~Tiene ~sted hijos? 

S{ (Vea abajo) 

5o 

Si 1u1 hijoa a1i1ten a una de las e1euelaa 
publicae de Chieaco, por favor indique loi 
nombree de e1tae eaeuelas 7 el grado: 

• 

Nombre 4e la eseuela Grado del alumno 

,cual es su ~arentezeo eon estos ni~os? 

madre 

padre 

tutor tutora -
no se apliea 

8. iParticipan algunoe de •~• hijos en el programa 
de traneportaeion voluntaria? 

sr 
No 

:~o estoy aeguro 

( 3 2) 

l 

2 

(33-36)(37-38) 

(3 9) 

l 

2 

3,4. 5 

6 

(40) 

2 

3 
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Parte II 

1. Laa !seuelaa ~~blieaa de Chica~o han desarrollado (5) 
y eata~ implemen~o un ~lan voluntario de 

:. 

desecreKaci~n. El ~lan ~ermite que loa eatudiantea: 

permanezcan en las eseuelas d~ au vecin~•d 
se ~ransfieran a una eseuela piloto con trans,orte 
JT&tia 

• se transfieran a una escuela de matrfcula abierta 
con trans~orte gratia 

cCu~l fue au participaciJn en el desarrollo o imple
aentacitn del plan voluntaric de deaegreaaci;n? 

110 participe' 1 

supe del plan a traves de los aedioa 2 
publicitarioa, del personal de laa·escuelas y/o 
a traves de reuniones de la comunidad 

particip/ en reuniones ~~blicas 3 

partieip: en el desarrollo e impleaentacion 
de alrunos as'J)ectos del ~lan. 4 

Durante el detarrollo o iaplementaci~n del ~lan 
voluntario de desegre,aci~n de las E•euelaa P:blicaa 
de Chicago, aproxiaadamente ~a cuantaa reunionea o 
talleres relacionadoa a este plan aaiati~uated? 

0 

1-3 

4-6 

7 0 
I 

mas 

(6) 

1 

3 

4 

_,...:.. ... 
I 
' ... 
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3. Una e•cuela ~iloto ofrece un prograaa voluntario (7) 
dese-.regado con estuniantes de diferente• ~ru~os 
etnicos y raciales. Ofrece estudios a fondo en 
areas como: ciencia, idiomas. bellas artes y 

destreza• basicas. racilita transporte ~ublico 
~ratis. lscoja la conte•tacion que mejor represent& 
su• sentimiento• hacia el concepto de la escuela 
piloto: 

Estey de acuerdo con el concepto drta escuela 
piloto y transportacion voluntaria. 

3 

lstoy de acuerdo con el eoncepto, pero me oponao 2 
a cualquier tipo de transportacion de los niles. 

No estoy de acuerdo con el concepto. 

No se sucbo acerca de la escuela piloto de las 4 
Escuelas P&blicas de Chica1o y por eso no puedo 
dar mi opinion. 

. . . , 
4. 'Cual es au op1n1on acerca del prol.raaa educatiYo de (8) 

las Escuelas P~blicas de Chicago como parte del 
olan de desegreaaci~n~ En ~eneral, usted piensa 
que es: 

Pobre 1 

Mediocre 2 

Bueno 3 

Ezcelente 4 

i 
. , 

No tenco op n1on 5 

S. ~Que informacitn ha tenido usted en relaci&n con el (9) 
plan de desecrecaci4n de las Escuelas P~blieas de 
Chica~o? 

La ma~or{a de la informaeitn neeesaria. 

Solamente inforaaei:n general. 

~uv ooea informaei:n. 

Nin~una informaci;n. 

l 

3 

4 

5 
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6. El ~rogr1a1 edueativo bilingue en las !scuelas 
P&blicaa de Chicago ofrece instrucci~n en el 
len~uaje nativo y en in~l~a a loa eatudiantes que 
hablan poco ingle~. En ••neral, ~eatl usted de 
acuerdo de que loa estudiantes que no saben ingles 
deben tener la oportunidad de recibir instrucci&n 
bilinaue? · 

E1toy fuertemente de acuerdo 

Eatoy de acuerdo 

Estoy en desacuerdo 

Eltoy fuertemente en desacuerdo 

No I - se 

7. El ~lan de de•egregaciln voluntaria de 111 Eacuela1 
Pdblieas de Chicago ha estado en operaei&n ~or mas 
de un ano. Como resultado de esto, e,ha not1do usted 
al~~n cambio en el programa de las escuelas p~blic11 
de CbicaJO en el pasado ano? 

sr. cambios positivoa en el pro~rama 
educaeional. 

Algunos cambios politivos en el programa 
edueacional. 

lHng~n cambio. 

Algunos cambios negatives en el programa 
edueaeional. 

s!, eambios ne~ativos en el pro~rama 
edueae ional. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

{ 11> 

4 

3 

2 
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B. Una aran mayor!a de eacuelas predominantemente (12) 
hispanas esttn sobrepobladas, por ejemplo, las 
clases son dadas en salones m&vilea, pasillos y/o 
cuartoa peque~os. El plan de dese&reaaci~n de las 
Escuelas P6blical de Chicaao propone varias mau~raa 
para aejorar este problema. En lugar de con1truir 
nuevas escuelas ~Qu/ tipo de plan preferir!a usted 
para ayudar a aejorar este problema? (Escoja una) 

Alquilar espacio en edificios eercano• (coao 
- eseuelas parroquiales) para que lo• niilos 

puedan permanecer en sus vecindades. 

Caabiar la jurisdieci~n de lea eseuelas 
aue los ninos puedan asistir a eseuelas 
~~blieas cereanas a su domieilio. 

para 

2 

3 

Esco•er una eseuela dentro del distrito local 4 
{no a~s de 30 minutos de distancia) ~ proveer 
tr1nsportaci~n aratis. 

Que los estudilntes y maestros asistan a clases 1 
en diferentes turnos para lograr que todos los 
.estudiantes puedan asistir a 11 misma escuela 
en su veeindario. 

9. Opino que los padres hispanos considerar!an una (13) 
escuela piloto desegregada fuera de su veeindad, si: 
(!scoja una) 

Una &ran cantidad de los ni"ltos de la vecindad .2 
asistier1n a la misma escuela piloto juntos. 

Las families individuates fuesen convencidas 3 
que la escuela piloto ofrece una aejor 
educacicn para sus hijos que a la que asisten 
presfllntemente. 

Los prolramas fueran disenados para llen1r 111 4 
n~cesid1des educativas de los ni;os hisoanos y 
sus familial. 

Eats deelaraei~n es inapropi1da porque opino 1 
que los padres hispanos no deben estar de 
aeuerdo con ning~n plan de transporte. 
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10. El ~lan de dese,regaci~n de las Escuelas Publicas de (14) 
Chicaao establece que se deben tomar ~rovisiones para 
ofrecer aervicioa de instruccion bilinaue a los 
estudiantes que tienen escasos conocimientos del 
idioma in.lea. cCuan isportante eree usted que ea 
proveer edueacion bilingue a los estudiantes de 
conocimiento limitado de inglei en una escuela 
deaeEreaada donde no exista un programa bilinsue de 
inatrueeion'! 

Extremadamente im~ortante 

Import ante 

De poca importancia 

De ninguna inportancia 

No se" 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

ll.eQue'tipn de servieios eapeciales de inatrueci~n (15) 
prefiere usted para los eatudiantes de eonoei-
miento limitado de inal.s? 

Instrueci~n en in~lls como !eaundo idioma 3 
por uno o dos per1odos al d1a. 

Edueaei~n transicional bilingue (instruceion 2 
en es~anol e ingles, cambiando gradualmente 
a instrucci&n en in2le~ totalmente). 

!dueaeicn l>iling'je de mantenimiento (instruceicn l 
en ambos ingles y es~a~ol, haeiendo easo 
osiso a la fluidez del idioma). 

Instrucei;n intensive en intl~s ~or la mayor 4 
~arte del d{a escolar. 

No e1toy seguro 5 

12. c:,e nsted alt11'n conflicto entre las metal d-. la (16) 
edueaci'n bilingue y las metal de desegregacion? 

s{ 1 

No 2 

No se 3 

Por favor haga comentario1: __________________________ __ 
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Leader Interview (Taped) 

The purpose of this study is to undertake ~n in-d~pth assessment 

of the educational involvement of selected Hispanic parents and 

community leaders in the development or implementation of a 

desegregation plan for Chicago Public schools. Your have previously 

answered a questionnaire concerning this area. This interview wi 1 l 

provide specific i·nformation related to the topic of investigation. 

I am going to tape this interview. You are free to discontinue 

this process at any time. 

Do you realize that this interview is being taped? 

Js it clear to you that only the researcher will have access to 

the tapes and that the researcher will not use your name or other 

identifying information in the written report? 

The questions that follow will heJp me to assess the involvement 

of Hispanic community leaders and parents in the development or 

implementation of the Student Desegregation PJan for Chicago Public 

Schools. 

1. Jn what ca?acity were you involved with the Chicago Public 

Schools (CPS) during the development or implementation of its 

Student Oisegregation Plan? 

2. Please describe the manner in which you were involved. 
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3. In general, in what manner do you feel Hispanic parents were 

involved in the development or implementation of this plan? If 

not involved, why not? 

The questions that follow will help me to determine your 

assessment of the educational programs which have been developed and 

are being implemented as part of the Chicago Public Schools Student 

Desegregation Plan. 

~: In general, have you noted any changes in the educational 

programs .as a result of the Student Dcscrruat jon Plan? Please 

describe. 

5. Have these changes been generally advantegeous to the Hispanic 

student population? Please explain.· 

6. How effective has the Chicago Public Schools been in informing 

Hispanic parents and the general Hispanic community concerning 

the Student Desegregation Plan? lf not effective, why not? 

The following questions will provide information concerning the 

choices of Hispanic parents for Involvement of their children in the 

educational pror.ess during implementation of this plan. 

7. Is there any particular type of desegregated school that will 

attract more Hispanic involvemen-t? 
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8. Many of the predominantly Hispanic schools or "isolated" schools 

are remaining segregated. They are receiving supplementary 

desegregation funds. Are you in agreement with this plan? 

9. How important do you think it is for Hispanic students to remain 

in their neighborhood schools? Explain. 

10. How important do you think it is for Hispanic students to attend 

desegregated schools? Explain. 

11. What should be done to relieve overcrowding at local schools? 

Explain. 

The following questions will provide information concerning the 

role of bilingual education in a desegregation plan. 

12. It has been 'reported that bi I i.ngual education is one of the few 

issues in which Hispanics are united. Do you agree with this 

statement? 

13. What do you perceive as the real popularity of bilingual educa

tion among Hispanics? 

111. Do you see .a marked conflict between desegregation and bilingual 

education? Explain. 
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1.5. In general, how do you feel about transitional bilingual 

education as it is being offered by the Chicago Public Schools? 

16, What type of bilingual education programs, if any, would you like 

to see implemented in the Chicago Public Schools? 

The following questions will provide me with some information 

concerning linking Chicago Public Schools closer with Hispanic ~arents 

and community groups. 

17. In what manner can Chicago Public Schools involve more Hispanic 

students in desegregated programs (such as magnet schools)? 

18. Does the relative importance of family ties and differences in 

sibling relationships that characterize Hispanic students h61d 

important implications for pupil assignment and parent involve

ment strategies? 

19. Can community groups provide a bridge between the Chicago 

Public Schools and the Hispanic population? If so, how? If not, 

why not? 

20. What are you and your organization willing to do to work wit·h 

the Chicago Public Schools to ensure that Hispanic parents and 

students are appropriately served? 
·. 
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Entrev i sta de L[deres (Grabada) 

El proposito de este estudio es Jlevar a cabo una evaluacion detallada de la 

particlpacl6n educatlva de ciertos padres hispanos y lideres de la camunldad, en el 

desarrollo o ejecucion del Plan de Desegregaclon de las Esc:uelas PUblicas de Chicago. 

Anterionmente usted respondio a un cuestlonarlo sobre el nUsmo tema. Esta entrevista 

recoger' lnfonmacion especifica relaclonada al topico de investigacien. 

Grabari esta entrevista. USted puede interrumpir esta entrevista cuando usted quiera. 

eUsted se da cuenta de que esta entrevlsta se esta grabando? Esti clare de que 

solamente el investigador tendra acceso a Ja grabaclon y de que el investigador no 

usara el nombre del particlpante, nl nlnguna informacion que Jo ldentifique en el 

informe escrito. 

l.&s sigulentes preguntas rre ayudarin a evaluar la participacion de llderes de la 

c:cmunldad hispana y padres eR el desarrollo o ejecuclon del Plan de Desegregacion de 

Estudlantes en las Escuelas PUblicas de Olicago. 

1. G.En qui capacidad estuvo usted lnvolucrado con las Escuelas PUblicas de Chicago 

durante el desarrollo o ejecuclon de su Plan de Desegregacl6n de Estudiantes~ 

2. Por favor, cleseriba c:cino participo usted. 

3. En general,icdmo eree usted que los padres hispanos estuvieron involucrados en el 

desarrollo o ejecuclon de este plan? Si.no estuvieron involucrados, diga por que. 



Las preguntas que siguen me ayudaran a determinar su evaluacion del program& 

educative que ha sido desarrollado y se estaejec:utando cern::> parte del Plan de 

Desegregacio"n de Estudiantes de las Escuelas PUblicas de Chicago. 
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4. Por lo general "'ha notado usted algunos Cll!lbios en los progranas educacionales 

como resultado del Plan de Desegregacion de·Estudiantes? Por favor descrrbalos. 

5. Por lo generaJ,~han sido estos cambios ventajosos para la poblacion hlspana? Por 

favor explique. 

6. ~euBn efectivas han sldo Jas Escuelas ~Jicas de Chicago en informar a los padres 
• 

hispanos y a Ja comunidad hlspana en general concernlente al Plan de Desegregaci6n de 

Estudiantes? Si no efectivastC.por que no? 

Las sigulentes preguntas daran informacion concerniente a la alternativa de los padres 

hispanos para invoJucrar a sus hijos en el proceso educacional durante la ejecucion de 

este plan. 

7. 'Hay algVn tipo de escuela desegregada en particular que atraera mas participacion . 

hispana? 

a. M.lchas de las escuelas predominantemente hispanas o escuelas "aisJadas" pemanec:en 

segregaclas. Elias reciben fondos ·SUplementarios para la desegregaciOn. c_Esta usted de 

acuerdo con este plan? 

-. 
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9. e,OJ~ il!lJOrtante c:ree usted que es para los estudiantes hispanos que permanezc:an 

en las esc:uelas de su vec:indad? !:.xplique. 

JO.,Cuan importante c:ree usted que es para los estudiantes hispanos asistir a 

escuelas integradas (desegregadas)? Explique. 

11.,~ debe hac:erse para mejorar la sobrepoblacion en las escuelas locales? Explique. 

Las siguientes preguntas proveer&n informacion tocante al papel de la educac:ion 

bilingue en el Plan de Desegregacien. 

12. Se ha reportado que la educacion bilingi.ie es uno de los pocos temas (eventos) en 

que los hispanos estan de ac:uerdo. 'Esta usted de ac:~erdo con esta observac:ion? 

13.C.C)Jf{ percibe us ted c:cm::> Ia verdadera popular idad de la educ:ac:ion bi 1 ingue entre 

los hispanos? 

J4.~Ve usted un conflicto fuerte entre Ia educac:ion bilingi.ie y el Plan de 

Desegreg~c:i6n? Explique. 

1.5. Por Jo general, C..C)2 opina usted de la educ:ac:ion transic:ional biJingiie c:cm::> es 

ejecutada por las Escue las F'Ub1 ic:as de Olic:ago? 

16.,~ tipo de programas bilingues, si algunos, preferir[a usted ver desarrollado dentro 

de las Escuelas PUblicas de Chicago? 



Las siguientes preguntas me daran infonmacion sobre la manera de unir mas a las 

~scuelas PUblicas con los padres hispanos y los grupos camunitarios. 
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l7.~En q~ fonma pueden las escuelas p~blicas involucrar a nBs estudiantes hispanos en 

los programas de desegregacion (tal como las escuelas pilotos)? 

18.,Cree usted que la importancia que demos los hispanos a los lazos femiliares y la 

manera de relacionarse entre nuestros hijos tiene gran significado para la asignacion de 

los ahrrnos y para la participacio'n de los padres? 

19.,Pueden los grupos eomunitarios facilitar las reJaciones entre las Escuelas ~licas 

de Olicago y la pobJacion hispana? Si as) es,~de que""manera? Si no,;_por que no? 

20.c_De que'nanera esta resuelto usted y su organizaci.c:ln a trabajar con las Escuelas 

PUblicas de Chicago para asegurar que los padres y los estudiantes hispanos sean 

servidos optimamente? 
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~Jr~r~ uF VAPIANCE AN6 COVARIANCE U4THTI5 PAGE 7 

fllf ___ riUNlrl'IE ttREAIIUN DAlE e .Jiif!CII$'1 

--.-.--. • • • i • • • ' • • • • • ' ' c R 0 s s T A-,--u--r-T-11--oll-o F • • i i * i * • .--.,.---. • ...,,.--..-. • ...,*.-;:':-;•;-·.-~------------
04 BY GROUP 

• • • • • • • • • * • * • * * • • • • • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • p • • • • • • • • • • ~A~~ t ur 1 

tillUUP 
(OU'IIT 1 

---------Ro~"T-i-1lr-c£rAnD"'E"R'---;;l'l"'["'x,.....,P"A-,R---,P"II;;-;P"'I"R;---ofH-P---n-- RO·n-------------'---

ll4 

COL PCT 1 TOTAl 
-.m 1 .r 11 .t 1.! .r n -;y · 

--------1---~---~r--------1--------1--~-----1 .... J " - I "l ~------ il -I 1 - I 3 
1 •w I 66.7 1 ow 1 3!.3 J 1~6 
r----.--;;-T~; I!> - r---. -;:;--r----z-;s--1 
1 oJ I 1.1 I ·~ I .~ J 

-1--;;.;;;;-;;;;;.;;.;;l.;;=.;;----1=.;;;; __ y.;;-;;;;-;.;.-;;.;;-.;;1 

J, l S 1 Z1 I • lZ 1 . ZV 1 68 
r -- 1 ;li- 1 --.r,.-v- x--o~Oli---r-lv .-~ ---1 - J6.; 4 ~------------- ----------

_____ 1 4~.5 I (?,-,. 1 ~4,9 I 55,6 · I 
I f,7 t 11.~ 1 11,8 I 1C,7 1 

-1~-------1--------1--------1--------1· '. f -z--.--,r.-1~ 1 I I 3 1 -,;z. 
1 4.8 1 z~,p 1 64,) I 7,1 1 Jz,S 
1 18~-z---r-n~r~-~ 42.9 1 -'"11.1 1 
I 1.1 I ~.J l 14,4 I f.~ l 

:! ------------- -1--------t•=•---- '-------- '--------' 
!! 3· 1 4 t l5 l 12 1 9 1 ~~ 

- 1 6.7 I 5~.! 1 2J•U ·I 15,0 1 3z,1 
I ~6.4 I 45.5 1 19,J I 25.~ 
y--y;-,~---po-;~ 6. 4 I 4 ,11 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
4 • 1 ..; I 9 1 - _2 I 1 1 1.----------------------------------------------------------

I ,, 1 64.~ 1 14.3 1 21,, 1 7.S 
1 •.J 1--,-l,?' I 3,i! 1 .' 1!.3 1 
1 •• J 4.P 1 lo1 1 .1.6 1 

• I -----.-.---T-.--------..--.--1 •·-·••---•I-•••-----•-1 
COLUM•' • --. --------nrrt 11 77 .63 16 __ _,~':-87.7~----------------------------------------------------------------5.9 41.2 .33.7 1~;! 1~u.u 

-,..u~'"ITF.Cli'f'"i'fSSJtll; OBSERVATI-ONS " q 

-·----------~-·-------'----------· 

---- --------------- ----------------------- --~-------- ------------------·-
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~LYSFS ()F \lAPlANtE *011\) tO\IARUflt£ lH.TUI n-~- PAGE ll" 

FilE NONAI'IE ICRtUJON DAlE a ,JCIIlortTI 

• • * * • .-- • .---. • • * * •••• I. c rr-o~-riflf l A T I 0 N II , ••••• ·- .----.---.- * • * ••• * •• 
llS SY GROUP 

• • • • • • • f' • • * * • * • • • * * • • -. -, • • * • • * • • • * * -.---. * * •· * * • * • • * • • • PAGl-1 --or--1 
---GROUP 

COUNT 1 
------ ROW PCT 1LE•OER MEX PAll PR P-R OTH PAR ROW 

Q5 

COL PCT 1 . ' TOTAL, 
TOT PCT I ,1.1 11.1 12.1 "l-r.l 
--------~----·---t---·---·1-----~--r--------J ;,. r .J t 4 1 ., ~-----r-r----, 

1. 

z. 

1 ·~ 1 8~.n 1 .~ 1 2~.0 1 2.~ 
r--- •J I 4.1:· l ._. 1 2.5 I~ 

l • .,. I 1.6 I o!J I o4 :-•-----------
•J••·-----I-•••••••1••••••••1••••••••1 

2 5 I' . 4 ?. 1l 
r 15.4 ,~-,----.~~r~,.-.,.---l- -- 5ol 
1 15.4 1 5.') 1 4.4 I 5.~ 1 ____ _ 
1 o8 J ?.~ I 1.6 J o8 1 

•1·•••••••J••••••••1••••••••J~-------1 

I 5 t 11 1 7-1 2 1 ~5 
I ?;;oi~ I u.n 1 ~6.J J' p.n I 1v.~ 
1 38.5 I 1~--r.;-c-~~-1 

1 z.~ J 4.5 I 2.9 I .6 J ... -------- ------~-- -I--------I--------1·-----~----~~---~---~-~-----~1--------~--------------------~------------------------
~ ____ ,l~_ I 5 I . 2 S ____I___-~~--!' . 9 ! __ F 

1 7o5 r '37.3 1 41.8 I 13.4 1 Z7.S 
1 _18o5 I 25~n 1 3~.3 J l2.1 l 
I z • ._. I l~'~-2"1-H~~~ T....,-'j 

-t--------r--•-----t-~------I~------·1 
-~-·-- -----------------., . l 1 I 41 1 -zr-t 19 1 lj'p 

----- 1 t. ! J 46.6 1 '(··· 7 I i!1.6 l )6.1 
1 1·1 J 41.?' 1 29.7 I 47 .5--J 
1 .4 1 H.l! l 11.1 . I 7.11 1 

-t--------r--------t·-~-----1-·------t 
5 • I ,. J 14 1 2 S I 7 l 4 C. 

1 .c f l"·4 1 54oJ 1 1S.2 l 18.~ 
l ••. J \4.". l 27!_5 __ 1_*_5_1 ____________ ----------
1 -.~ I ~.7 I 1~.z I ~.9 1 

·•--------~--------1·-------I--------I (Ol.HlHI----,-r-----,-~-~~- ---,~ ------zn; 
------------!~_!A l 5o J 41 • " ! 7 • J 16 o 4 _ __! rl;._!..!!._ ________ . ----------------------------------------

---------------------'-----
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--mJTVITr!JT VARIJNC£ ANO CoVAiiiANC£ nuu-185 PllliE 9 

fll~; f1tJfiAFot lCREAIIOM DAlE - IJ4/lfiTo1J 

-. • i I I f * .--.-m * i I I f i' t P 0 · !0-s-T-...---r.-trLJ"II----ofr-~~- I I i I I ..--m-.l"l.--.lc-;f.-'"f"l.-"'lc-of.-"'I------------------

Q6 BY GROUP 
• * ....-...--.- • • • * * • * • • * * * • * * • * * * * * • • • * • ~ • * • * * •: • • • • • ·-• • * -c•r••:--c•r'P'An;:G'E.---.1-,0"tr--.1.----------------

liliOUJT- - -- ~----~--- -~~-

CuUtlT 1 
~ow PITTIEADER-MO PAR PR P•R OTH pAR ROW 

______ C_OI,_.PCT 1 . --'-T-'-CIT-'-A'-'l=------~------------------------------
TOT f'Cl 1 t.l' H.J n.l 13.1 

ab --------~--------~--------t·-------t--------1 

------. 

•. r ., -.--- --, -r--- ,,--r- -- ,~T--"'--z 

1 , ~ 1 S"','l I , J I S!l,f) I .8 
1 ol ~--1.'1-1'-~~-;1 I 2.5-I 
l • ,; I ,4 1 ,..; I ,4_ 1 

-~--------r--------1--------1--------r I• I 1Z I 46 I 45 I l2 1 125 
r -v;o 1 H-;s ---. 36;~---.---,-7-;o-r-n;z 

92o3' I 46,n 1 49,5 J 55,n 
4o9 I 1~.9 I 13.4 J 9,n 

-•--------t--------1------•-1--------t ~, I j l 48 1 3g- f f 7 I ~4 
1 1•J I 46.2 1 !6,5 I 16,3 1 4Zo6 
I 7-;.1-1-- ~~1- Tr.8-14Z;-,--y 
1 ,4 I \9.7 1 15,6 t 7.~ I 

::!~~---~--- -x--------r--------1--------1--------I 
--~--~~l-'-·-.;-1 •J I 4 1 Z 1 n 1 6 

1 ,,;-r 66.7 1 H,) l .0 I ;z,s 
~ 

1 ·~ 1 4.ry 1 z,z J .~ J 
1 ,;., -~- ~,-;6'-r --;s-r ~--;...--t 

______ -1--------·--------1---~---__ -~1_-_-_--_-~-~---~1, __ -o~~------~-----~-------------~-------------------------4• 1 ~ I 1 Z I -~ I 2 
1 , .. _ 1 •"- I _l'l.,, J I_ _,_1L'_.l_ .~e 
1 oJ J ,') 1 l.,l 1 ,fl I 
1 •.; I •"' 1 ,I! I ,£1 I 

-1"""".-.-........ r--•---••t·-·-----~------·-1 
~. l ! 1 1 4 I n l 5 

~-~-- .u I ~, . .., 1 ~-... u I ·" 1 lol. 

------- . .; 1 , . ,. 1 4.4 I ·" I 1 • ·. I , 4 1 1 . 6 1 ~ 
·1--------1--------1--------1------~-1 c N.lJJiHl -~T-- ~~"-- --91---~ 4 r-- ------zn 

TOTAL 5,3 41,,"1- !7 • .5 16,4 1_r~4•.J ___ ~---

--·~-----~-~-----------------------
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• ANALYSES GF~"A~PnlA"Nnt~E-rANmor.c~o~v~A-~AnrAnNnt~e------------------~------~--------~----,nn4~/~1X6~/8~5.------,P~A~6T£--~1~~r------------------------.[ 

-rrr"LME~~NomN~A~H~e---tMCMR~L,KTt~romw~u~KTt~E~•~un4~1~1~ot~a~sn,~------------~----------------------------------------------------------------~ 
I 

.----.----.- ·.....---.-. • • i • * I I i • • i I t R 0 ~ S T A 8 0 l .. ly--u--}f 0 f .--. *· * • • • * • * * * • * * * * * 
07 . BY GROUP 

---.--.--.---..-.-- • • i i * • ' t: i i i i i • i I * I i i • • * • i * •. .::., • .=,,r:-.,,-,.~ • .-.,,-.,~*r-c"'*_,*......,*r-""•-,•<-ir--..*-,*.-*r--.pnA"'Ii~"""'E--.1,-,0'"'F--.1.---------..-------

. 

-------------------r.~~------~--------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------" 
COUNT I 

----,1<"0~--ftf It.EibER 11Eli PAff PA PAll ofH--pn--·-~·---------~---· 

COL PCT 1 TOTAL 
--------roTPO 1 1.1 n .t 1Z. I u •1 
.07 ------··1·-------I-------·1·-------I-•••••••1 

1 --- ;. -r- -n ,- -J 1 -- 2-1 ~ 16 
1 • ;j 1 611.8 1 18.8 1 · 12. s· 1 6. 6. _____________________ --"-,;.._~----------
1 .; 1 11.1 1 3.4 1 s.r· t 
1 ·~ 1 4.6 1 1.2 ! ~8 ! 

-1--------1-·------1--------·---·----, 
1. .s ) . 1 6 2 11 

1 ;.J-r zr.T-r-54-;y-r---,s;z-T-,;6 
I ·~ I !.~ l 6.7 I 5.n 1 -------------------------------------------------------------------------1' oW 1 1e2 1 ~.~ 1 o8 1 

-t--------I--------r--------1--------l ,. . I 7 1 51 l · 44 t 26~--1-lZB-

___________ _l_. 

I 5•5 I 39.8 '1 ~4.4 1 211,3 1 53.1 
I 53·11 ·r 5T~5 1 49~4. C-6'5.1.1 1 
I .,,9 t 21.2 I 18.3 I 10.e 1 

-1--··~---i------··1·---·-·-I·-------~ 
I 6 I ~4 1 23 I 9 I 62 
I 9.7 J 3~.7 1 37.1. I 14.5 1 2~.i 
1 46.2 J 24.l I Z5.8 1 l2.5 
1 ----r.s~t --f"');~ r 9 • 5 1 3 ;r 

-1·--·----t-------·a--------t--------r -4:-.-~I 'J I 11'! l 1J I 1 I 24 
J, • ., I 41.7 I '14.2 l 4.2 I 1y.~ 
1 .u 1 1~.1 1 14.6 t---z:s r 
r , • I 4.1 1 s.4 1 .4 1 

--t -~-~----;.l.;,;.-.----;;-.;;;;;-;,;;.-y ••• ~.-;;~.;.; 1-·--·--· I ----,---~-------~-~-----~ 

COLUMH 15 9~ S9 40 241 
------------TOTAL 5.4 ~1 ,6.9 16.6 1~u.u 

NU~~ER Of ~iSSJNG OHSERVATIONS • 3 
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lliALY~fS OF VARIANCE AND COVARIANCE UUlm) PAGE H 

Fl-lE- ---,;1Til•I'IE ICQE~UON DAlE ~liTlliTI!'n __ _ 

* • * * • * • • • • • * * * * * * * C R 0 S S T li B U JO Til 0 H 0 F I· * * i * * * • • • • • • • • • • • 
ll6 BY GROUP ,. 

-..-..,--,.;:-::,.:::- ~ • * . • ' * * * 1t * • * i • • * • • • • • • • Iii * * ' ~~~ * * • • ' * • * .--r-r- i • pl6E 1 Of 1 .. 
I II 

> 

COUNT 1 
JfllWPC T I lEADER HEX PAR PR .,...,.----- OTHPAR IIC)lf-~-

_:___. • COL PCl 1 ' TOTAL 
_. __ ---_ lliTf't'f I 1 • 1 n • I 1l • 1 tl .J 

Q~ -~------1--------J-------~·--------1--------1 
J~. -~ -.~ ~J--.---.-.' -r--- -,- -~----z--~~--,1 ~- --------~--- ~ --~---

' .~ I 6l.6 1 18.~ I til.~ 1 4.5 
I -.~ . .-;J~ 

1 • -. I 
7~rr- T- 2-;r 1 
2.9 I .11 

');~I 

.a 1 
-I • .;;:-.--.--..-•! ... .;;;;;;;;;.-., ... ;;;.~;;;.--;;l·--· ... ·-- J 

j, J ~ I 1~ 1 14 I 2 1 26 
1 ---·~-r ;,-.r;y ~:~,--;a- -~~•r-r---n~-;-7 

1 1~.~ 1 15.4 I 5.~ . . .. r -,;, 1 s. 1 ~----~s 

-~--------x--------I--------1--------• ,;; • J 8 I 44 · I B 1 23- 1 - l!l8 
1 z_.f:!_ 1 _4"'.L_1 -~"'·6 __ I 21•3 1 41,,3 
1 6t.s 1 -- 41;r• ~--36~r 1-51~5. 1 
1 3. 3 1 1 p. :'1 1 13. 5 ! -~It ! 

-- ---- --- -------------------------------------
-,--------·--------~--------·--------1 

3 • l ·l I 6 I 59 -----'---------------------------------1 • .; I 11P.2J24~~-
1 ·~ I 15.~ I 
1 •,. I 1 I 

-r--------1--------1-------~1-------~1 4• I 5 I 11 l 16 I 7 I ---n--: 
1 1l.S I 28.2 1 41.~ I 17,9 1 16.~ 

I l8•5 I ff;!'l I 11~~ I 1'1.5 I 
I Z·J 1 1..5 1 6.b I 2.9 1 

~ r•-=•-----r------"'-t--•=-;;-- F-------1 ~. 
5. 1 J 1 1 1 J I C 1 

I ' • IJ I. 1 .~ ". 'I I • •• I .11 ,l • It 
I .~ 1 1.~ 1 "" I .r> I 
l • " I • 4 1 • ;; ~-- ~11 1 

-I--------t--------I--------•--------I COLIJr;jJl 13 1 , I 91 4'' 244 
TOTAL 5.} 41." H.3 l~.!_L_j~_..:.!_IL__~~---~---------

-~--'----------------



.... ,.... 
N .. -, K~rnrrv-r-vX!fPtrcr-rn-o~liTAr ITPI.,..C rr---- ···---·-·----r-1t/THK5 P"K"Gr--17 

fl[( NHNJME llREAIION OAIE * ijL/Ib/35J 

-.-~-...... ,-.---.---.--.-...-.-m-.- • • • • r R lJ·-s-s-r·ru--u-r--•-rr~rfl--T-r-r•-.-.-•-.--;r··· • • • • • • • • .,.,..., • .-----------------
a., I 6Y GROUP 

··--.-.-...-.~-.-•• -••• * * ••• It * ...... * * • * • * •••••• ~ ..... * •• -.-.• -.----.--.-.-p~--0'1 
r.ROUP - -- -- - ---, 

COIHlT · 1 
kOW PCf~1l~E"A~O~E~Ho--.MEX PAR PR PAR' -----ofii-PAR--ROW _____ _ 
(,(IL PCT 1 . TOUl 

----------toi f'Cl 1 .1.J 11.1 . fZ.J H~T 

Q~ ------·-J••••••••I••••••••J••·----·J----·---1 
;• 1 ... 1 16 1 7 1 4 1 ?.7 - --------- ---------~ 

I ,J I 59,3 l 25.9 I 14.P 1 11.1 
1 ·~ 1 t6.n 1 1.1 1 tn;n 1 
1 .~ 1 ~.6 I l.9 I 1,6 1 

-1·-------r------··1··------r-·------r 
l• 1 ~ I 18 1 15 I l l 16 

r o.l I 5", rJ J loT. 7 ·r--s.,---r-u,-~a-- ----------- ---
.:1 I 111,r; 1 16,5 l 7,5 1 
,J 1 '·' 1 6.r-T--,~ 

__________ ·1--------r-------·1-·--·---r-------- t 
C.o I 1 I 31 I 2,; I 15 l 67 

1 loS I 46,3 I 29,9 I ~2.4 1 27,5 
1 1.1 I 51. 11 I cz,,;J"T'J7~5 1 

---------- .1 ,4 I 12.7 I !1.2 1 6,1 1 
= ·1·-------I--·-····I·-------1-------•J 
~------···------~·· ! 1t..~ ~ 2~!~ : 4e:l : IS} ~ 24~~-----------------·---

"' 

__________ f!'LUI1N 
TOTAl 

.. . 

L.__!.t~_._.z_L 1 h" 1 }1. 9 ___ L U. 5 I 
I ~. 5 I - 6, ~ T---tt, 9 . I 3,1 l 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1 1 6 1 19---r--z\, 1 9 1 -n 
I 11.t I 35.? 1 n.!.] I 16.7 I 2Z·L-----------· 
I 46.2 t 19,n I 2~.~ I 22.5 1 
1 2.5 I 7,~ 1 8,l I !,7 1 .. , ............... r--=•-••r....-..---··r·------·-x·-- ---- ----------------~- ----------------

1.5 1i..'"' 91 4"' 244 s.3 41,1\ ---rr.T 16,4 1·~,~.(;-----------------------

------~----------·- ~---·------

---------- ----·--·· ·----- ---·- ·-·--··-- --• • 
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ITlL NUN ... flllt llOREAIIUN DAtE* u•/101051 ~~ 

i * i ,-,---.I * • * i w * i I i I * C R 0 S S t A 9 0 L • r-r-tr N 0 F • i i * I i * I i * * I • i I i ,. I 

ll1'1 8Y GROUP 
* •• * • * •• * •• * • * ••••••• * • * ••••••••.••• * ~ ••••••.• •· ••• * PAGI 1 OF I 

atn 

GROUP 
COUIH 1 

ROW PCT !LEADER 
COL PCJ 1 

MEX P)R PR PAR ()flf pAR 

TOT PCT I 1.1---,.I --lT.-r-,-~n;J 

--------1--------1-------•I--------x--------1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

Jo I ~ I ~ I 4 I 1 I 'U 
I •J l 5"~~ I 4v.J l 10.0 1 '~.1 
1 ~--;-:-~~~--~;n 1 '·' -~-- 2;s- 1 
1 •w I ?.n 1 1.6 I .4 1 
-t--------t-----~--t--~-----1--------ii~-----------------------------------------------

I• 1, ,. loll 44 17· 112 
1 9.a 1 ''·' 1 39-;r--.-----Tl.(----r:--u;IJ 

84.6 1 4~.~ 1 48.4 I 42.5 I 
4.5---r!fi~---,8~-.J --~---7~T- ---

-r-----~--r-------·1··------1-----···I 
;.. 1 ·11- 52 ~--,,~---l~--~--·06 

I ,9 1 49,1 I 32.1 I 17.9 I 43,4 
l 7 • 7 I 52 • '' 1 H .lt--1------,-,.5 1 ------ -----
1 .4 I 21.~ 1 13.9 · I 7.8 1 

:! -------- ' -I--------t--------1-----1"--I--------f 
~ .s. I .J I 2 I 7 · I 1 I ,1.:..;ur---------------------------------------l ,J t 2".~ 1 7~.~ i 10.0 1 • 

I ·~ I J,n 1 7.7 1 2.5 1 
1 • L· I • tl 1 .: • 9 I • 4-I 
-1--------r-------•t--------x-~------1 , ... f - 1 I 1 l .J I .,.--~-- --z -~ 

1 5,:.k I 5~.n J ·~-~~~--~·~0~---~~--~·£8 ______________________________ ~-----------------------------------------------1 1.1 I 1.~ 1 •0 .t .~ 1 
I .4 l .4 I .~ I .n I 

-r•••-·--•T••••••••r•••-'-••••t ••·*'""""'"I 
5. 1 1 

, 
1 l I 2 1 ' . I ~ . ' 1 ! \. • (J I 5 ., '~. 1 -- 1.6 . l ·' 1 ~.~ I 5,1'\ I 

J . I I . I .a 1 .II 1 
-1--------t--------1--------r--------I 

COlUMII l.l 1 /' 91 4': lUi 
_______ TOTAL 5.1 41,~ 37.3 16,4 1~J•U 

-------"------~ ---------------------------------
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FilE HoAAME CtNEKfiON bAtE * 041161J5) · • . . . . . . ::. '· . ;. ' . ·.;,' 
• • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • •. • • · .. t A. o s s .T A 11 ·u c A t 1 o "· . o f • · • • • •· · • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

o11 ·"~- __ ..' _ _ · · · BY L~~~u~ -~-~·-· -'-~-~'--_;--'-' ~~·-· ___ _ __ 
• * * • • • ·• * ~ m. *' •· ~ • *.it-~ •· * * .-. ~ •·• ~ :•: • * ~---.-.-·~.--. •; * .i . ...-.-.-- .. --.-.~ .1 OF 1 

011 

. . . \ 

TOI-PCFI-~ lol 11~1 .·1Zol--"--:1:SO'l-'i------:--:-::-..-~- ,----- -~~~--

.. .:..-..... -1 ~--.----·-.'_,-·~~~-~~I ~;.·-----1·~-~~~-~-~ J ~ u. · 1 - - ir ~~----. 5~---:-- · 6 · 1 - --,. ···r"·-- ·, ," ·. • ------------ - -,-_, ----, 
I .~ I ]3.~.' 1 '4if.Q 1 ·2~,7' l . 6 •. s "-' .} ·~ 
r----;o~r--,..,.-~ ·l . ,~,--l--1tr.v-:--:-r'--,-:;-:-. ~ c- • 

I all I . l.1' t ila$ · l 1•1" ·1 . <. '• . ''·' " ... ,; 
-t·----.;-~•-·----·-1---~- .. .;.;.-t..;~~·.;.;;;·~r ... --;-·- --~ r .. -. ------~-- .. 

1· 1 ·6''1 'z1 1· u.·.1· · ·s·-1 48 · · 
T · 1Z • $· 1 43 o8 I . .n-;."l -r-:Tlf'• 4 · I ·· zq. ~ ,---- --- --------;--
1 46•Z I zt.9 .. 1 18·Z l _ ·1Zo5 I . ~-- __ .. _, __ 
1 z.s-T----s-;~ .6.s -~--;---,~,-;-r-c-~~-:-:----:-. · ---- • -------
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