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Independence is as independence does, 
and this place is a place that was. 

The Penny is still shining the administration boot, 
willing to distort the law to nake the right law suit. 

The Vice Olair spouts his diatribes in logic incxxrplete 
in hot pursuit of lbmie's new right high oourt seat. 

'Ihe rest of Reagan=s Comnission junta ITILmlbles on inta9t, 
its silly t=elicy stumbles unphased by researched facts. 

And then there is the new staff, a truly wondrous sight. • • 
Neo, pseudo, rrovarent folks. Young, sifted and white. 

Ho,,; Linda got her White House slot is really not a mystery. 
She lerl the charge with honeyed tongue, ignorant of history. 

Mad Max walkerl iri Linda's shoes with polemic lack of charm • • • 
sexist, racist, insensitive. A true WhiteHouse right arm. 

While Jungle Joel took his Ch/11 administration trip, 
Baby Jim noved right in as the ne,..r right legal twit. 

There are others -wtlo have oone their best with Peaganizing tricks, 
like r-brris, Maltz and Disler, and Wade and Swartz and Hicks. 

'llley took the lead of Linda to put belief before fact 
with false colorblindness to discolor every act. 

Fran their deceits watch them scurry as they tty to leave no trace. 
Fran their past they' 11 have to hurry to duck egg up::m their face. 

The GAO will surely find there is egg to go around. 
Let the record shaw they used their tirre to drag this rights place down. 
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PREFACE 

The objective of this study was to compile data for all schools in a broad­
ly based sample of 125 public school districts, showing enrollment by race be­
tween 1967 and 1985. A large part of the data was collected earlier and bas 
been used in several studies relating enrollment trends to desegregation pro­
grams. This project augmented the existing data by filling in additional 
years and adding information on desegregation programs. The data are intended 
to support analyses of relationships between desegregation techniques, levels 
of integration, and enrollment trends. Although a detailed analysis is beyond 
the scope of the current study, some of the relationships are described in 
broad terms. In addition, this report provides details about the data and 
summarizes nationwide patterns in enrollment, integration levels, and desegre­
gation efforts. 

The research was funded by the O. s. Commiuion on Civil Bights (Contract 
Number CR30050745). Sy1tem1 Development Corporation (SDC) was the original 
contractor; the contract was novated to Unicon Research Corporation on July l, 
1985. Finis Welch, Audrey Light and Frederick Dong are members of Unicon's 
research staff. J. Michael loss served as a consultant for the collection of 
desegregation plan data. Numerous other member• of Unicon's staff contributed 
to the study. In particular, Eanawythe Grabowski 1upervised the data process­
ing and Melanie Sterling supervised the collection, coding, entering and 
cleaning of data. 

We are indebted to everyone who assi1ted in this project. School district 
representatives provided us with enrollment data. David Armor and David Mor­
gan provided documents de1cribing desegregation plan• for · some of the dis­
tricts. Christine B.011ell reviewed the desegregation plan data. The 
project's Advisory Committee--Eric Ranuahek (chairman), Tom Cook, Christopher 
Jencks, and Christine B.01sell--reviewed an earlier draft and provided helpful 
comments. David Armor and June O~Beill al10 provided useful comments. We 
would alao like to thank Eric Hanuahek and Peter Mieszkowski for an earlier 
re'liev that helped 1uatain the project. 

We are respon1ible for any error,. Opinions are our own and do not reflect 
opinion• or policie• of the U.S. Commi11ion on Civil Rights. 
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Section 1 

INTRODUCTION Mfil SUMMA.RY 

In Brown~ Board S!f Education (1954), the Supreme Court ruled that racial­

ly segregated schools are inherently unequal and practices fostering them are, 

therefore, unconstitutional. The decision launched the m.odern civil rights 

movement and school desegregation became one of the leading issues of the 

1960s and 19701. Disagreement over what con1titutea an illegal segregative 

practice and what remedies to uae polarized communities and challenged the le­

gal system. 

Although the battles have sub1ided, school desegregation remains a vital 

issue. By pausing to e:umine the record, we have the opportunity to enhance 

future policy and resolve questions about the past. Was desegregation the 

best tool for redreuing educational inequality? Once dual school systems 

were eliminated, could the additional resources employed by desegregation pro­

grams have been put to better uae--and would they have, if desegregation had 

not been undertaken? What ii the impact of desegregation on educational 

achiev•entT What portion of the improved career outcomes of minorities can 

be attributed to integrated education? . These are important questions that de­

aerve to be ezaained, although the an,ver1 will undoubtedly remain elusive. 

Thia study addre11e1 a more modest set of question,. To what extent has 

desegregation been accomplished? Bow many 1tudents actually attend integrated 

schools? How baa this number changed over . time? What desegregation tech-

- l -



niq ues have the greatest impact on the level of integration? What techniq u.es 

are associated with the greatest changes in white enrollment? Some of the is­

sues have been explored previously, but research has been constrained by the 

lack of comprehensive data. 

A number of previous studies e%4111ined large samples of school districts, 

but they concentrated on one issue: Does desegregation reduce white enroll­

ment? The Coleman atudy1 was the first, and it found white flight that is 

most pronounced in large central city districts. Coleman's result proved to 

be controversial and was initially disputed, 2 but a second wave of atudies 

(Farley and Wurdock; Ro11ell; Armor; Farley, Richards and Wurdock; Wilson) 3 

confi1'11led the qualitative finding. Although moat studies of desegregation 

programs agree that they are generally accompanied by reduced white enroll­

ment, there is no agreement abqut the extent or the duration of enrollment 

loues. 4 

1 James s. Coleman, Sara D. Kelly and John A. Moore, "Trends in School Segre­
gation, 1968-73," The Urban Inatitute, 1975. 

2 The first wave of re1pon1e1 to the Coleman study include Reynolds Farley, 
"School Integration and White Flight," Population Studies Center, University 
of Michigan, 1975; and Chriatine R. loaaell, "School Desegregation and White 
Flight," Political Science Ouarterly 90 (1975-76). 

3 Reynolds Parley alMl Clarence Wurdock, "Can GovermRental Policies Integrate 
Public Schools?" Population Studies Center, The Uuiveraity of Michigan, 
1977 i Christine B. louel l, "The Unintended Impact a of Public Pol icy: 
School Desegregation and Resegregation," Institute of Policy Sciences, Duke 
University, 1978; David J. Armor, 'Vhite fii&ht, Demographic Transition, and 
the Future of School Deaegregation," Paper presented at the American Sociol­
ogical Association meetings, 1978; Reynolds Farley, Toni Richards and Clar­
ence Wurdock, "School Desegregation and White lli&}lt: An Investigation of 
Competing Models and Their Di1crepant Finding■," Sociology .2! Education 53 
(July, 1980); Franklin D. Wilson, "The Impact of School Desegregation Pro­
grams on White Public-School Enrollment, 1968-1976," Sociology of Education 
58 (July, 1985). 

4 Farley, Richards and Wurdock demonstrate that estimates are sensitive to 
model specification. Armor describes conceptual errors in the earlier stud-
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These studies represent the most rigorous analyses of white flight, but 

First, they \ they also illustrate deficiencies in the empirical literature. 

\ are dated. The Coleman study used Office of Civil Rights surveys for 196 8 

through 1973. Subsequent 1tudie1 u1ed either the same data set or an updated 

)Version, but the moat recent (Armor) extends only through 1977. Second, long­

term trends in white eurollment have been largely ignored. Only Rossell 

(1977), Armor (for a ■ample of 22 districts), Parley, B.icharda and Wurdock, 

and Wilson eumined enrollment changes in the po1t-implementation period. 

Third, it has not been possible to distinguish between specific desegregation 

techniques 1uch as rezoning, pairing and clustering, and magnets. Rossell and 

Wilson used broader measures of plan type 1uch a, the extent of student reas­

signment and whether plans were initiated by the 1chool board or the court. 

Thia project enhance• the school desegregation literature by providing up­

dated data. Enrollment data now extend from either 1967 or 1968 through 1984 

(or 1985 for almost all of the 12~ 1chool districts in the ■ample. Not only 

does the number of enrollment observations per 1chool more than double, but 

later desegregation plana--vhicb are more likely to occur in the North and to 

include magnet programa--can now be analyzed. In addition to providing en­

rollment data, the data base identifies the dates and nature of moat desegre­

gation plan• impl•ented between 1968 and 1984. 

Thia report al10 provide• preliminary analysis of two issues. One concerns 

the re1egregative reapouae to de1egregation progra1--tbat i1, the movement of 

students to another diatrict or to private school,. Interdiltrict movement 

may reflect longterm demographic trend,, or it may reflect "white flight". By 

iea by Farley and Rossell that cause their results to be at odd• with sub­
sequent research. 
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looking at a district's enrollment by race over time, we can project what it 

might have been in the absence of a desegregation plan. If the actual enroll­

ment differs from the projected enrollment, the maguitude of the deviation can 

be related to the type of desegregation plan employed. 

The second iuue concerns the ef fectiveneu of various techniques in 

achieving desegregation. We track the integration lffel for a sample of 125 

public school districts and measure changes before and after the implementa­

tion of desegregation plans. Average changes in integration levels are re­

ported for specific types of programs and evaluated alongside coincident 

changes in white enrollment. 

Before e:umining the districts in our Ulllple, in Section l we look at na­

tionvide trends in public school enrollment and the racial composition of ur­

ban and suburban areas. 5 Without relating trends to desegregation efforts, we 

ask whether three group■--blacka, Hispanics, and whites--are gaining exposure 

to one another. The first part of this section emphasizes the racial mu of 

students within districts, rather than enrollment patterns between schools. 

This perspective enables us to determine whether major areas of tbe country 

are so racially i1olated that the i11ue of integration ia moot. The second 

part of Section l de1cribe1, on a natiouvide level, the diatribution of black, 

lliapanic, and white 1tudent1 among schools. 

• Our emi.nation of 45 large metropolitan area■ shows that, between 
1968 and l980, there was a decline in the proportion of students who 
are white in central cities a• vel 1 as in their suburbs. In both 

5 In this section, 1uburb1 are defined•• all school districts (treated as a 
unit) in a metropolitan area, excluding the central city district. 

6 Throughout this report--unless noted otherwise--"vhite" excludes Hispanics 
and ''2linority" refers to all nonwhites. When not referring to data, ''white" 
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;is of areas, the proportion of students who are black rose, as did r- proportion that is Hispanic, 

• /Demographic trends account for much of this change. Falling birth 
1 rates reduced the number of white students by 21.5 percent between 

' 1968 and 1980. At the same time, the white population shifted from 
central cities to suburbs and nometropolitan areas. 'Ihe black popu­
lation decreas@d slightly, while shifting away from central cities and 
nometropolitan areas and toward suburbs. 'Ihe Hispanic population un­
derwent less of a redistribution, but grew by more than 50 percent. 

An examination of trends in private and parochial school enrollment 
reveals that the percentage of white students attending private 
schools deC1:eased during the 19601 and the 19701. 'Ibis pattern did 
not hold in the South, where more white students attended private 
1chool1 in 1980 than in 1970. We do not have data with which to com­
pare private and public school enrollment in individual districts, so 
we cannot identify ca1e1 where deaegregation efforts were accompanied 
by white flight into private 1cbool1. If white flight into private 
schools ia a problem, however, it appear, to be an iaolated one. On a 
national level, vhitea are increasingly likely to attend public 
schools. 

' . In turning to acbool-level data, we find that the proportion of black 
students attending virtually all-minority achools fell from 62 to 30 
percent between 1968 and 1980. At the same time, the proportion at­
tending achoola that are 26 to 75 percent white ( integrated schools) 
rose from 17 to 44 percent. In short, black students were much more 
likely to attend achool with white• in 1980 than they were in 1968. 

(, 

'Ihe pattern for Hispanics is quite different. Between 1968 and 1980, 
the proportion of Hispanics attending virtually all-minority schools 
increased alightly, from 18 to 21 percent. 'Ihe proportion attending 
1chool1 that are more thu 75 percent white fell frClll 24 to 13 per­
cent. It appears that Hi1panic students bad less e%posure to white 
cla1•ate1 in 1980 than they did in 1968. 

In Section 3, ve describe aix major techniques used to desegregate schools: 

freedom of choice, mgnetl, voluntary tran1fer1, neighborhood attendance 

zones, rezoning, and pairing and clustering. Each technique is defined, and 

· 1 · We also outl1'ne landmark court decisions toil-1pecif1c examp ea are given. 

is implicitly regarded as the numerical majority. 
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lustrate the impact of the courts on the type of desegregation plans used. 

• Desegregation plans seen in the last 25 years are as diverse as the 
districts implementing them. Because districts vary in their geo­
graphic scope, metropolitan status, number of students, and racial 
composition, the feasibility of any given desegregation technique de­
pends on where it is to be used. 

• Community resistance may affect the nature of a desegregation plan. 
There is evidence that magnet programs and exemptions from reassign­
ment (particularly for lower elementary school students) have · been 
added to plans to appease residents. In addition, resistance has led 
to phaaing and delays in implmentation. 

~ 
• Changing legal precedent has had an unmiatakeable impact on the choice 

of desegregation technique,. Between the mid 19601 and the mid 1980s, 
desegregation efforts swept from the il..ll!ll segregated southern dis­
tricts to the .4,t facto aegregated uousoutheru diatricta. In the late 

' 19601, voluntary measures (namely, freedom of choice) were replaced by 
pairing and ·clustering and rezoning. After the Swann deciaion was 

\ 

handed down in 1971, theae mandatory plan• increaaed in acope. Toward 
the late 19701, voluntary plane returned, and ve aee many districts 

. complement or replace -their rezoning and pairing and clustering 
schemes with magnet programa. 

Section 4 describes the criteria uaed to aelect our sample of 125 school 

Because the aample includes most of the nation' a largest school f district•• 

districts, it account• for 20 percent of national public school enrollment in 

1968. The 125 diatricts are located in all regions of the country, and encom­

pass cities of varioua sizes as well as suburban and rural area,. 

Section 4 alto deacribea the source• and featurea of the data used for 

analysis. The data base contain• two components: enrollment data and plan 

descriptions. The enrollment data report public echool enrollment by ethnici- . 

ty in every 1chool in nery di1trict in the sample, for the period 1967 to 

1985. Data are missing for some yeara, but in total we have over 200,000 ob­

servations and more than 2,000 district-year cells. The plan deecriptions 

- 6 -



list the techniques and implementation years for almost 300 plans implemented 

by 109 districts. 

Section 5 begins with a discussion of integration measure, and then exam­

ines the data for trends in integration and enrollments. A number of patterns 

are revealed: 

• ' In general, total enrollment declined and minority representation in­
/ creased during the period under study. The moat dramatic losses of 
f students occurred in northern citiea. Moat districts that experienced 
" enrollment growth are located in the Sunbelt. 

! 
Only ten di1trict1 gained white 1tudents during the period under 
study. The large1t di1trict1 1hov the greate1t loaaea of white stu­
dents: of the nine di1tricts with at least 100,000 white 1tudents in 
the fir1t ob1erved year, all bat one lo1t over half of their whites by 
the last ob1erved year. 

In e:umLnLng integration levels, we find that district a that were ini- · 
tially highly segregated 1bov the greatest improvements over time. 
Districts ■bowing the largest reductions in segregation levels tend to 
be located in the South. 

Section 6 combines both components of the data baae to l\lllJll&rize relation­

ships between plan deaign and changes in enrollment and integration levels. 

We identify each district's major plan and classify it according to the tech­

niques used, the time of implementation (before or after the landmark Swann 

decision) and the ■cope (full or partial). Districts are classified by metro­

politan character (nall, medium and large urban, 1uburban, rural, or county­

wide), and region (South or nonsoutb). 

• The implementation of desegregation plans is usually associated with 
sharp reduction■ in 1egregatiou indices and white enrollment. 'l'he 
most pronounced changes occurred during the year of implementation, 
but there is evidence of a continuing effect in enrollment losses. 
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• The finding that white enrollment losses increased in the years sur­
rounding implementation is not peculiar to the most stringent mandato­
ry programs. In every stratification, there is evidence that desegre­

f" gation coincided with reduced white enrollment. We find the largest 
l losses among programs using pairing and clustering and the smallest 

losses among voluntary programs. Rezoning ia intermediate, but re-
sponses are closer to voluntary programs than to pairing and cluster­
ing. We also find that the mixed plans that combined pairing and 
clustering with other techniques--either rezoning or magnets--are sim­
ilar to those using pairing and clustering alone. 

• Plans that used pa1r1n1 and clustering-particularly in combination 
with rezoning-had larger desegregative effects than other plan types. 
Southern districts ezperienced greater reduction• in segregation lev­
els than did nonsouthern districts. 

• Countyvide districts ezperienced much leas enroll•nt losa than did 
other types of districts, presmably because they are concentrated in 
the Sunbelt and because they encompa11 cities and suburb• alike. De­

\ segregation plans impl•ented in countyride diatrict I led to dramatic 
u reductions in aegregation level1. Bot 1urpri1ingly, large urban dis­

trict• are at the other extreme, with large losses in white enrollment 
and relatively lll&ll improvement• in segregation level,. 

• When ve isolate plan• that are of full 1cope--meaning they have the 
greatest effect on segregation levela--we do not find greater loues 
in white enrollment than are found for the sample as a whole. Among 
full plans, there is a dramatic distinction between those implemented 
before the Swann deciaion and those implemented after: holding plan 
type constant, post-Swann plans ahov much larger losses in white en­
rollment. 
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Section 2 

ARE SCHOOLS DESEGREGATING? 

Many factors determine whether white and minority students attend school 

together. An important factor is the racial composition of the school dis­

trict, which depends on the way populations are distributed across regions of 

the country and within metropolitan area,. Another factor is the number of 

students within a particular area attending public 1chools. The availability 

of private 1choola varie1, and the propen1ity to attend private school• varies 

across races. Given the total enrollment of a public school diatrict, rmain­

ing factor ■ include re1idential pattern• and desegregation programs which de­

termine the mix of students within 1chools and within classrooms. 

The effect of 1pecific types of desegregation program• on interracial ·con­

tact within districts is di1cus1ed in a later section. In this aection, we 

consider integration at the national level. By eumining trend• in residen­

tial location and public 1chool enrollment, we can a1ses1 how the potential 

for interracial contact baa changed within three types of geographic regions: 

central citie1, 1uburb1, and rural areas. 

Attempt• to desegregate the nation'• schools came at a ti• whe~ large cit­

ies were becOllling increatina racially itolated. Between 1968 and 1980, 1chool 

district• in the central citiea of major metropolitan areas became overwhelm­

ingly nonwhite, while 1uburban areas remained predoainantly white (despite 
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gaining minority students).7 Whites accounted for 7.3.3 percent of all public 

elementary and secondary school students in 1980. In a sample of 45 large, 

urban school districts, 8 however, only one (Portland, Oregon) bas a proportion 

of whites as large as for the nation as a whole. Whites are in the minority 

in 28 of the 45 districts; in eight districts, fewer than one student in five 

is white. By combining all noncentral districts within each urban area into a 

single pseudo-district, we find that at least 80 percent of all students are 

white in 28 of the 45 suburban composites. All 45 auburba have a larger frac­

tion of whites than the corresponding central city district. 

Table 1 provides regional 1ummaries of the pbeDOlllenon ju1t described, and 

Table Al (see Appendix A) lists the individual metropolitan areas. The en­

rollment data used in the1e tabulations identify 1tudents •• black, Hi1panic, 

white, Asian, or Native American, 10 A1ian1 and Native American students con­

stitute the group• omitted in Table 1.9 

Table 1 rneals that the urban/auburban racial dichotomy applies to every 

region. In 1980, white■ account for roughly tvo-thirda of public school en­

rollment in the South and Weit and about 80 percent in the remainder of the 

country. Yet vhitea repreaent leaa than 40 percent of the central citiea' en­

rollment in nery reaion. In the 1uburban paeudo-diatricta, every region ex---------
7 As noted in the Introduction, Hi1panica are counted aa minorities rather 

than •• vhitea. 

8 See the note following Table 1 for an explanation of thi1 ■ample. Tbe years 
1968 and 1980 are compared becauae 1968 ii the earlie■t year for which OCR 
data are available in ••chine readable form. Data are available for 1982, 
but they refer to a smaller, and possibly le11 representative, sample than 
do the 1980 data. 

9 They account for 0.8 percent of national enrollment in 1968 and for 1.6 per­
cent in 1980. In the western 1tates, they represent 2.9 percent of enroll­
ment in 1968 and 7.8 percent in 1980. 
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TABLE 1 

Racial Composition of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools 
by Central City and Suburban Status, 1968 and 1980 

(45 Large, Urban School Districts) 

--------------------------Central City District• Suburban Districts 
1968 1980 1968 1980 ------ -------------Percentage of Students 

Who Are White 
Northeast 44.0 28.l 92.5 86 .5 
North Central 51 .1 31.8 95.5 90.9 
Southern 49.1 30.4" 85.0 77.4 
Western 62.9 38.0 85.2 71.l 

Percentage of Students 
Who Are Black 

Northeast 38.6 44.8 6.5 9.5 
North Central 45.4 58.5 3 .6 6.2 
Southern 44.7 57.0 10.8 14.2 
Western 17 .9 20.7 3.4 6.0 

Percentage of Students 
Who Are Hispanic 

Northeast 16.2 23.9 0.8 2.4 
North Central 3.2 7.9 0.6 1.3 
Southern 5.8 11.0 3.7 5.9 
Western 15.1 31.4 9.7 16.8 

Note: The data for the individual metropolitan areas are listed in Appendix 
Table Al, which also 1hov1 the area1 compri1ing each region. Enroll­
ment data are from survey• conducted by the Office of Civil lights 
(OCI.). The 1urvey1 report enrollments (by individual 1chools) for a 
large uaple of diatricts, and distinguish five racial group• (white, 
black, Bispenic, Asian, and Native American). The OCI. surveys have 
been used for nery large-1cale quantitative 1tudy of school integra­
tion. The regional and national total• are taken from the intersection 
of merged 1968 and 1980 OCI. files usinc 1980 aampling weights. The ur­
ban/1uburban/nometropolitan divisions are aore complex. The 1980 U.S. 
Cen1ua School District Pile (STF 31) va1 used to identify the metropol­
itan status of school di1trict1 in SMSA,. This resulted in the exclu­
sion of Nev Encland district• because they do uot carry MSA flags. All 
nometropolitan di1trict1 in a region vere retained•• a group. Most 
metropolitan districts in the largest MSA1 were retained. Exceptions 
include Rocheater, Rev York becau1e the merged OCJl file• do not have 
the central city 1chool district. Long I1land, Rev York was excluded 
because we could not identify a central city (other than New York, 
which appear, in a separate SMSA). We al10 excluded all SMSAs whose 
central city district is a county unit (e.g., the Florida districts). 
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cept the West (where 71 percent of the students are white) has a white majori­

ty of at least three in every four students. 

Table l also highlights the change in racial composition between 1968 and 

1980. In every region, the proportion of white atudents has declined in cen­

tral city and auburban districta. 10 During the same period, the proportions of 

black and Hispanic students increased in every type of district. The most 

dramatic increases have been among Hispanic atudents. In several types of 

districts--nortbeaatern 1uburb1, North Central central citiea and 1uburb1, and 

western central cities--the fraction of students who are Hispanic increased 

two- to three-fold. 

To fully understand changes in urban/auburban racial composition, we must 

e:zamine changes in the underlying population di1tribution1. Total enrollment 

by race for the sample of 45 large, urban di1tricts i1 shown in the last row 

of Table 2. The number of white students fell 21.5 percent between 1968 and 

1980, while the number of blacks decreased 4.0 percent and the number of His­

panics increased 50.4 percent.11 

Table 2 1how1 ahift• iu the di1tribution of each racial group. At the same 

time that vbite enroll•Dt declined from 21.9 to 17.2 million, the white popu­

lation was abifting.- A larger proportion of white• lived in the South in 1980 

than in 1968 and, in every region, a smaller proportion lived in central cit-

lO The proportion of white 1tudent1 baa also declined in nometropolitan areas 
in every region except the South, where it baa r•ained roughly constant. 

11 Nationvide, the number of white atudents fell 18 percent and the number of 
minority 1tudent1 iucreaaed by 19 percent (the number of blacks increased 
very ,lightly, 10 this reflect• growth in· the Hispanic population}. By fo­
cusing on large urban areaa, therefore, the decreaae in white students and 
the growth among Hispanics ia overstated relative to the national trend. 
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TABLE 2 

Distribution of Public Elementary and Secondary Students 
by Race and Metropolitan Status, 1968 and 1980 

(45 Large, Urban School Districts) 

-----------------------------
WRITE Bl.ACX HISPANIC 

1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 ----------------------------
FR.ACT ION LIV ING IN 
Northeast 

Central City 3 .2. 2 .2. 13.2 13.2 19.3 15.6 
Suburb 7.6 7.5 2.5 3.2 l.l 1.8 
Nometropolitan 11.0 11.4 2.4 2.8 1.9 3.3 

Subtotal 21.8 21.1 18.l 19.2 2.2..3 20.7 

North Central 
Central City 5.3 2..6 21.9 18.2 5.4 5.5 
Suburb 15.9 16 .1 2.8 4.2 1.7 2.0 
Nometropolitan 13.5 14.3 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.5 

Subtotal 34.7 33.0 26 .7 24.3 8.7 9.0 

South 
Central City 3.9 2.3 16 .5 16 .4 7.4 7.0 
Suburb 7.6 10.2 4.5 7.1 5.4 6.6 
Nometropolitau 13.7 16 .6 26 .o 23.7 8.1 8.1 

Subtotal 25.2 2. 9.1 47.0 47 .2 20.9 21. 7 

Weat 
Central City 4.5 2.1 6.0 5.6 17.7 18.8 
Suburb 10.7 10.4 2.0 3.4 19.6 20.8 
Nometropolitan 3.1 3.7 0.3 0.3 10.8 9.1 

Subtotal 18.3 16 .8 8.3 9.3 48.l 48.7 

Bationvide 
Central City 16.9 9.7 57 .5 53.4 49.8 46 .9 
Suburb 41.8 44.2 11.8 17.9 27.8 31.1 
Bometropolitan 41.3 46 .1 30.7 28.7 22.4 22.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

TOTAL STUDENTS 
Cin million1) 21.9 17.2 4.70 4.51 1.35 2.03 

Source: 1968 and 1980 OCB. Surveys. 
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ies and a larger proportion lived in noanetropolitan areas. The fraction of 

whites residing in suburbs increased nationally despite decreasing in the 

Northeast and West. Because the figures shown for 1980 represent fractions of 

a much smaller total, however, there were fewer whites living in suburbs, cen­

tral cities, and nometropolitan areas. The only area where the number of 

whites increased is the southern 1uburb1, where there were 5.3 percent more 

whites in 1980 than in 1968. 

Larger fractions of the black population resided in the Northeast, the 

South and, especially, the West in 1980 than in 1968. The fraction residing 

in central citie• decreased (or stayed the same) and the fraction residing in 

suburba increaaed for all region•; in the 1uburb1, the •ber of black stu­

dents increased aa well. 'l'be fraction of blacka living in nometropolitan 

areas decreaaed natioually, although the decline is apecific to the North Cen­

tral and Southern regions. In the other tvo regions, the number of blacks ac­

tually increased. 

Among Hispanic■, t~ere was less of a redistribution across regions of the 

country than for the other groups. Because the number of Hispanics grew so 

dramatically between 1968 and 1980, nery type of district in every region 

gained Hiapanic 1tudent1. Larger fractions of the Hispanic population resided 

in suburb• in 1980 than in 1968, while •aller fractions resided in nometro­

politan are•• in every region e%cept the Northeast. Hatioually, a smaller 

fraction of Hispanics lived in central cities, but the decrea1e1 were confined 

to the North Central and Southern regions. 

The numbers in Table 2 explain what i• behind the patterns revealed by Ta­

ble 1~ The central cities witnessed a 55 percent fall in the number of white 
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students alongside an 11 percent decrease in blacks and a 42 percent increase 

in Hispanics. These numbers add to a decrease in the total number of central 

city students and a decrease in the fraction that is white. In the suburban 

districts, the n\Dllber of white students fell by 17 percent. while the number 

of blacks rose by 45 percent and the n\Dllber of Hispanics rose by almost 6 9 

percent. Thia led to a alight decrease in the number of suburban 1tudents and 

a decrease in the fraction that is white. 

We have. described regioml enrollment patterns that affect potential con­

tact between white, Hispanic, and black students. Before examining integra­

tion levels, we look at another important factor: enrollment in private 

school 1. 

TABLE 3 

Percentage of U.S. Students Enrolled in Private and Parochial 
Schools by Race. 1960, 1970 and 1980 

Student Group 1960 1970 1980 

Whites 16 .2 13.1 11.4 
Blacks 3.1 3.5 5.4 
Hi1paa.ic1 9.9 9.3 9.5 

All 14.3 11.5 10.3 

Source: Public UH files, 1960, 1970, and 1980 U. s. Censuses. 

Tables 3 and 4 ammarize private 1chool enrollment data from the 196 O, 

1970, and 1980 U.S. Cen1u1ea. The trend may be 1urpri1ing. The percentage of 

white 1tudent1 enrolled in private and parochial 1choola fell between 1960 and 

1970 and fell again between 1970 and 1980. Table 4 distinguishes between cen­

tral cities, 1uburban areas and nometropolitan areas. Private school enroll-
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TABLE 4 

Percentage of White Students Enrol led in Private and Parochial Schools 
by Region and Metropolitan Status, 196 0, 1970, and 1980 

Percent Not in Public Schools 
Region 1960 1970 1980 

Northeast 23. 1 19.6 15.4 
North Central 20.1 15.0 12.1 
South 7.0 6.6 9.8 
West 9.7 8.1 8.2 

Central Cities 

Northeast 35.7 37.7 26 .7 
North Central 30.8 25.9 18.8 
South 14.1 10.9 14.1 
West 15.2 12.6 11.1 

Metro ling 

Northeast 20.0 16.S 14.2 
North Central 20.0 14.7 12.8 
South 9.9 8.5 10.4 
West 9.3 7.5 8.S 

Nomp•t;ropolitan 

Northeast 12.5 8.7 6.5 
North Central 11.8 8.2 6.3 
South 2.7 3.4 5.9 
West 5.1 4.5 3.2 

Source: Public uae f ilea, 1960, 1970, and 1980 U.S. Censuses. 

ment is more common in urban areas than in ■uburbs and is the least prevalent 

in normetropolitan areas. There ia also interregional variation: whites liv­

ing in the Borthea1t are the aoat likely to attend private school• and those 

living in the West are the least likely to do 10. While the data reveal in­

terregional differences, they fail to reveal an intertemporal pattern that is 

conai ■tent with table 1. 
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There is no evidence of gTowth in private and parochial school enrollment 

either nationally or regionally, except for in the South between 1970 and 

1980. We have not examined individual districts, although data are available 

for 1970 and 1980. Thus, we cannot determine whether movement to private 

schools bas played a major role in specific school districts. 

The success of desegregation efforts depends in part on the availability of 

a multiracial population. The preceding discussion has revealed that school 

districts located in major metropolitan areas are likely to have extreme ra­

cial compositions. Aa minority students aoved into the suburbs during the 

1970a, however, the opportunity for interracial contact . increased. We also 

find that, nationally, white students are increaaingly likely to attend public 

1choola. The uatiomride decrease in the fraction of public achool atudents 

who are white reflect• declining birthrates. 

TABLE 5 

Public School Enrollment by Proportion of Classmates Who Are White: 
U.S. Total, 1968 and 1980 

School• Distribution of Enrollment (Percentage) 
------ -----------~---------------------------------
Percent of 
Claa•ates Blacks llispanica Whites 
Who Are White 1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 
------ ----------- ----------- ------------
0-5 61.6 29.5 17.7 20.9 o.o 0.1 
6-25 7.8 13.8 18.5 24.1 0.4 1.1 

26-75 16.7 43.8 39.9 41.8 7.5 19.3 

76-95 12.0 11.7 19.8 11.4 28.3 35.5 
96-100 1.9 1.2 4.1 1.8 63.8 44.0 

----------
All Schools 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: 1968 and 1980 OCR Surveys. 
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Io this point, we have concentrated on residential enrollment patterns that 

affect the potential for school desegregation. We now ask the question, "Are 

schools desegregating?" 'Iable S summarizes national integration levels in 

1968 and 1980. 'Io construct the table, schools were categorized by the frac­

tion of students who are white. The table reports the proportion of students 

in each racial group--black, Hispanic, and vhite--who attended a school in 

each category. For example, the number in the upper left corner of 'Iable 5 

shows that, in 1968, 61.6 percent of black students (nationwide) were enrolled 

in schools where at most five percent of their classmates were white. These 

were essentially fully segregated schools. The next n\lllber shows that the 

fraction of black 1tudents attending 1uch 1choola fel 1 to 2 9.5 percent by 

1980. The middle rov refers to 1chool1 where between one-fourth and three-­

fourths of the students are white. Between 1968 and 1980, the fraction of 

black students enrolled in auch schools increased from 16.7 to 43.8 percent. 

It is clear from Table 5 that black/white interracial contact increased 

sharply between 1968 and 1980. What little change Hispanic students saw was 

toward less exposure to white cla11mate1. The proportion of Hispanic students 

in schools where six to 25 percent of the students are white grew from 18.5 to 

24.1 percent between 1968 and 1980. The fraction of Hispanic stu~ents in 

schools where 76 to 95 percent of all atudents are white fell from 19.8 to 

11.4 percent during the same period.12 

12 We have not examined causes for the growing isolation of Biapani~ students. 
Immigration into areas of Hispanic concentration has undoubtedly played a 
role. 
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TABLE 6 

Public School Enrollment by Proportion of Classmates Wh~ Are Black: 
U. s. Total, 196 8 and 1980 

Schools Distribution of Enrollment (Percentage) 
----------- ------------------------------------------Percent of 
Classmates Blacks Hispanics Whites 
Who Are Black 1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 
----------- ---------- -------- -----------
0-5 3.6 3.9 64.5 59.l 79.8 68.7 
6-25 13.8 17.4 19.8 25.9 16.6 20.S 

26-75 17.6 44.0 14.1 13.6 3.4 10.4 

76-95 9.3 14.2 1.3 1.3 0.2 0.4 
96-100 55.7 20 . 5 0.3 0.1 o.o o.o ------
All Schools 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

TABLE 7 

Public School Enrollment by Proportion of Claasatea Who Are Hispanic: 
U.S. Total, 1968 and 1980 

School a Distribution of Enroll•nt (Percentage) 

----------- ---------------------------------------Percent of 
Classmates Wbo Blacu Bispanica Whites 
Are Hispanic 1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 

----------- -------- --------- ----------
0-5 88.l 78.3 10.5 7.9 89.0 84.4 
6-25 1.1 14.3 26 .o 20.6 8.7 11.5 

26-75 4.0 7 .o. 43.3 45.2 2.2 3.9 

76-95 0.2 0.4 13.8 18.8 0.1 0.2 
96-100 o.o o.o 6.4 7.5 o.o o.o 
----------
All Schools 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Tables 6 and 7 are aimilar to table 5. In Table 6, achoola are categorized 
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by the fraction of students who are black and in Table 7 the categories refer 

to the fraction of Hispanics. Table 6 underscores the point made by Table 5. 

In 1968, 55.7 percent of black students attended schools where more than 95 

percent of their classmates were black. This number dropped to 20.5 percent 

by 1980. 

Table 7 1hows that blacka were more likely to attend 1chool1 with higher 

proportions of Hispanics in 1980 than in 1968. This is partly due to the fact 

that, nationwide, the proportion of public school students reported as Hispan­

ic almost doubled during that period. 

Tables 8, 9, 10 and 11 report integration patterns by region. In all of 

these tables, 1chool1 are categorized by the fraction of 1tudents who are 

white. In the Northeast, blacka' exposure to white• changed very little and, 

in fact, the proportion attending 1egregated schools increaaed. The other re­

gions--particularly the South--shov pronounced cbangea. We can rank the re­

gions by the fraction attending schools that are zero to five percent white (a 

measure of how segregated the school i1) and by the fraction attending schools 

that are 26 to 75 percent white (a measure of integration). For black stu­

dents, this yield• a unique regional ranking in each year. In 1968, the 

Northeast region i1 the least segregated (for blacks and whites), followed by 

the West, the Horth Central region and the South. In 1980, the ranking chang­

es: the Rorthea1t become• the most 1egregated region and the South becomes 

the leaat aegregated. 

There are no unique regional ranking■ for Hi1panics. The Northeast region 

ranks as the least integrated in both year1, and the South is less integrated 

than the West in both yeara. The Borth Central region ha1 a smaller fraction 
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of Hispanics in segregated schools, but also has a smaller fraction in the in­

termediate (26-75 percent white) _category than either the South or the West. 

'IABLE 8 

Public School Enrollment by Proportion of Classmates Who Are White: 
Nortbeaat Region, 1968 and 1980 

School a Distribution of Enrollment (Percentage) --------- -------------------~------------------Percent of 
Claasmatea Blacks llispanic:s Whites 
Who Are White 1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 
---------- --------- ------------ ---------
o-s 35.9 45.3 32.7 37.7 0.1 0.1 
6-25 16.8 13.3 24.9 23.9 0.5 0.8 

26-75 28.6 29.5 28.7 27.8 6 .5 9.4 

76-95 15.3 9.3 9.9 7.9 19.7 25.2 
96-100 3.4 2.6 3.8 2.7 73.2 64.5 
----------
All Schools 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

TABLE 9 

Public: School Enrollment by Proportion of Claumatea Who Are White: 

Schools 

Percent of 
Claaaatea 
Who Are White 

o-s 
6-25 

26-75 

76-95 
96-100 

All Schools 

North Central Region, 1968 and 1980 

Distribution of Enrollment (Percentage) 

Blacks Ki s pani c:s Whites 
1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 ------ -------- ------------
56 .o 40.0 3.1 11.6 0.1 0.1 
11.4 14.0 13.2 20.4 0.3 0.5 

19.6 32.6 30.5 32.2 3.5 7.9 

10.7 11.4 32. 7 24.7 15.2 25.7 
2.3 2.0 20.s 11.1 80.9 65 .8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 10 

Public School Enrollment by hoportion of Classmates Who Are White: 
South Region, 1968 and 1980 

Schools Distribution of Enrollment (Percentage) 
----------- ----------------------------------------
Percent of 
Classmates Blacks llilpanics Whites 
Who Are White 1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 
--------- ------- --------- ---------
0-5 73.6 20.9 26.5 25.2 0.1 0.2 
6-25 2.7 13.7 22.4 26 .1 0.4 1.5 

26-75 10.7 52.2 36.0 40.3 8.7 32.7 

76-95 11.7 12.6 12.8 7.8 39.9 41.7 
96-100 1.3 0.6 2.3 0.6 50.9 23.9 

----
All Schools 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

TABLE 11 

Public School Enrollment by Proportion of Classmates Who Are White: 
West 1.egion, 1968 and 1980 

Schools Distribution of Enrollment (Percentage) 
--------- -----------------------------------------------
Percent of 
Classmates Blacka Hispanics Whites 
Who Are White 1968 1980 1968 1980 1968 1980 
--------- --------- ------------- ------------
0-5 4/t.8 29.7 8.8 13.2 0 .1 0.2 
6-25 16.2 14.8 14.4 23.2 0.7 2.0 

26-75 27.3 43.5 48.4 49.6 15.0 26 .2 

76-95 10.6 11.5 25.9 13.2 47.1 53 .1 
96-100 1.1 0.5 2.5 0.8 37 .1 18.5 
--------
All School• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Section 3 

TECHNIQUES USED FOR SCHOOL DESEGREGATION 

Desegregation plans implemented during the last 25 years have employed 

techniques ranging from voluntary transfer programs to mandatory reassignment. 

The design of a plan is dictated by both the law and the specific needs of the 

district. One district-specific factor to consider in planning a desegrega­

tion strategy is the extent of segregation. Coping with isolated pockets of 

segregation is rarely a trivial task, but tbe plan is less likely to require 

multiple techniques than one directed at a dual (or otherwise highly segregat­

ed) school syatem. Technique•. used for systemvide desegregation are equally 

appropriate for a plan that is smaller in scope, but the converse is not nec­

essarily true. 

Districts vary not only in the magnitude of the problem, but also in the 

cost of the solution. The racial COlllposition of a district and the degree of 

residential segregation are important measures of the costs of desegregation. 

Clearly, it is ea•ier to desegregate 1chool1 in racially mixed neighborhoods 

than schools that are isolated from student• of a given race. The racial mix 

of students i• important because it determines the magnitude and direction of 

the reassignment burden. For e:umple, a fully segregated district with equal 

umbers of white and black students can be fully integrated only if half of 

the black students are reassigned to previously white 1chool1 while half of 

the white students are reassigned to previou1ly black schoola. On the other 

hand, a fully segregated district where three of every four atudents are black 
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can be fully integrated by reassigning one-fourth of the black students and 

three-fourths of the white students. If the district consists of three whites 

for each black, then integration requires that three-fourths of the blacks and 

one-fourth of the whites be reassigned. In these last two examples, three­

eighths of all students are reassigned, but the impact is greatest on the 

group with the smallest number of students. In the first ex.ample of racial 

balance, the reassignment burden is shared equally but the fraction of all 

students who are reassigned is greater. The general rule is that greater 

(districtwide) racial imbalance leads to 811laller aggregate reassignments, but 

a proportionately larger number of the least populous group must be reas­

signed. 

Additional constraints on a district'• ability to desegregate might be i~ 

posed by its geographic scope and its metropolitan character. Whether a dis-

trict is in a major urban center, a •all city, a suburb, or a rural area im­

plies much about its racial composition and degree of racial isolation. These 

environments also differ in their racial stability; as Section 2 shows, the 

demographic trends in central cities are distinct from. those in suburban are­

as. In addition to the impact of long term trends, the racial composition and 

geographic area can change with consolidation or annexation. These events oc­

cur infrequently, however.13 

13 Since consolidation and anneution are sometimes ordered by the courts, 
they could be viewed as de1egregatiou techniques rather than as factors af­
fecting the character of the district. The latter characterization is cho­
sen because they are rarely used and cannot achieve desegregation in the 
absence of other techniques. 
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Unlike many rural and small town school systems, districts located in major 

urban areas are rarely the sole provider of public education to the community. 

This fact may influence the design of a desegregation plan. While districts 

that span an entire county are not "c011peting" with other 1chool districts, 

they may cover a larger geographic area and face higher transportation costs 

when reassigning 1tudent1. Other characteristics of the district affecting 

its ability to reasaign 1tude11ts include the presence of natural barriers and 

the location and capacity of 1chool1. The last factor i1 particularly rele­

vant because school opening• and closings frequently ace011pany the implementa~ 

tion of desegregation plan,. 

Another factor contributing to both the timing and nature of desegregation 

plan• ia the amount of comnmity resiatance. Court record• contain many e:um­

ple1 of prolonged litigation cauaed by achool board and C011mUDity opposition. 

Thi• may delay the implementation of an entire plan, or it may •imply postpone 

apecific components of a plan. Even if the community is largely supportive of 

desegregation efforta, iaolated group• may become disgruntled, particularly if 

they bear a diaproportioaate burden. Bzamples ezist where reaiatance tempered 

the nature of the plan: mapeta have been developed as alternatives for stu­

dents who have been reasaiped, decisions to close achools or alter attendance 

zoae1 have been rescinded, and mandatory reassignment plans have granted ex­

emption• to lover elementary achool 1tudent1 (typically, grade• K-2) and grad­

uating high school seniors. 14 

14 See Gordon Foster, "Desegregatin1 Urban Schools: · A lni• of Techniques," 
Raryard Educational Review, Vol. 43, February 1973, for a view of magnet 
schools as "e1cape routes". A report by the Lansing School Di1trict, Re­
lt!ltt Rilll citizen•' Advi1ory Comittee n Educatioyl Opportunity. 1972, 
contain• evidence that ~-2 exemption• arose frm a wide1pread desire to 
maintain neighborhood schoola. The (uuauccessful) effort• of a group of 
parent• to prevent their children from being reas1igned are described in 
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Legal precedent also influences the nature of desegregation plans. The 

goals of desegregation efforts have changed over the years as one landmark de­

cision after another bas been banded down by the courts. A plan sanctioned by 

the court may later be deemed unacceptable, leading to the implementation of a 

new plan. There are many examples of districts implementing multiple plans 

and using different technique• each time. 

The Unicon/SDC aa111ple of 125 districts documents al1110st 300 desegregation 

plans that were implemented between 1961 and 1985. The degree of heterogenei­

ty within these districts is immediately apparent. They are located in every 

region of the country and range in size from Las Cruces, Rev Mexico, with 

barely aver 15,000 1tudents attending 23 1choola in 1968, to Rev York City, 

with more than one million student• in 853 -•chool1. The 1ample includes di1-

trict1 in urban area■ of all 1izes, 1uburbe (e.g., Arlington County, Virginia) 

and rural areas (e.g., Jefferson Pariah, Loui ■iana, and Raleigh County, West 

Virginia). It contain, 34 countywide districts with central cities (the 11 

Florida district• fit thi1 deacription, plus Clark County, Nevada and others) 

and a 111all n1aber of conaolidated di1trict1 (Bew Caatle county, Delaware and 

Jeffer1on county, lentucky). 

The district• al10 vary in their racial composition• and levels of segrega­

tion. Initial plans were implemented in Mobile, Alabama and Mecklenburg Coun­

ty, Horth Carolina, and in a naaber of other aouthern diatricta in the face of 

total racial 1egregation. At the other extreme, Santa Clara, California had a 

------------
the unreported opinion Stout L. Jeffer1op County Board of Education (Ala­
bama), 1971. In Rasbville (1ee Kelley L. Metropolitan County Board of Edu­
cation of Naabville and Davidsop CountY 1 511 r.Supp. 1363 (1981)), a court­
ordered busing plan was modified to exclude lower grades. 
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relatively even racial distribution prior to its 1979 desegregation plan.15 

When tbe 1965 plan was designed for Harford County, Maryland, tbe district was 

92 percent white. Compton, California, on the other hand, became over 99 per­

cent black in the 19801, while Buffalo, Rev York had a virtual 50-50 split be­

tween white and minority students prior to its 1977 plan. 

It is not surprising to £ind a large number of different desegregation. 

strategies in a sample with this much variation. Despite the diversity, the 

techniques almost alway ■ fit i11to one of ab: categories. The re■ t of this 

section describe• the standard techniques and provides eumples. The evolu­

tion of court-sanctioned techniques is then outlined to clarify the relatioo-

1hip between plan design and legal precedent. 

3.1 SIX STANDARD TECBNIQU!S: DEPIBITIONS Mm EXAMPLES 

The C01D.ponent1 of a deeegregation plan can be clas ■ified as voluntary or 

involuntary. Thia distinction refers to whether students are permitted to 

choose tbe school they will attend; it is unrelated to the issue of whether 

the plan itself was court-ordered or voluntarily entered into by tbe school 

district. We identify three voluntary desegregation techniques: freedom of 

choice, magnet programs, and transfer prograas. Involuntary techniques in­

clude neighborhood attendance zone1 1 rezoning, and pairing and clustering. 

Definition• and emplee of each of these techniques follow. 

• Freedom C2! choice (also called opeu enroll•nt> allow• students to trans­

fer to the school of their choice. Students cannot be denied their 

choice unless the school'• capacity baa been exceeded; proximity to the 

15 The di ■ similarity index measured 0.10 in 1978. See Section 5 for an expla­
nation of tbia index. 
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school is the standard criterion used to assign students in such cases cl6 

It is .!Utt necessary, however, that the transfer improve the level of in­

tegration. While transfers are typically avail.able to every student, ex­

ceptions exist. In Houston's 1967 plan, for eumple, transfers were re­

stricted to students in gradea 9 through 12. 17 Freedom of choice plans 

may also be mandatory--that is, students are required to select a school. 

The 1967 plans in Polk County, Florida and in Orange County, norida had 

this feature. 18 

• Magnets include a broad array of educational programs that are either Che 

focus of an entire achool (dedicated magnets) or offered as part of a 

standard curriculum (mini-magnets or part-1choola). At the elementary 

level, magnets typically offer a special learning enviroment, such aa 

"open education", accelerated learning, or an emphasis on fundamental 

akil la. Secondary school magneta may of fer a particular curriculum, such 

aa vocational skills, math and 1cience, languages, or performing arts. 

Closely related to magneta are part-time magnets, where students par­

ticipate in programs for part of the day, and special programs that are 

not a11ociated with a particular 1chool. In San Diego, for eumple, 

fifth grade atudent1 participate in a week of cultural activities at a 

city park and liztb grade students have the opportunity to spend a week 

-------·----
16 'Ibe mechanics of freedom of choice plan• are described in the corrected de­

cree, Davia L. Ju!. Baton louge School Board (Louisiana), 1967. 

17 See "Chronology of Events &elating to Civil Action 10444," P• 2, released 
by the Houston Independent School Di1trict. 

18 Thia i1 documented in Cynthia McGrath, "lace and Education in Orange Coun­
ty, Florida: The Proceaa of Desegregation," Florida Technological Univer­
sity (unpublished), and United States L. Board of Public Instruction of 
~ County. Florida. 395 F.2d 66 (5th Cir. 1968). 
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at camp. 19 

A magnet is cal led "citywide II if enrollment is offered to every el igi­

ble student in the district (on a apace available basis and, typically, 

with racial guidelines). "Neighborhood preference" magnets give enroll­

ment priority to a particular racial group. When an existing school is 

converted to a dedicated magnet, ita former students may be given enroll­

ment priority (Pittsburgh'• 1980 plan included this provision). In Rap­

ide1 Pari1h, Loui1iana, students attending a particular high school were 

required to rmain in attendance even after its conversion to a magnet; 

voluntary aasigmnent vaa then phased in during the three years required 

for the last of the1e 1tude11t1 to graduate.20 . In Milwaukee and Seattle, 

school• were grouped into "zone•" or "league•"; priority for attending 

magnet schools waa given to atudenta vithin the 1chool'1 zone. 21 

• Other voluntary tra111fer1 include the coamonly used majority-to-minority 

(m-to-m) transfer,. These programs permit any student to transfer from a 

school where be or she is in the majority to a school where be or she is 

in the minority. Scme m-to-m plan• permit the atudent to transfer to a 

school where he or 1he ia l.!!.! in the majority, as long as the transfer 

improve, the level of integration in the dittrict. In a district that is 

80 percent white, for ez.am.ple, a vhite 1tudent may be permitted to trans-

-------·---
19 The dittrict' 1 extenaive ■apet progra it deacribed in reportl prepared by 

the Board of Education, San Dieao Unified School Diatrict; e.g., "San Diego 
Plan for lacial lntearation, 1979-1982 (leviaed)." 

20 Thia i• described in the unreported conaent order, Valley .!.L llapidea Parish 
School Board (Louiaiana), 1975. 

21 See "Comprehensive Plan for Increasing Educational Opportunitiea and Im­
proving lacial Balance in the Milwaukee Public Schools," prepared by the 
Office of Superintendent of Schoola, Milwaukee Public Schools, 1976. 
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fer from a school that is 90 percent white to one that is 70 percent 

white. A variation of this technique involves specifying the schools to 

which students may transfer. In Richmond, California, clusters were 

formed (ranging in size from 4 to 13 schools) and students were granted 

m-to-m transfers within their clusters; 22 a similar strategy was used in 

Buffalo. 

A closely related desegregation technique is one-way transfer■• These 

programs permit minority students attending predominantly minority 

schools to transfer to designated receiver schools. The one-way trans­

fer■ may take place within the district (e.g., in lichmond and Buffalo), 

or students may attend schools in a suburban district; lochester, Hart­

ford, and St. Louis all had auch plaa,. 23 Houston implemented an inter­

district tranafer procram between its schools and a umber of 1uburba11 

districts. Hot only was the program two-way, but it granted transfers to 

students of all racea.24 

• Neighborhood attendance zones is a mandatory technique that auigus stu-

dents to schools in their neighborhoods. Thia strategy waa primarily 

used to end the dual 1ystem. practice of seudin1 students to distant 

22 See "'the lichmond Integration Plan," a report prepared by the Richmond Uni­
fied School Di1trict. 

23 These plan, are deacribed in "Orban-Suburban Tran1fer Program, Final Evalu­
ation leport 1972-73" by the City School District of locheater, Hew York, 
Carolyn lalston and Ann Levia, "Special rield leporta on School Desegrega­
tion Project,: Hartford, rorreat City, Bernalillo, Dade County," The Na­
tional Center for Re1earch and Information on Equal Educational Opportuni­
ty, Teachers College, Colmbia University, Kay, 1971, and in Liddell Y!. 
Board g! Education .9l, ili .£ill Rl... lli Louis, 508 I.Supp. 101 (E.D. Miss. 
1980). 

24 See "Voluntary Interdistrict Education Plan," prepared by the Houston Inde­
pendent School District, 1980. 
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schools because closer schools were not designated for their race. 

Whether this technique improves the level of integration depends, of 

course, on the racial compoaition of the neighborhood. Some districts-­

Little Rock, Denver, and Norfolk, Virginia, for example-- reverted to 

neighborhood attendance zone• (for those achools in racially balanced 

area,) after having used other mandatory techniquea.25 

• Rezoning refers to any change in attendance zones except when pa~ring and 

clu1tering are involved. It may be neceuitated by the closing of a 

school or by the formation of a magnet 1ince, in both 1ituations, the 

school' 1 former student I mu1t be a11igned elaevhere. Similarly, the 

opening of a achool require• that portion, of other achoola' attendance 

zonea be 1hifted to the new 1chool. In the ab1ence of theae events or in 

conjunction with them, a district may •imply rea11ign 1tudents to improve 

integration. B.ezoning plan• vary tremendously in their scope: they may 

affect aa few as two 1chool1, or they may alter the attendance zone of 

every achool in the diatrict. 

lezoning can be done in a variety of way,. Contiguous rezoning alters 

the attendance boundarie1 between adjacent schools. Roncontiguou1 rezon­

ing rea11ip1 1tudent1 to a 1chool that doe• not 1hare a bouudary with 

their current 1chool. Schools with an inadequate racial balance are of­

ten de1ignated •• "satellite receivers" and are assigned 1tudents frcm 

other partl of the district. Honcontiguou1 rezonin1 entaill greater 

tranaportation coats than doe• contiguoua zoning, and invariably involves 

25 See Clark L. Board of Education of the Little Iock School District, 705 
F.2d 265 (8th Cir., 1982); leye11!. School Di1trict No, .L. Denver. Colora­
do, 504 F.Supp. 399 (Demer 1982); liddick (Beckett).!.!. School Board of the 
City of Norfolk, 784 P.2d 521 (4th Cir. 1986). 
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busing. Mecklenburg County, North Carolina was the first district to 

implement such a rezoning scheme and many others followed after the land­

mark Swann decision was handed down. 26 Some districts assign students to 

secondary schoola on the basis of the school they attended . for lower 

grade,. Thua, junior and aenior high schools are often rezoned by alter­

ing the feeder patterns rather than by changing geographic attendance 

zones. Dallas preaents an e:umple of this technique; the district also 

desegregated its upper elementary (grades 4-6) school• by altering the 

feeder patterns from the grade K-3 scboola. 27 

In designating 1tudent1 for reassignment, di1trict1 may use criteria 

other than geographic locale or feeder patterua. In Wichita, Kansas, 

1tudent1 at three predominantly black wcliools were reasaigned to achools 

throughout the diatrict, aud white 1tudent1 were 1ent to the three 

schools. Volunteer• for rea11igmnent were first 1olicited, and then a 

lottery waa used. Sibling, of atudents ■elected by the lottery were giv­

en the option of tranafering to the aame achoo1. 28 Some districts--Boston 

and Detroit, for eumple--were divided into "sub-districts", and rezoning 

was done vithiu tbeae •aller units. 

• Pairin1 S!I, clusteri111 involves reasaigning 1tudent1 between a pair or a 

group of school ■, usually via arade restructuring. The achoola grouped 

together may have either co11tipo1:19 or noncontipoua attendance zones. 

-------
26 Swann L. Cbarlotte-Mecklenbui-1 Board a! Education (North Carolina), 402 

U.S. l (1971). 

27 Thia ia described in the unreported order Taaby L. Wright (Dalla• Indepen­
dent School Diatrict), 1982. 

28 The plan is detailed in Linker L. Unified School District #259. Wichita. 
Kansas 344 F.Supp. 1187 (1972). 
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For example, a (predominantly) white school and a (predominantly) black 

school, both offering grades K~, could be paired by converting one into 

a lower elementary school _ (grades 1-3) and the other into an upper ele­

mentary school (grades 4~); kindergarten students would be unaffected by 

the plan. Thia is a common grade restructuring scheme that was used in 

Little Rock29 and elsewhere. In an earlier plan, Little Rock reorganized 

grades as X-5, 6-7, 8-9 and 10-12. Another Little Rock plan paired 

fourth and fifth grade students in schools on opposite ■ides of the city; 

this resulted in some schools offering grades X-4 and 61 and others of­

fering grades :t-3 and 5-6 •30 Pairing and clustering plans frequently 

produce single grade center,. In Freano, California, for eumple, three 

freshman 1chool1 (arade 9) were formed. _ Loa Angele• eatabliahed a number 

of three-school clu1ter1 1 with each 1chool in the cluater offering grade 

4 1 5, or 6; other school• were paired, with one school becoaing a fourth 

grade center and the other specializing in fifth grade.31 

Moat pairing and cluatering plans rely on grade reatructuring, but 

students can be exchanged on the basis of other criteria. In Jefferson 

County, Xentucky, all first sxade student ■ attended their neighborhood 

schools for the fall quarter, and then entire classes were exchanged dur­

ing the winter and spring quarters. Students in grades 2-12 were random------------
29 See Cla;;k :I.!. Board 91.. Education 9.! ili Little lock School District. 705 

r.2d 265 (8th Cir., 1982). 

30 The S-2-2-3 •ch•e i1 detailed in Clark:!.!. Board .9! Education il .ili. Little 
12£k School Di•trict, 328 r.Supp. 1205 (1971). The second pairing scheme 
ii reported in Clark :I.!. Board of Bducatiop 2f lli Little lock School Dis­
trict, 465 r.2d 1044 (1972). 

31 See "School Desegregation in Fresno, California," prepared by the Fresno 
Unified School Diatrict, 1978 and the unreported opinion Crawford .!.s. Board 
of Education of the £U1 of Loa Angeles. 1978. 
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3.2 

ly grouped by race and grade. Each group was then told for how many 

years it would be reassigned (one or two for white groups and eight or 

nine for minorities), and the grades in which reassignment would occur. 

Since clustera consisted of one minority school and several white 

schools, minority students were also told which school they would at­

tend.32 

LANDMAll COURT CASES: THE EVOLUTION .Ql DESEGREGATION TECRNIOOES 

School district• have many options to choose from in designing a plan that 

meets their apecific needa. Bovever, the plan muat also be acceptable to the 

court. The ensuing discuuion of landmark court caaes indicate• bow the 

court'• definition of "acceptable" baa evolved. It ia not intended to be a 

comprehensive history of school _desegregation, but merely a demonstration that 

legal precedent ia a constraint imposed upon the design of a desegregation 

plan. 

Desegregation efforts began with the Topeka, hnsas case Brown .!.:. Board of 

Education, 347 U. s. 483 (1954) which out laved .ll iure segregation. For the 

most part, early plans appeared in the South and consisted of freedom of 

choice; thia satiafied the imperative to dismantle the dual school systems. 

Greep .L. Board .2f Bducation .2! Bew lent County, Vircinia, 391 o.s. 430 

( 1968) ended the uae of freedom of choice. Thia deciaion noted that such 

plans had virtually 110 impact on the level of aegregation, and decreed that 

alternative methoda be uaed. ror a short ·period, the choice of technique re-

32 See Hewbur2 .At!.I, Council, Inc • .!.:. Board .2! Education of Jefferson County. 
521 F.2d 578 (6th Cir. 1975). 
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quired to achieve desegregation was debated. Swann .I.!. Charlotte-Mecklenburg 

(North Carolina) BoaTd of Education, 402 U.S. l (1971) dramatically altered 

the nature of desegregation plans. This decision stated that racially identi­

fiable schools must cease to eziat, and it sanctioned the use of districtwide 

.busing. In the early 1970s. districts throughout the South implemented large-

scale, involuntary plans. 

The first major deciaion outside the South was Keyes .I.!. School District~ 

h Denver, Colorado, 413 U. s. 189 ( 197 3) which stated that official action 

leading tog facto segregation must be viewed in the same manner as de jure 

segregation. Thia decision was also noteworthy because it extended the remedy 

to Riapanica. 

In Milliken .I.!. Bradley, 418 U.S. 717 (1974) the Detroit school aystem was 

denied an interdiatrict remedy. but the court detailed the conditions under 

which such a plan would be acceptable. The incluaion of a suburban district 

in a metropolitan remedy required proof that it bad engaged in segregative 

practices and that those actions bad an interdiatrict effect. Newburg Area 

Council,~:!.!. Board of Education .2i, Jefferson CotJ!lty. 521 P.2d 578 (6th 

.Cir. 1975) decreed that the 1tringent conditions set out in Milliken .I.!. Brad­

ID were aet, and ordered the first interdiatrict remedy for the Louisville 

and Jeffer1on County, ~entucky school di1tricts. 

A deci1ion conceruiug the Boston school•, Morgan .I.!. Kerrigan, 401 P.Supp. 

216 CD.Mass. 1975) sanctioned aalJleta as a component of a desegregation plan. 

The court later decided that a magnet plan could substitute for involuntary 

techniques and the first all-magnet plan va1 implemented iu Milwaukee (see D. 

Bennett, "The Impact of Court-Ordered Desegregation: A Defendant'• View," 

1979). 
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Section 4 

SOURCES Mm CRAliC'rElISTICS or m DATA 

4.1 TR! ONICON/SDC SAMPLE 

In 1968. there were 21.782 public 1chool di1trict1 in the United States. 

although the majority were quite mall. ill but 374 district• bad under 

15.000 student• and only 79 had more than 50,000 1tudent1. A 1ample of 125 

di1tricts vaa chosen to permit detailed analy1i1 of the method• and effects of 

desegregation. The following criteria vere used in selecting the a&111.ple: 

• Every district with 50,000 or more 1t.udent1 in 1968 and 20 to 90 percent 

minority representation ••• chosen. 

• Districts with 15,000 or more 1tudenta in 1968 and ten to 90 percent mi­

nority repreaentation were chosen vith 1amplin1 probabilities proportion­

al to their aize and regional repreaentation. 

• The remaining di1trict a--tbose with fever than 15,000 atudent •• le88 than 

ten percent ainority representation. or greater than 90 percent minority 

repre1entatio~-vere excluded fraa the sample. 

Thete criteria yield a sample vith 68 large diltricta (50.000 or more atu­

dent1) and 57 di1trict1 vitb 15,000 to 49.999 students. Of the 68 large dis­

trict•• 56 were chosen because they Mt the fir1t criterion. The 12 others 

have minority repreaentation between ten and 90 percent and vere rand011Lly se­

lected under the 1econd criterion. Since there vere only 79 districts with at 

leaat 50,000 1tudent1 in 1968, thia implie1 that all but 11 vere included in 
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the sample. Eight were omitted because their minority representation was be­

low ten percent. They are Baltimore County (Maryland), Fairfax County (Vir­

ginia), Montgomery County (Maryland), Dekalb County (Georgia), Granite (Salt 

Lake City, Utah), Jefferson County (Colorado), Kanawha County (West Virginia), 

and San Juan Unified (Sacramento, California). One district--Washington, 

D.C., the eleventh largest in the country-was omitted because it was greater 

than 90 percent minority. Thi• leaves two district• that were eligible for 

the sample under the second criterion, but were not chosen in the random draw. 

They are Anne Arundel (Annapolis, Kary land) and Garden Grove (California). 

Subsequent to 1968, four district• in the sample_ underwent consolida­

tions.33 The Louisville, Kentucky and Jefferson Couuty School Districts com­

bined in 1975. and 11 district• in Bev Castle County, Delaware (including Wil­

mington) were consolidated in 1976. In 1981, the Indianapolis school district 

implemented an interdistrict plan iuvol ving a number of ■uburban districts. 

In 1985, the Fayetteville, North Carolina and Cumberland County districts com­

bined. The sample includes all of these district•• but districts that ulti-

mately consolidate are treated as a composite. 

The aample includes the ten largest diatricta in the country: New York, 

Loa Angeles, Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, Houston, Dade County (Miami), 

Baltimore, Dallas, and Cleveland. Although the 125 diatricts amount to less 

than one percent of all school diatricta, the aample account• for approximate­

ly 20 percent of national public 1chool enrollment in 1968. Since the larger 

districts have disproportionately large share• of minority atudenta, the aam-

33 Although the Indianapolia city and auburban diatricta remained autonomous, 
it is included in this group becauae the interdistrict transfer• were inte­
gral to desegregation efforts. 
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ple includes about 45 percent of all minority students attending public 

schools in 1968. 

The exclusion of small districts and those with extreme racial compositions 

is justified, 1ince any desegregation effort, they sight undertake are viewed 

with leu inter eat. District a that are predominantly white or minority will 

not be able to avoid single race schools unleu they merge with other dis­

trict•• While extremely 111al l diatrict s may include multiple racial groups, 

their size limits the extent of desegregation efforts. If a district has 

only one school at each level, then it is perfectly integrated since the com­

position of each school corresponds to the composition of the district. About 

25 percent of al 1 1tuclent1 attend 1chool diatrict I that might meet thia de­

scription--i.e., they have le•• than 3,000 1tuclent1 and an average of less 

than five 1chool1. Slightly more than one-third of all 1tudenta attend dis­

trict• with between 3,000 and 15,000 1tudents and au average of 11 schools. 

While desegregation may not be moot in these districts, it is likely to in­

volve simplistic mea1ure1. 

For purposes of summarizing and analyzing the Nmple, we characterize the 

district, along two dimen1io111: region and metropolitan statu1. Four region­

al categoriei are uaed, following Ce111u1 cla11ifications (although, in analyz-
, 

ing districta, ve aagregate the nonaoutheru regions into one group). The sam­

ple ha■ 58 di1trict1 in the South, 29 in the We■t, 25 in the North Central 

region, and 13 in the Borth. The aix metropolitan categorie1 are large urban 

(with 27 diatrict1), medim urban (26 diltrict1), aall urban (29 districts), 

1uburba11 (five districta),34 countyvide (35 di1tricts), and rural (four dis-

34 The Indianapoli1 suburb• are placed in thia category, while the city dis­
trict is categorized as large urban. Thus, these numbers add to 126. 
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tricts). Districts located in urban areas are grouped according to their 

city's 1972 population. Large urban district a are located in cities with 

400,000 or more residents. Medium urban is defined as 165,000 to 400,000 res­

idents, and small urban is defined as under 165 1 000 residents. JS Countywide 

refers to those district ■ that are the sole source of public education within 

the county. Rural di1trict1 are a subaet of this group, but are located in ­

counties that do not have central cities. 

4.2 ENROLLMENT DATA 

The project'• main objective vaa to compile enrollment data (by ethnicity) 

frcm 1967 to 1985 for f!'lery achool ill every diatrict in the 1a111ple. We have 

succeeded in compiling an eztraordiaarily c:oaplete record. When omission■ oc­

cur, it ia uaually becauae the enrollment record• for all of the schools in a 

given district and a given year could not be located; rarely were partial re­

cords found for a given year. The CM1ta are reported for up to five ethnic 

groups (white, black, Hispanic, Asian, and Native American). School names and 

grade levels are alao included. 

Most of the CM1ta are frca three 1ource1: the Office of Civil lights of the 

U.S. Department of Education, Tauber-Wilaon tapes, and individual school dis­

tricts.36 OCI. data are machine readable alld are available for 1968 through 

1974 and nen-nabered year• between 1976 alld 1982.37 The Tauber-Wilson data 

35 Thia ia similar to the claaaification •ch•• uaed in Reynolds Farley, Toni 
Ricbarda, and Clarence Wurdock1 "School Desegregation and White Flight: An 
Inveatiptiou of Ccapeting Model• and Their Diacrepant Findinga," Sociology 
of Education, Vol. 53 (July, 1980): 123-139. 

36 In a few cases the enrollment data were collected £rm atate boards of edu­
cation rather than from the individual districts. 
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are cleaned versions of the OCR data and are available for 1968 through 1974 

and 1976. All available Tauber-Wilson data were used. Data were gathered di­

rectly fran the school districts to fill in the odd-nllll.bered years and extend 

the time period past 1982. SDC collected data for two to three years per dis­

trict, and Unicon collected the remaining yeara. Of the over 200,000 school­

by-year observation• in the data, approximately 57 percent are taken from Tau­

ber-Wilson tapes, five percent are from OCR tapes, and 38 percent come from 

the district• (seven percent via SDC and 31 percent via Unicon). 

If the data were complete, there would be records for 19 years (196 7 to 

1985) for each of the 125 ■chool district,, for a total of 2,375 year• of data 

(where each year of data reportl enrollment by race for nery ■chool in that 

district). In fact, there are 2,073 year■ of data (or clo1e to 90 percent of 

the targeted number). For 88 di■trict ■, 1967 data are mi■1ing and 1985 data 

are missing for 44 di1trict1. Bovner, data are available prior to 1967 for 

ten district• (24 year1) and di1trict totals are available for an additional 

12 years. Appendix B indicate• the year, available for each district in the 

sample. 

The full data are being relea1ed in machine readable format, so interested 

par ti ea can examine what they wish. Table A2 ( aee Appet:ldix A), prov ides end­

point 1QIDUrie1 for all 125 di1trict1, li1ted alphabetically by state. The 

1ummarie1 include the fir1t and la1t year for which enrollment data are avail­

able alongside total earollment, the percentage of enrollment that is minority 

and the di11imilarity index for both years. 38 

37 The 1984 OQt tape va1 relea1ed after data for the project were compiled. 

38 Th ' "nd . d f" d and d" d. b t t" 11 1 ex 11 e 1ne 1.1cu11e 1.n au aequen 1ec 1001. ·· 
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4.3 DESEGREGATION~ ]fil 

Information on the desegregation plans implemented by each district in the 

,ample was obtained from the following aources:39 

• Published Court Documents --Since many desegregation plans were ordered 

by a federal court, the iuues and resolutions may be chronicled in the 

Federal Reporter. The documents vary in their level of detail. Some 

list the school, involved in pairing and clustering or rezoning, describe 

new attendance zones, list the schools that open, close, or convert to 

magnets, etc. Others describe the strategy to be used, but do not indi­

cate the scope of the plan. Many documents provide only scant detail. 

• Unpublished Court Documents --For many districts, eztrmely detailed plan 
' 

information is available in an uupublished conaent decree. 

• School Di1t.ict Document• -Districts often prepare reports describing 

their plans. Such reporu may be required by the courts or a government 

agency, or they may be for internal use. Brochures designed to inform 

patrons about new educational opportunities (especially magnet programs) 

often provide useful information. In addition to formal reports, minutes 

from school board meetings, correspondence, and other documents were ex-

amined. 

• GovttJPDent 4lency Documents --These include reports solicited by the 

United States Commission on Civil _Rights and information gathered by the 

Department of Education. 

• Other Published Documents --These include newspaper clippings, journal 

articles, and books written by education researchers. 

------------------
39 Appendix C lists moat of the documents that were examined. 
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• Surveys --SDC conducted a survey to learn about the desegregation plans. 

Each district in the sample was either visited by an SDC employee or 

mailed a survey. 40 The districts were asked which techniques were used 

for each plan, and how many schools and students were involved. Addi­

tional questions focused on phasing, busing, attempts to upgrade school 

quality, efforts to disseminate information to the community, and magnet 

programs. 

Table A3 in Appendix A provides information on each desegregation plan in 

the sample. The year or year, of implementation and the techniques used are 

listed for 283 plan, in 108 districts. The remaininc 17 districts apparently 

did not implement plan,, although they may have magnet programs. Multiple inr­

plementation year• appear when a plan va1 pba1ed in or when implementation was 

partially delayed. We assign most magnet plans a three-year implementation 

period (if the relevant data are available), beginning with the year the mag­

nets began operation. We adopt thit couvention because magnet programs typi­

cally have a gradual impact on integration levels. 

4o Site surveys were administered to 37 districts and mail surveys were com­
pleted by 46 districts. The rm~ining 42 districts either failed to re­
apond or never implemented a desegregation plan. 
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Section 5 

ENROLLMENT AND INTEGRATION LEVELS: OVERVIEW 

5.1 MEASURING LEVELS OF IHTEGRATION 

There are a variety of waya to describe integration level•. In our analy­

aia of national aggregatea in Section 2, ve characterized a school according 

to the fraction of 1tudent1 who are white, black, B.i1pauic, Aaian, and Native 

American. We then counted the naber of 1tude11t1 in each racial group attend­

ing 1chool1 of a given racial mix. Thia pez:mita u1 to aeuure, for uample, 

the percentage of black atudenta natioavide who, in a given year, attended 

schools where at lea1t one-third of their claa•ates were white. This kind of 

description provides a detailed view of interracial exposure, but it is not 

easily summarized. Therefore, we uae a single summary index of integration 

levels in our analyais of the 125 school districta. In doing so, we combine 

all minorities into a 1ingle aroup and coutra1t their enrollment diatribution 

between the school• in a district with the distribution of white students. 

The mea1ure we uae is the dissimilarity index, which is inversely related 

to the level of integration. The index i1 the ratio of tvo numbers. The nu­

merator i1 the n111ber of students who auat be rea1si111.ed for each school to 

have the districtvide average minority repreaentation. The denominator ia tbe 

number of student• who would be reaaaigued to move frca complete segregation 

to districtwide average minority representation in every school.41 The disair ---~--------
41 Formally, the dissimilarity index is defined asI:t 8 lp 8 - pl/2Tp(l-p) where 

- 45 -



ilarity index takes as given the proportion of students in a district who are 

white; it can be viewed as the fraction of the segregation gap that remains. 

Suppose that ten percent of a district's students are minority and that the 

current distribution ia auch that nine percent muat be reassigned in order for 

ever, school to be ten percent minority. If this district were completely 

segregated, it would be necessary to reaaaign 18 percent of the students to 

achieve perfect integration (where each school is ten percent minority). The 

dissimilarity index in this case ia 0.50 (0.09 divided by 0.18). 

To understand how the deDOllinator ia calculated note that, in the example, 

it would be necessary to replace ten percent of the student ■ attending all­

white achool• with minority student• and to replace 90 percent of the students 

at minority achoola with vbite1. 'Ihi• involve• tranaferring ten percent of 

the white student• (who compriae 90 percent of the total) and 90 percent of 

the minorities (who comprise ten percent of the total), or 18 percent of all 

student• (O.lOx0.90 + 0.90x0.10). Lettin1 p be the fraction of students who 

are minority (p-0.10 in the example), the general formula ia that the propor­

tion of al 1 atudenta t .o be reaaaigned ie 1p( 1-p). 'Ihe fraction of minority 

students reassigned i1 (1-p) and the fraction of white student• reassigned is 

P• 

The diaai■ilarity index is often criticized becau1e it ia not aensitive to 

the diltrictvide percentage of ■inority atudenta. For example, a district 

with -90 percent minority atudenta ha• an index of 0.50 if reauigning nine 

the aubacript • indicate■ a 1chool, t ia total enrollment in achool s, Pa 
is the fraction of 1tudeuts in the actool who are in one of the minority 
groups, pis the district's average for p1 and Tis the number of students 
in the district. 
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percent of its students would result in every school being 90 percent 

minority. The denominator in this case is 0.18 (as in the previous example), 

since ten percent of the minority students and 90 percent of the whites would 

have to be reassigned to move from complete segregation to complete integra­

tion. The dissimilarity index is the ■ame a■ in the previous example where 

only ten percent of the students are minority. Moreover, the index would also 

be 0.50 if half the atudents were minority and if reassigning 25 percent of 

the students would achieve racial homogeneity. 42 

We examined alterDative indices of integration43 and found that they usual­

ly provide similar information in describing changes within a district over 

time. That i1, if one index show• that a desegregation program resulted in 

massive integration, the other• agree.44 The fact that the di11imilarity index 

is useful in describing changes within a district does not imply that it is 

useful in comparing district ■• The previoua examples of three districts with 

identical indices and very different racial mixes illustrate thi1 point. 

42 When evaluatin1 deaegregation plana, there i1 generally concern with the 
busing burden impo ■ed on each racial group. The above eumplea ■how that, 
when 1tarti111 with dual 1chool 1y1ta1, an equal busing burden does not im­
ply that the fraction of white 1tudenta buaed will equal the fraction of 
minoritie• buaed. Instead, it implie• that the number of whites and minor­
itiea buaed will be the aae. Thia require, that the proportion of the nu­
merical majority that i• buaed ia below the correaponding proportion for 
the nllllerical minority. 

43 These include the expoaure, gini, Colman, variance ratio, entropy, and At­
kinson indices. 

44 When a achool di1trict'1 racial mu change• rapidly over time, however, in­
dices that adjust for racial mu (i.e., normalized indice1) often &how dif­
ferent pattern• than do uunormalized indice1. The expoaure index is the_ 
only normalized index we examine. Section 6 give• eumples where trends in 
the exposure index differ from trenda in the disaimilarity index. 
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For purposes of comparing districts and evaluating alternative desegrega­

tion strategies, several kinda of information are important. It is useful to 

know what proportion of all students would have to be reassigned to achieve 

racial uniformity among schools. The diuimilarity index, together with 

knowledge of the fraction of students who are minority, gives that number. It 

is also useful to know how the reaasigument burden would be shared between the 

minority and majority groups. Unleaa the diaaimilarity index equals one 

(i.e., the district is fully segregated), it cannot answer this question. The 

diatrictwide minority representation tells us what the racial composition of 

each school would be if the district were fully integrated. But the dissimi­

larity index cannot be used to infer information about minority representation 

under existing assignment patterns. Thus, changes in racial composition that 

coincide with movement to full integration cannot be inferred from the diuim­

ilarity index. 

5.2 TRENDS IN THE DATA 

The enrollment data for the 125 districts in our aample ihov that, in gen­

eral, total enrollments have fallen sharply, minorities have increased as a 

percentage of all atudenta and achoola are much more integrated in 1984 and 

1985 than in 1967 and 1968. The largest decline in total enrollment was in 

San Lorenzo, California, where it fell at an average annual rate of 4.9 per­

cent. 45 The leader■ in thil cate1ory tend to be older, nousouthern cities: 

St. Louis, Indianapolis, Seattle, Dayton, and Cleveland follow San Lorenzo. 

45 In discussing enrollment changes over the entire period studied, we report 
average annual geaDetric growth rates. Letting W68 and W85 represent the 
natural logarithms of white enrollment in 1968 and 1985, the growth rate 
over this 17 year period is calculated as 100(eCW85-W68)/17 -1). 
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Enrollment increased for only 19 districts, with Mesa, Arizona showing the 

largest gain (5.5 percent per year, on average). With the exceptions of Mo­

desto, California and Harford County, Maryland, all districts showing growth 

are located in the Sunbelt. 

Minority enrollment declined in 30 district•• Jefferson County, Alabama 

had the largest decline (an average annual rate of 5.1 percent per year), fol­

lowed by St. Louis, Cleveland, Indianapolis, Compton, California, Pittsylvania 

County, Virginia, and Pittsburgh. The neu largest decline was in Raleigh 

County, West Virginia, which i1 the only district in the Nmple where white 

enrollment increaaed and minority enrollment decreaaed. The largest increases 

in minority enrollment occurred in Long Beach, California (7.6 percent per 

year, on average), followed by Prince George's County, Maryland, Modesto, Cal­

ifornia, and Mesa, Arizou. 

The level of segregation increased in eight district• during the period un­

der study. They are liated in Table 12, along with the five districts showing 

the smallest decline. A di1tingui1hing feature of the districts in Table 12 

is that, for most, we have no record that a desegregation plan was adopted 

during the period when enrollment• are ob1erved. The exceptions are Santa 

Clara, California where rezoning plans were implemented in 1979, 1981, and 

1984 and B.aleigh County, West Virginia where rezoning was used in 1973. For 

four others (Newark, Oakland, Hartford, Connecticut and lichmond, California), 

implementation either preceded or coincided with the start of the enrollment 

data 10 change• auociated with plan implementation cannot be obeerved. Seven 

of the district• li1ted in Table 12 apparently have not implemented desegrega­

tion plan1. (They are among only 17 di1trict1 in the 1uple without plans.) 
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TABLE 12 

Districts Where Dissimilarity Index Increased or Shoved the Smallest Decline 

----------------------------------------------
Dissimilarity Index 

District First Last Change ----------~------------------------
Districts Where Di1similarity Index Increa1ed 

Raleigh County, Weit Virginia 
Newark, Nev Jersey 
Yonkers, Nev York 
Oakland, California 
East Saint Loui1 1 Illinoi, 
Norwalk, California 
Santa Clara, California 
Nev York, Nev York 

0.46 
0.75 
0.51 
0.60 
0.11 
0.30 
0.18 
0.66 

0.57 
0.80 
0.55 
0.63 
0.80 
0.32 
0.19 
0.67 

0.11 
0.05 
0.04 
0.03 
0.03 
0.02 
0.01 
0.01 

District• With the Smallest Reduction in Di11imilarity Index 

Mode1to1 California 0.37 0.34 -.03 
Richmond, California 0.45 0.42 -.03 
Mesa, Arizona 0.21 0.22 -.05 
Hartford, Comiecticut 0.64 0.59 -.05 
Saginaw, Michigan 0.76 0.70 -.06 

Table 13 lists the ten districts (in rank order) showing the largest de­

cline in the disaimilarity index. All ten adopted one or more major desegre­

gation plan,. The aajor plan implemented by nine districts involved rezoning 

and all but one (Pittaylvania County, Virginia) also uaed pairing and cluster­

ing.46 

The ten di1trict1 ahovn in Table 13 have an.other factor in common: they 

were all highly segregated in the firat year. In addition, eight (all but 

Dayton and Cleveland) are in the South and seven of the eight are also county-

46 The tenth district ii Nev Castle County, Delaware, where urban-suburban 
transfers were used. 
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~ide (only one countywide district in the sample--Clark County, Nevada--is not 

in the South). None of the countywide districts experienced as sharp an en­

rollment decline as did the three central city districts. This is true for 

total enrollment and also for white enrollment. Norfolk, Virginia experienced 

a 63 percent fall in white enrollment, 47 while Hew Castle County, Delaware and 

Dougherty County, Georgia experienced roughly 50 percent reductions in white 

enrollment. The four other countywide districts (including Pittsylvania Coun­

ty, Virginia, which is rural) lost no more than 25 percent of their white stu­

dents. In compari■on, the three urban districts (Clneland, Dayton, and Okla­

homa City) lost more than 70 percent of their white 1tuclents. 

TABLE 13 

Districts Shoving the Greate1t !eduction in the Dissimilarity Index 

----- ------~---------------------------------------Dissimilarity Index 
Diltrict First La■ t Change 

------------------------------------------------------------Mecklenburg County (Charlotte), Horth Carolina 
Greenville. County, South Carolina 
llapides Parish (Aleundria), Loui1iana 
Dayton, Ohio 
Clffeland, Ohio 
Norfolk, Virginia 
Pittsylvania County, Virginia 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Nev Castle County (Wilmington), Delaware 
Douaherty County (Albany), Georgia 

1.00 
1.00 
0.96 
0.86 
0.87 
0.83 
0.88 
0.89 
0.80 
0.94 

0.19 
0.24 
0.26 
0.19 
0.20 
0.17 
0.22 
0.23 
0.15 
0.30 

-0.81 
-0.76 
-0.70 
-0.67 
-0.67 
-0.67 
-0.66 
-0.66 
-0.65 
-0.64 

47 These number ■ refer to changes made over an 18-year period (1967 to 1985). 
When a district'• ob1ervation interval is aborter than 18 years, the data 
are extrapolated (assuming constant geaDetric growth), 10 a standard inter­
val ia used to compare district ■• 
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Based on Table 13, one might conclude that countywide districts have great­

er integrative potential because the broader geographic base makes white 

flight more difficult. Another conjecture is that the largest integrative 

changes were experienced by districts that were initially highly .segregated. 

The phenomenon diacuaaed earlier of dramatic reduction■ in white enrollment in 

large central city districts, with •aller loues in suburban districts, is 

also supported by Table 13. However, it would be wrong to conclude that any 

of these factora--or the type of desegregation plans uaed--cauaed the large 

drops in the dissimilarity index. hplauationa of differential enrollment 

losses among di ■tricta require much finer analy■i1 than our 1imple summaries 

provide. The data compiled by this project will be useful for 1ub1equent 

atudie1 of thi1 is1ue. 

Table 14 li1ts the ten district• in the umple with the lowest dissimilari­

ty indices (baaed 011 the moat recent enroll•nt data) and Table 15 lists the 

ten districts with the highest indices. For purposes of comparison, percent­

ages of students who are minority are listed, along with the 1967 to 1985 loss 

in white enrollment. The moat segregated districts are central cities where 

total enrollment i1 much greater than in the least segregated districts. As a 

general rule, minority percentages are al10 much higher in these districts and 

white enrollment• have dropped more lharply. IJ Table 15 shows, minority rep­

resentation in the highly 1egregated di~trict1 ranges from two-thirds of total 

enroll•nt (Saginaw) to 98 percent (Ea1t Saint Louis) and white enrollment 

lo11e1 range from 57 percent (Nev Orleans) to 94 percent (East Saint Louis). 

Among the least ,egregated district ■, Rev Hanover County, Horth Carolina 

stands at one extreme, with only a two percent 1011 of white students and mi­

nority representation of 30 percent (198S enrollment wa, 19,318 students). At 
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the other extreme, 77 percent of the students in Pasadena, California are mi­

nority and white enrollment in the Pasadena achoola dropped 72 percent between 

1967 and 1985. 

TABLE 14 

Districts With the Lowest Dissimilarity Index (Moat aecent Available Year) 

---------------------------------~-------------------~-------------

District 

Diuimi­
larity 

Index 
Percent 
Minority 

Percent Losa 
in White 

* Enrollment -------·-------~----------------------------Stamford, Connecticut 0.08 46 .3 62 
San Loremo, California 0.13 35.9 70 
Nev Banover County, North Carolina 0.14 30.3 2 
Colmbua, Ohio 0.14 45.5 59 
Lawton, Oklahoma 0.14 35.0 24 
Nev Caatle County, Delaware 0.15 32.5 48 
Pasadena, California 0.16 76.6 72 
Buffalo, Hew York 0.16 55.5 58 
Hayward, California 0.16 46 .6 63 
Lansing, Michigan 0 .17 39.4 26 

* Projection when enrollment data do not coincide with 1967-1985 start 
and end datea. 
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TABLE 15 

Districts With the Highest Dissimilarity Index (Most Recent Available Year) 

------------------------------------------------------
District 

Newark, Nev Jersey 
East Saint Louis, Illinois 
Atlanta, Georgia 
Birmingha, Alabama 
New Orleans Pariah, Louisiana 
Saginaw, Michigan 
Chic.ago, Illinois 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Memphis, Tenneasee 
Nev York, Nev York 

Disaimi­
larity 

Index 

0.80 
0.80 
0.76 
0.74 
0.71 
0.10 
0.69 
0.68 
0.68 
0.67 

Percent 
Minority 

91.1 
97 .8 
93 .o 
81.4 
86.2 
66.8 
85.8 
74.5 
76.9 
73.7 

Percent Loss 
in White 

Enrollment* 

69 
94 
90 
77 
57 
62 
74 
59 
69 
62 

* Projection when enroll•nt data do not coincide with 1967-1985 start 
and end date1. Beginning and en.ding dates for enrollments are liated 
for individual district• in Appendix Table A2. 
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Section 6 

CHANGES J!! WRITE ENROLLMENT ~ TH! SEGREGATION INDEX 
SURROUNDING IMPLEMENTATION .QI MAJOR PLANS 

Desegregation programs are intended to increase interracial contact among 

students. By cau1ing vhite and minority 1tudents to attend the aame schools, 

they 1hould al10 expose them to the aame quality instruction. Do they? Are 

all plan types equally 1ucces1ful? Bow doe• the enrollment of white students 

respond to desegregation efforts? Are enrollment responses the same for all 

typea of plan1'l 

Queationa related to integration of cla11ro0111s within schools cannot be ad­

dresaed with the data ve have compiled, nor can questions related to instruc­

tio11&l quality or educational achinement. The data describe total enrollment 

and the racial composition of enrollment in each school, 1upplemented with in­

formation on plan implmentation date• and the primary features of plans. In 

many cases, the 1chool1 that were involved in a progr• can be identified and 

1ubsequent enroll•nt changes can be traced bu.t ve have not tried to link 

plans to individual 1chool1. The que1tion1 our data can addreu ref er to 

changes in di1trictvide level• of integration aero•• 1chools and to changes in 

enrollment. Thia 1ection 1ummarize1 broad pattern• of change surrounding the 

implementation of different plan type1. 
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6.1 MAJOR PLAN CLASSIFICATION 

Seventeen districts in the sample apparently did not adopt a school deseg­

regation plan. The ranaining 108 -districts implemented at least one plan dur­

ing the period under itudy.48 When multiple plans are ob1erved, all but one or 

two are invariably fir1t attempts, modifications, or follow-up1 1 and can be 

considered of secondary importance. We consider only the most important plan 

or plans adopted by each district. They are called major plans, although 

their magnitude varies among districts. Same bad an enormous impact on segre­

gation levels: the rezoning plan implemented in Muscogee County, Georgia low­

ered the dissimilarity index by 74.9, vbicb va1 the largest one-year change 

seen. At the other e:z.treme, the 1981 Los Angeles plan and the 197~ plan in 

New Bedford, Masaacbusett1 coincide vith an increase· in the di•similarity in-

dex. 

When districts implemented a 1erie1 of plans in 1ucceeding years (e.g., 

Denver and Little Rock), it is not practical to di1tingui1h between them. In 

such cases, we treat the 1erie1 as a sin1le plan and define an implementation 

window that encoapas1es the entire period. We classify 96 districts as having 

one major plan 49 and another 13 as having tvo major plans. Moat dual-plan 

districts had a period of relative inactivity between two distinct desegrega­

tion progr••• but there are exceptions; in ~nsas City, ~nsas, for example, 

elementary and secondary plans were enacted in aeparate years. A total of 122 

48 See Table AJ. Multiple plans are ob1erved for 83 of the 125 districts. 
The largest number of programs (six) is ob1erved in Little Rock, Orange 
County, Florida, and Mecklenburg County, North carolina; another seven dis­
trict a introduced five programs each. 

49 This number includes the Indianapolis suburb,, which we analyze separately 
frau the city district. 
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major plans are analyzed in this section. 

The objective is to examine changes in integration levels and white enroll­

ment accompanying the introduction of major desegregation programs. Westra­

tify by technique in order to identify plan types that achieve the greatest 

reduction in segregation and plan types that elicit the greatest enrollment 

response. The primary components of each major plan are classified a• one of 

the following: pairing and clustering, pairing and clustering with rezoning, 

pairing and clustering with magnets, rezoning, rezoning with magnets, major 

voluntary, and other voluntary.SO 

A number of factor• dictated the choice of categorie1 and the classifica­

tion of each plan. Voluntary and involuntary program• 1hould be analyzed 1ep­

arately to uaeu the widespread sentiment that magnet program• minimize white 

flight. It i1 al10 desirable to di1tinguish between the later, large-scale 

voluntary plans--vbich are viewed as the modern alternative to mandatory reas­

sigmuent--and the early, ••ller programs. For this reason, large-scale mag­

net and transfer progr•• implemented in the ab1ence of mandatory techniques 

are clauified as major voluntary. Other voluntary refer• to tran1fer and 

magnet prograne (and one freedom of choice plan) that affected a relatively 

small proportion of students; five of the eight plane in thi• category pre­

date the enroll•nt data. The two voluntary categories account for 22 plans. 

Another 12 plan, that C011bined voluntary technique• with rezoning and/or pair­

ing and c:luatering are aulyzed eeparately. 51 In cla11ifying mandatory tec-h-

SO Detailed de1criptione of each plan technique appear in Section 3. 

51 The pairing and clustering with magnets category may al10 include rezoning. 
However, the rezoning vith magnet• category excludes plane that used pair­
ing and clustering to any siguificaut degree. 
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niques, a distinction is made between pairing and clustering and rezoning. 

Pairing and clustering typically iuvol ve busing students to nonadjacent 

schools, while rezoning alters attendance zones and usually requires less 

transportation. Plans using satellite rezoning and urban-suburban transfers 

(e.g., New Castle County, Delaware and the 1981 Indianapolis plan) are classi­

fied as pairing and clu1tering, since they are clo1est in spirit to that tech­

nique. A large number of plans use significant amounts of both rezoning and 

pairing and clustering. Of the 88 pure mandatory plans, 37 combine tech­

niques, while 34 rezone and 17 pair and cluster. 

We also classify plans by their 1cope. The intent is to isolate plans that 

had a relatively large effect on the level of integration and aaaeu. the ac­

companying chanie in whit& enrollment. Since 1outhern distticts usually began 

their desegregation efforts with higher levels of segregation than nonsoutbern 

districts, two def inition1 of "full 1cope • are appli&d. If a southern dis­

trict initially had a dissimilarity index of 0.66 or higher and ended with an 

index of 0.40 or lover, the plan is considered to be full. For nonsouthern 

districts, the initial level of diuimilarity m.uat be at leaat O .SO and the 

ending level no higher than 0.40. These criteria yield 30 full plans in the 

South and 27 outside the South. Among the nonsoutheru full plans, the small­

est reduction in the diuimilarity is -0.16 in l.ocheater, and the second 

smallest i1 San Dieeo's -0.25. The smallest reduction among the 1outhern dis­

tricts is -0.27 in Prince George's County, Maryland, follov&d by -0.35 in Fay­

ette County, ~entucky. 

Table A3 (see Appendix A) liat1 all the plans implemented by the 108 dis­

tricts and identifies the major plan,. Table JI+ groups the 122 major plans by 
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plan type and district type (large urban, etc.) and indicates the region and 

scope. Table 16 summarizes the number of plans in each category. 

TABLE 16 

Number of Plana in Plan-Type and _District-Type Category 

li.l!ZORE/IPAD. & I I I MA.JOB. I omn I 
I IPAilt & IPAIR & ICLUSTDI IB.l!ZONE/1 VOLtnr-1 VOLtnr-1 
I I CL USTEB. I CL USTEB. [MAGNE'l'S IB.l!Z ONE I MAGNETS I tARY I TARY I TOTAL 

___ ·- I I ·- · · I · · ··- I ___ I ___ I ___ I ___ I ___ I __ 
1:r_s_B_I_S~B_I_S_B_I_S_N_I_S_N_I_S_H_I_S_N_I __ 
IP I 1 4 3 I l I 2 I I 

LARGE I I I I I 31 
ORB.AN IP I 2 4 2 1 2 2 I 1 5 I 1 I 
· ·---·II· ______ - · I___ · I ___ I __ 

IFI l 1 1 2 3 I 1 2 I I 
MEDIUM I I I I I 26 

ORBAN IPI 1 1 1 2 2 2 I 2 I 4 I 
-----·· II· · - · ·· •··· ·- · ·-·· ··· ······· I -· __ I __ I __ 

Iii 1 1 1 2 1 I 2 I I 
SMALL I I I I I 18 
ORBAN IP I 3 1 1 2 I 1 I 2 I 
· · -- -·- I I · · - · ___ ___ · · ··· I___ · I ___ I __ 

l:rl 1 l I I 
SUB- I I I I 5 
ORBAN IP I 3 I I · · ·· - ·-I I ____________ I · · ______ I_· __ 

Iii 1 2 I I 
RURAL I I I I 4 

IPI 1 I I __ ._··-· I I ____________ I _________ I __ 

lrl 2 14 5 I 1 I 
COUNTY-I I I I 38 

WIDI IPI l 3 10 I l l I 
· · · II · · · · ______ · I _________ I __ 

-T-OTAL_I_I 17 37 7 34 I 5 14 8 I 122 
I I I I 

Note: S•South (TOTAL-63 plan■ ) 
B-uon■outh (TOTAL•59 plan■ ) 
r•full plan (TOTAI.•57 plan■ ) 
P-partial plan (TOTAL-65 plans) 
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In addition to using the strata shown in Table 16, we also classify plans 

by their implementation date. As described in Section 3, the 1971 Swann deci­

sion changed the nature of desegregation efforts by ordering large-scale bus­

ing. If implementation began in 1970 or earlier, the plan is claHified as 

pre-Swann, while remaining plans fall into the poet-Swann category. Of the 37 

pre-Swann plans, only nine were implemented outside the South and the majority 

involved rezoning; 16 used only rezoning, and an additional 12 used rezoning 

with pairing and clustering. Three of · the remaining pre-Swann plans used 

pairing and clustering, another one ia classified as major voluntary, and five 

are classified as other voluntary. 

6.2 AB ILLUSTRATIOB OF ,m CALCULATIONS 

For each group of plans, we compute a aerie• of average changes in the dis­

similarity index and average annual percent changes in white enrollment sur­

rounding implementation. 52 The period 1urrounding plan implementation is di­

vided into five . phases. The change during implementation is computed frcm the -------------
52 Although the re1ult1 are not reported, we al10 computed changes in an al­

ternative index that reflect• interracial exposure. The normalized expo­
sure index-also called the Coleman index--measures the diatrictwide aver­
age proportion of white atudents in 1chool1 attended by minorities relative 
to the diatrictvide proportion of students who are white. For eumple, if 
on average minority atudents attend achools where 30 percent of their 
clas•ates are white and if 50 percent of all atudents in the district are 
white, the normalized exposure index ia 0.60 (0.30 divided by 0.50). 

Other researcher• argue that because the dissimilarity and exposure in­
dices measure different facet• of intearation, both should be reported. We 
find, however, that they are al1110st perfectly (negatively) correlated. For 
the groupings of plans that are reported in this _section, the alternative 
index ahows the same pattern as the di11imilarity index. 

In addition to examining changes in white enrollment, we also examined 
changes in minority enrollment. We do not find patterns of change in mi­
nority enrollment, although more 1ophi1ticated analyses might succeed in 
doing so. 
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year prior to implementation to the year of implementation (or the last year, 

in cases where an implementation window has been assigned). The period pre­

ceding implementation is divided into one year before and more than one year 

before (beginning with the firat year for which data are available). The 

post-implementation period is divided into one year after and more than one 

year after. 

To illustrate the format used to report the data, we consider a hypotheti­

cal district that introduced a desegregation plan in 1976. Assume that we 

have data on the numbera of white and minority student• enrolled in each 

school from 1968 through 1985, ao the disaimilarity index can be computed for 

each year. Table 17 provides the numbers that enter into our calculations. 

TABLE 17 

Hypothetical Values to Illuatrate Calculations of Change■ 
in White Enrollment and Dissimilarity Index 

(Major Plan Implemented in Pall, 1976) 

---------------------------------------------------
Impl eaenta tion 

Period 

More than one 
year before 
(6-year interval) 

One year before 
During 
One year after 

More than one 
year after 
(8-year interval) 

Year 

1968 
• 
• 
• 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

• 
• 
• 

1985 

Fall Eur ol lment 
of White Students 
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50,000 

44,000 
42,680 
38,412 
36,876 

30,976 

Di asimilar i ty 
Iudex 

0.10 

0.65 
0.63 
0.40 
0.35 

0.33 



In the hypothetical district, the observed period starts in 196 8 with 

50,000 white students and a dissimilarity index of 0.70. In the six-year 

period between 1968 and 1974, enrollment falls 12 percent to 44,000 and the 

index falls to 0.65. The average annual change in white enrollment is -2.0 

percent and the change in the index is -0.05 during the interval l!!2I.! than~ 

year before implementation. Between 1974 and 1975, enrollment falls from 

44,000 to 42,680 (three percent) and the index falls from 0.65 to 0.63 (0.02 

points). These are the changes-™ year before implementation. Between 1975 

and 1976, or during implementation, enrollment falh ten percent frcm 42,680 

to 38,412 and the index falls from 0.63 to 0.40 (a decline of 0.23). Between 

1976 and 1977, or~ .llll after implementation, enrollment falls from 38,412 

to 36,815 Ca four percent 1011) and the index falls by 0.05, fTom 0.40 to 

0.35. In the period !!S!l:I than .RD year after implementation (the eight years 

between 1977 and 1985), enrollment falll -- from 36,815 to 30,976 (a 16 percent 

drop, for an annual average decline of two percent) and the dissimilarity in­

dex falls from 0.35 to 0.33 (a decline of 0.02). 

In the tables that follow, these figures are averaged over groups of majoT 

plans. The display of averages is illuatrated below, using the data for the 

aingle hypothetical district: 

Before During After ------------- -- ----------
Hore Than More Than 
One Year One Year One Year One Year 
------ ---- ----- ---------

Index -.050 -.020 -.230 -.050 -.020 
Enrollment -2.00 -3.00 -10.0 -4.00 -2.00 
Departure from trend -1.00 -8.00 -2.00 o.oo 
Cumulative departure -1.00 -9.00 -11.0 -11.0 
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The numbers in the first two rows refer to changes in the dissimilarity inde~ 

and white enrollment as described. Our main results (Tables 19-22) report 

only these two rows for various grouping• by plan type, implementation period, 

region, and district type. 

The final two rows of the illustration 1ugge1t a way to interpret enroll­

ment changes. Until two year• prior to implementation, white enrollment had 

been falling at an annual average rate of two percent. Using this rate as a 

naive forecast of the enrollment trend in the absence of a desegregation pro­

gram, the third row gives e1timated departure• frcn trend in the years sur­

rounding implementation. We get theae number• by 1ubtracting the -2.0 percent 

trend from subaequent change,. Thus, the -10.0 percent average annual change 

experienced durina implementation i1 eatimated to be a -8.0 percent departure 

from trend. 

The final row of the illustration estimate ■ the plan'• cumulative effect. 

We ob1erve a one percent departure from trend one year before implementation, 

an eight percent departure during implementation, and an additional two per­

cent departure i1aediately following implementation. 'I'be cumulative loss in 

white enroll•nt during implementation ia -9.0 percent (-1.0 plu1 -8.0) and it 

i1 -11.0 over the eztended period. If we extrapolate the trend in white en­

roll•nt that va1 obaerved between 1968 and 1974, then the predicted enroll­

ment in 1985 ia 34,807 white 1tudent1. Actual 1985 enroll•nt ia 30,976, or 

11.0 percent below the projected value. 

We refer to thi• type of e1timate •• naive. Clearly, it i1 wrong if exter­

nal force• would have re1ulted in accelerating lo11e1. Examples of such forc­

es include general demographic changes, falling birth rates, and population 
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redistribution away frClll large central city districts. In these cases, naive 

forecasts overstate responses to desegregation programs. It is less clear 

that the naive projections distort comparisons of the effects of different 

types of plans, which ia our primary objective. 

In aupplementary Table• 19a-22a, ve provide calculations like the ones in 

the third row of the illustration. We do not provide calculations analogous 

to those in the final row 1howing cumulative departures frca trend.53 

6.3 CHANGES .Yi WHITE ENB.OLLMEHT Alm TBE SEGUGATIOH INDEX 

In rf!V'ieving theae calculations, it should be noted that the trend in white 

enrollment vaa not UDiform durin1 the period atudied. The baby boom. resulted 

in birth• peaking in 1957 and the number of achool-age youth• peaking in the 

late 1960a. Although the timing varied regionally, white enrollment began to 

decline after the peak had passed and the rate of descent accelerated at least 

through the mid 19701. Because of this general population trend, the averages 

show greater _ losaes in white enrollment for plans that vere implemented in 

later years. 

A benchmark of changes in white enrollment is provided by Table 18, which 

report• aggregate national enrollment and percent changes in n\lllbera of white 

students between· 1966 and 1985. It should be noted that these figurea also 

include Hispanic 1tudent1. The reaaon ia that the Current Population Surveys. 

fraa which these data are taken, classify almost al 1 llispanics as white, 

------~---------
53 They are more problematic becauae not all interval• have equal width. The 

one year before and one year after changes refer to single years, but the 
during period is often more than one year. Obviously, the widths of the 
more than one year intervals also vary. 
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whereas the school enrollment data in all other tables define white as neither 

black, Hispanic, Asian, nor Native American. 

The first column of Table 18 gives national white enrollment, measured in 

October of each year. The second colmn gives the change from the previous 

year expressed as a percentage. Beginning at the bottom and moving up, we see 

that enrollment rose in the late 1960• and then fell continuously from 1970 

through 1980. In the most recent five-year period, the general pattern of de­

cline continues to hold, but the year-to-year changes 1ometimes show minor in­

creases. Between 1979 and 1980, there ia a 0.43 percent increase and between 

1984 and 1985, there i1 a 0.76 percent inCTease. During the 20 year■, nation­

al enrollment reached a maxi.mum in 1969 when 44.6 aillion white students were 

enrolled, and a minimum of 35.8 aillion 1tudent1 in 1984. Thus, there was a 

cumulative decline in white euroll•nt of 19.9 percent between 1969 and 1984. 

The largest single year drop is between 1977 and 1978, when enrollment fell 

2.88 percent. 

As we shall see, a drop in white enrollment•• •all as 2.88 percent during 

plan implementation is rare. Uaually, a much larger decline is observed. The 

numbers in Table 18 refer to national trenda, and not to 1pecific public 

school districts which often diaplay aharply divergent patterns. Thia phenom­

enon haa already been demonstrated in Section 2, where losses in the large 

central city district• are highlighted. 

The final two colmn• of Table 18 1mimarize pattern• over five-year inter­

vals. The third column report• the am of the percentage change• for each of 

the five component years, while the la1t colmn give• the average annual 

change for the period. For example, between 1966 and 1970, enrollment in-
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creased at an average annual rate of 1.13 percent. It fell at a rate of 1.2 

percent per year during the next five years. Over the five-year period be­

tween 1976 and 1980, enrollment shows the largest annual loss of 2.17 percent. 

TABLE 18 

Trends in National Enrollment of White (Including Hispanic) Students in Public 
and Private Elementary and Secondary Schools, 1966-1985 

-------------------------------------------------------
live Year Five Year 

Total Annual Cumulative Annual Ave-
Enrollment Change Change rage Change 

Year (1,000 Students) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

-------------------------------------------
1985 36,031 0.76 -3.06 -0.61 
1984 35,758 -1.35 
1983 36,248 -0.83 
1982 36,551 -2.07 
1981 37,322 0.43 
1980 37,161 - -2.15 -10.87 -2.17 
1979 · 37,979 -2.30 
1978 38,873 -2.88 
1977 40,025 -2.01 
1976 40,871 -1.47 
1975 41,481 -0.93 -5.99 -1.20 
1974 41,869 -0.80 
1973 42,206 -1.33 
1972 42,777 -2.60 
1971 43,920 -0.33 
1970 44,067 -1.28 5.65 1.13 
1969 44,638 2.17 
1968 43,688 1.01 
1967 43,252 2.97 
1966 42,006 0.78 

~~------------~--------------------------------
Source: Current Population Report• P-20 Series (various issues). 

Tables 19-22 11m1111&rize average change• in the dissimilarity index and white 

enrollment surrounding implementation of major plans. We begin with fairly 

crude aggregate• and proceed to finer strata. Table 19 shows average changes 

when all plans are combined together. Plan• are then divided according to 
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whether implementation occurred before or after the Swann decision and are 

subdivided by plan type. Table 20 is similar to Table 19, but regional clas­

sifications (South and nonaouth) are added. Table 21 subdivides the plans 

even further. Plana are classified by the district's urban atatus as well as 

by region, plan type, and implementation date. Table 22 presents the same 

strata as Table 21, but averages only over plans that are full scope--that is, 

plans associated with the largest changes in the dissimilarity index. We 

adopt the coavention in these tables of not reporting averages when there are 

fever than three districts in a group. 

It should be noted that tables 19-22 show averages among heterogeneous dis­

tricts. With the exception of Table 22, they mu program, that had relatively 

minor desegregative effect, with program, that brought about major changes. 

Consider, for example, plan, that c:oabine pairing and cluatering with rezon­

ing. Table 19 1hov1 that pre-Swann plan, are a11ociated with greater average 

changes in the di11imilarity index than are post-Swann plans. Even so, the 

1970 plan in Dade County, norida (Miami) 1hov1 a reduction of only 0.077, al­

though the average for the 12 pre-Swann plan, ia 0.430. The average for the 

post-Swann plans is 0.250, but only four of 23 plans ahov changes amaller than 

the one for Dade County. Three 1hov a change that ia greater than the average 

reported for the pre-Swann plan,.54 The average enrollment changes also con­

ceal a lot of diveraity. ror example, white enrollment in Memphis fell 36 

percent when the 1973 plan (which u1ed rezoning with pairing and clustering) 

waa implemented; it bad dropped 12 percent the year before and it fell another 

54 Among the post-Swann plan, u1ing pairing and cluatering with rezoning, the 
four shoving the smalle1t change in the di11imilarity index are Sacramento 
in 1976 (.033), Atlanta in 1973 (.048), Fresno in 1978 (.048), and Tulsa in 
1971 (.074). The three with the largest change are Dayton in 1976 (.464), 
Jefferson County, Kentucky in 1975 (.510), and Clneland in 1979 (.654). 
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ten percent ·the year after implementation. The 1971 plan adopted in Dal las 

also involved rezoning with pairing and clustering and coincided with a nine 

percent decline in white enrollment. AD average computed among large, south­

ern districts using rezoning with pairing would combine the Memphis and Dallas 

experiences. 

The districts become more homogeneous as we move to increasingly finer par­

titions in Tables 21 and 22. The averages in these tables are more sensitive 

to extreme (and perhaps anomalous) changes, however, because sample sizes are 

smaller. While we believe the patterns that emerge in Tables 19-22 should be 

taken seriously, the averages are diacussed without regard to atatistical con­

fi~nce. 

Turning to Table 19 we see that, among the 116 plans described in the top 

panel, the dissimilarity index falls an average of 0.217 during implementation 

and by smaller amounts in the years before and after. 55 In contrast, the en­

rollment decline starts to accelerate before implementation. Enrollment drops 

more sharply during implementation than either before or after and the rate of 

enrollment loss is greater one year after implementation than one year before 

or more than one year after. 

The national enrollment data presented in Table 18 show that losses were 

greater during the late 1970• than in earlier perioda. It i1 not surprising, 

therefore. that enrollment losaea are typically areater after implementation 

than before. But the fact that enrollment loaaea are greater during implemen­

tation than either before or after should remove any doubt about the existence 

55 Although we list 122 major plans in Table A4. 1ix predate our em-ollment 
data so the summaries in Tables 19-22 refer to 116 plans. 
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TABLE 19 

Average Change in Dissimilarity Index and Average Annual Percent Change in 
White Enrollment Before, During, and After Plan Implementation by Plan Type 

and Implementation Date 

-----------------------------------~-----~---------~-----
Before Duri111 After _____,_ __________ __,_,_ __________ 

More Than More Than 
Number Type One Year One Year One Year One Year ---- ---- -- ------- -----
116 All: 

Index -.066 -.023 -.217 -.010 -.010 
Enrollment -2.51 -3.76 -6 .27 -4.58 -2.85 

Pre-Swann (fil.!l .2.I Earlier): 
3 Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.013 -.036 -.189 .045 .015 
IDrollment -3.55 -2.17 -4.94 -9.35 -3.84 

12 Rezone/Pair/Clu1ter: 
Index -.072 -.025 -.430 -.024 .026 
Enrollment 1.55 3.08 -2.20 -1.23 . -1.76 

17 lezone: 
Index .001 -.036 -.247 -.014 -.047 
Enrollment -.118 • 795 -2.59 -1.53 -1.97 

Post-Swann (.!211 n Later): 
14 Pair/Clu1ter: 

Index -.051 -.025 -.209 -.001 .025 
Enrollment -3.00 -4.32 -7.75 -5.48 -3.76 

23 lezone/Pair/Clu1ter: 
Index -.098 -.019 -.250 -.007 -.021 
Enrollment -3.05 -6.68 -11.7 -7 .29 -3 .58 

6 Pair/Clu1ter/Mapet1: 
Index -.026 -.017 -.165 -.015 -.032 
!Droll•nt -4.05 -6.29 -12.7 -7.85 -3.33 

17 Kezone: 
Index -.062 -.038 -.178 -.004 .014 
Enroll•nt -1.06 -2.86 -4.20 -2.87 -2.09 

s llezone/Mapet•: 
Index -.130 -.016 -.143 -.014 -.022 
Emollment -2.98 -2.13 -3.50 -3.39 .368 

13 Major Voluntary: 
Index -.081 -.001 -.111 -.019 -.019 
Enrollmnt -3.90 -6 .72 -5.13 -6 .09 -3.25 

3 Other Voluntary: 
Index -.012 .ooo -.038 -.032 .oos 
Enrollment -3.86 -10.2 -7 .42 -7.11 -4.75 

---------------------~--~---~~------------------------~--------
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of an enrollment response to desegregation. The pattern is clear: 

desegregation efforts lower the index of racial dissimilarity, and they also 

reduce enrollments of white students. 

The remaining panels of Table 19 partition plans on the basis of implemen­

tation dates. The plans are further partitioned according to their primary 

techniques. In either period (before or after Swann) programs that combine 

rezoning with pairing and clustering are associated vith the greatest changes 

in desegregation indices. 

Table 19 shows that districts implementing rezoning with pairing and clus­

tering plans prior to the Swann deci■ ion bad been experiencing enrollment . 

growth, on average, and that i■pl•entation coincided with a reversal in 

trend. These plans were introduced in 1969 or 1970, 10 the reversal in trend 

coincides with the natiom,ide transition from expanding to contracting enroll­

ments (see Table 18). Because the timing of the reversal varied across dis­

tricts, there are no obvious patterns in enrollment changes among plan types. 

This is not true for the post-Swann era, when enrollments are generally fall­

ing. All pairing and clustering plans (used in isolation or in combination 

with rezoning or mapets) are associated with the largest reductions in white 

enrollment. To underscore this point, Table 19a 1hows departures from trend 

obtained by subtracting the growth rate experienced more than one year before 

implementation from subsequent rates. 

The finding that pairing and clustering leads to greater departures frcm 

trend than rezoning reflects qualitative differences between the two tech­

niques. Although ve cla11ify both aa mandatory, they differ in the degree to 

which they disrupt 1tudeut1' lives. There are cases where changes in atten-
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TABLE 19a 
Departures from Trend in White Enrollment Loss by Plan Type 

(Post-Swann Plans Only) 

---------------------------------------------------------
Before During After 

-------------- --- -------------More Than More Than 
Type One Year Oue Year One Year One Year ------- ---
Pair/Cluster -1.32 -4.75 -2.48 -0.76 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -3.63 -8.65 -4.24 -0.53 
Pair/Cluster/Magnets -2.24 -8.65 -3.80 +0.72 

Rezone -1.80 -3.14 -1.81 -1.03 
Rezone/Magnets +0.8S -0.s2 -0.41 +3 .35 

Major Voluntary -2.82 -1.23 -2.19 +0.65 
Other Voluntary -6.34 -3.56 -3.25 -0.89 

---------------~------------------------..---~-------------

dance zones constitute more than ainor interruptions. lor the moat part, how­

ever, pairing and clustering require that greater distances be travelled. 

A district'• ability to desegregate its 1chool1 depends crucially on hous­

ing patterns. When the residential distance between whites and minorities is 

not great, desegregation can be achieved by readjusting attendance zones. As 

distance increases, rezoning becoaes le•• feasible. The alternatives are mag­

nets or mandatory rea11isnment via pairing and clustering. If we compare 

changes in di11iailarity indices between programs using pairing and clustering 

and thoae u1in1 volUDtary technique• in Table 19, we see the greatest decreas­

es associated with pairing and clustering and the inaallest decreases associat­

ed with aapet praar••• Pairing and clustering plan• also differ dramatical­

ly from major voluntary progr•• in the enrollment re1pou1e. 

Table 20 is like Table 19 except that plans are subdivided by region 

(southern ver1u1 nonsouthern). Given the South'• hiatory of il iure 1egrega-
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TABLE 20 

Average Change in Dissimilarity Index and Average Annual Percent Change in 
White Enrollment Before, During, and After Plan Implementation by Regiont Plan 

Type and Implementation Date 

----------------------------------------------------------
B'ef ore During 

Kore Than 
Number Type One Year One Year 

Southern Districts; Pre-Swann: 
11 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 

16 

Index -.077 
Enrollment 2.04 

Rezone: 
Index 
Enrol lm.ent 

-.002 
.6 71 

Soutberu Districts; Post-Swann: 
5 Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.114 
Enrollment -1.65 

12 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 

10 

Index -.099 
Enrollment -2.49 

Rezone: 
Index 
Enrollment 

-.055 
-.260 

-.032 
3.35 

-.036 
.639 

-.032 
-4.79 

-.020 
-5.46 

-.042 
-2.59 

Non-Southern Districts; Poat-Swann: 
9 Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.011 
Enroll•nt -3.97 

11 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 
Index -.098 
Enrollment -3.77 

4 Pair/Clu1ter/Maguet1: 

7 

3 

Index -.042 
Enrollment -4.69 

Rezone: 
Index 
Enrollment 

Rezone/Maguet•: 
Index 
Enrollment 

-.071 
-2.09 

-.110 
-3.44 

-.020 
-4.03 . 

-.017 
-8.15 

-.030 
-8.66 

-.031 
-3.32 

-.010 
-4.04 
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-.437 
-2.14 

-.254 
-2.44 

-.361 
-8.38 

-.273 
-12. 7 

-.:us 
-4.28 

-.125 
-7.40 

-.226 
-10.6 

-.173 
-14.3 

-.106 
-4.10 

-.117 
-5.56 

After 

--------------
More Than 

One Year One Year 

-.030 
-.920 

-.011 
-1.75 

.006 
-6.43 

-.010 
-7 .89 

.001 
-2.37 

-.014 
-4.96 

-.004 
-6.64 

-.014 
-8.50 

-.009 
-3.58 

-.034 
-6.54 

.039 
-1.49 

-.036 
-1.91 

.064 
-3.56 

.005 
-3.40 

.041 
-1.83 

.004 
-3.87 

-.053 
-3 .81 

-.025 
-3.20 

-.024 
-2.46 

-.02Y 
-2.96 



TABLE 20 (Continued) 
Average Change in Dissimilarity Index and Average Annual Percent Change in 

White Enrollment Before, During, and After Plan Implementation by Region, Plan 
Type and Implementation Date 

-----------------------------------~------------------Before During After -------~------ -- --------
More Than More Than 

Number Type One Year One Year Oue Year Oue Year --- ---- --- -------
Non-Southeru Districts; Post-Swaun: 
12 Major Voluntary: 

Index -.085 -.007 -.117 -.019 -.014 
Enrollment -3.42 -6.66 -4.99 -5.58 -2.93 

3 Other Vol uutary: 
Index -.012 .ooo -.038 -.032 .005 
Enrollment -3.86 -10.3 -7.42 -7 .11 -4.75 

--------------------~------------------------------------

tion, ve expect to aee a major distinction. Table 20 reveals that plans im­

plemented in the South generate larger reductions in the diaaimilarity index 

than do nonaoutbern plans. le1pon1ea in white enrollment do not vary dramati­

cally across the two regiona, although rezoning--used alone and with pairing 

and cluaterin1--generatea •lightly greater white lo•• in the South. The pat­

tern aeen in Table 19 continues to hold: the greatest white lo•• occurs dur­

ing implementation, and change• are more pronounced immediately before and af­

ter than in more di1tant perioda. 

Table 20a meaaurea changes in white enrollment as departures frcm trend for 

nonaoutheru, poat-Swann plana. There .are no aurpri•e• in thia table. Depar­

ture• fraa trend in white enrollment are much laraer in di•tricts using pair­

ing and clustering than in district• uaing other techniques. As Table 20 

above, theae plans alao cause the great_e1t change• in the diuimilarity index 

in both regions. Greater enrollment responses occur when pairing and cluster­

ing are combined with rezoning or magnets than when they are used in isola-

tion. 
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TABLE 20a 
Departures from Trend in White Enrollment Loss by Plan Type 

(Post-Swann Plans in Nonsouthern Districts Only*) 

-----------------------------------------------------
Before During After 

-------------- -- ----------
More Than More Than 

Type One Year One Year One Year One Year ----- --- ------ -----
Pair/Cluster -0.06 -3.43 -0.99 +0.10 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -4.38 -6 .83 -2.87 -0.04 
Pair/Cluster/Magnets -3.97 -9.61 -3.81 +1.49 

Rezone -1.23 -2.01 -1.49 -0.37 
Rezone/Magnets -0.60 -2.12 -3.10 +0.48 

Major Voluntary -3.24 -1.57 -2.16 +0.49 

-----------------------------------------------------------* Other voluntary plans are deleted since they are the same•• those 
shown in Table 19a. 

Table 21 1ubdivides the plane even furtber ·by identifying the type of dis­

trict. The 1outbern, countyvid• district156 are particularly intere1ting be­

cause their greater geographic 1pread provides a buffer against white flight. 

Not only is there lesa opportunity for 1hort-di1tance migration, but the dis­

tricts typically encompass 1uburban areas where white students are concentrat­

ed. In s011le ways, however, desegregation is more difficult in these dis­

tricts. It it 1 ikely that white and minority 1tudent s are 1eparated by 

greater distances, 10 tran1portation costs are greater. 

In comparing white enrollment changes more than one year prior to implemen­

tation during the poat-Svann era, different population trend• are evident. 

Among couutyvide di1trict1 uaing rezoning, white enrollment had been falling 

at an average annual rate of only 0.07 percent. Among those using rezoning 

with pairing and clustering, it bad been falling at a rate of only 0.11 per-

56 Of the 35 couutywide districts in the sample, only one, Clark County (Las 
Vegas) Nevada is not in the South • 
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TABLE 21 

Average Change in Dissimilarity Index and Average Annual Percent Change in 
White Enrollment Before, During, and After Implementation by Region, District 

Type, Plan Type and Implementation Date 

----------------------------------------------------------Before During After ----- --------
More Than More Than 

Number Type One Year One Year One Year One Year -- - -- - -----
Countywide Southern Districts; Pre-Swami: 
10 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.088 -.034 -.442 -.037 .050 
Enrollment 2.04 3.04 -2.50 -.835 -1.55 

11 Rezone: 
Index -.002 -.043 -.248 -.008 -.oso 
Enrollment 4.30 2.00 -.787 -.199 -.898 

Couutywide Soutberp Diatrict:,: Po1t-Svapp:_ -
5 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.122 -.034 -.373 .003 .005 
Enrollment -.113 -2.56 -7.86 -4.47 -1.94 

4 Rezone: 
Index ~.061 -.028 -.356 .020 .087 
Enrollment -.073 -4.62 -5.45 -.970 -1.38 

Larg1 Urban Southeru Districts; Post-Swann: 
4 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.047 -.015 -.147 -.012 .034 
Enroll•nt -5.48 -10.6 -20.4 -ll.6 -5.33 

Ln1e 11;:bn Rou,outhen DiftTict1: Post-Sv1O: 
3 Pair/Cluater: 

Index -.004 -.045 -.148 -.014 -.009 
Enrollment -8.27 -6.25 -13.2 -9.74 -6 .54 

6 lezoae/Pair/Cluster: 
Index -.085 -.019 -.222 -.013 -.103 
Enrollment -4.40 -9.83 -10.1 -7.53 -4.51 

4 Pair/Cluater/Mapets: 
Index -.042 -.030 -.173 -.014 -.025 
Enroll•nt -4.69 -8.66 -14.3 -a.so -3.20 

7 Major Volwtary: 
Index -.035 -.002 -.132 -.017 -.035 
Enrollant -3.67 -7 .39 -5.47 -7 .OS -3 .99 
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TABLE 21 (Continued) 
Average Change in Dissimilarity Index and Average Annual Percent Change in 

White Enrollment Before, During, and After Implementation by Region, District 
Type, Plan Type and Implementation Date 

Before During After 
---------------- ----------
More Than More Than 

Number Type One Year One Year One Year One Year -- ----- ----
Medium Urban Nonsouth~ Districts; foat-Swann: 

4 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 
Index -.107 -.019 -.211 .OU .005 
Enrollment -2.96 -6 .39 -10.2 -5.91 -3.05 

4 Rezone: 
Index -.087 -.030 -.174 -.005 -.041 
Enrollment -1.70 -3.32 -4.41 -4.18 -2.33 

4 Maj or Voluntary : 
Index -.139 -.023 -.087 -.016 .011 
Enrollment -3.02 -5.20 -4.01 -5.07 -2.98 

Small Urban fonaouthetn Di1;[ic,1; l2•,-Sv1nn: 
3 Pair/ Cl uat er: 

Index -.054 -.010 -.097 .002 .006 
Enrollment -2.33- -3.54 -5.48 -3.53 -4.24 

3 Rezone: 
Index -.oso -.033 -.016 -.015 -.002 
Enrollment -2.60 -3.32 -3.68 -2.79 -2.63 

cent. The apparent pre-plan atabil ity of white enrollment in the countywide 

districts 1tand1 in •harp contraat to the pre-plan trend in large, urban, 

1outhern di1tricta, where loaaea average 5 •. 48 percent annually. 

Table 21 demon1trates that desegregation plans in the countywide districts 

had an exceedingly large desegregative effect. The average changes in the 

dissimilarity index during implementation are larger for these districts than 

for any other group. 
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Departures from trend in _white em-ollment are shown in Table 21a. Among 

countywi.de districts, it remains true that departures from em-ollment trend 

are greater for the pairing and clustering plans than for those using rezoning 

only, but the distinction between thm is leas pronounced than for other stra­

ta. The enrollment response to pairing and clustering is smaller for county­

wide districts than for large urban districts. The four large urban southern 

districts that used pairing and clustering vith rezoning abow the greatest 

losses in white enrollment. The average cumulative loss (from one year before 

to one year after implementation) is 26.2 percent, yet the change in the dis­

similarity index is not large relative to other groups. Since white enroll­

ment is falling rapidly in such areas, it uy be that de.segregation plan• ac­

celerate movements that would have occurred in any case. Bovever, the 

evidence for auch a reaponse--an initial acceleration in white loss followed 

by subaequent deceleration--ia not observed. The pace of white enrollment 

loss increases one year before, during, and oae year after implementation, but 

the subsequent trend (more than one year after) doea not differ from the one 

that preceded the prograa (a 5.33 average annual loaa veraus a 5.48 loss). 

Table 21 shova a sharp contrast between poat-Swann pairing and cluatering 

and major voluntary plans among large urban district• outaide the South. 

Plana uai111 pairing and cluatering achieve a greater desegregation response 

but the difference between thaa and the major voluntary plans is not very dra­

matic (-0.148, -0.222, and -0.173 verau• -0.132). Bovever, the departure frcm 

trend in white enrollment (Table 21a) is aignificantly greater for the manda­

tory plans than for the major voluntary plans. 
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TABLE 21a 
Departures from Trend in White Enrollment Loss 

by Region, District Type, Plan Type and Implementation Date 
----------------------------------------------------------------

Before 

Type 
More Than 
One Year One Year 

Countywide Southern Districts Pre-Swann: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster +l.00 
Rezone -2.30 

Countywide Southern Districts Poat-Swann: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -2.45 
Rezone -4.55 

Large Urban Southern Districts Post-Swann: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -5.12 

During 

- 4.54 
- 5.09 

- 7 .75 
- 5.38 

-14.92 

Large Urban Hon-Southern Districts Poat-Swapn: 
Pair/Cluster +2.02 - 4.93 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -~.43 - 6.30 
Pair/Cluster/Magnets -3.97 - 9.61 

Major Voluntary -3.72 - 1.80 

Medium Non-Southern Diatrict-s Post-Swann: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -3.43 - 7 .24 
Rezone -1.62 - 2.71 

Major Voluntary -2.18 - 0.99 

Small Urban Bon-Southern Districts Post-Swann: 
Pair/Cluster -1.21 - 3.15 
Rezone -0.72 - 1.08 

After 

More Than 
One Year One Year ----- ----
-2.88 
-4.50 

-4.36 
-0.90 

-6 .12 

-1.47 
-3.13 
-3.81 

-3 .38 

-2.95 
-2.48 

-2.05 

-1.20 
-0.19 

-3.59 
5.20 

-1.83 
-1.31 

+0.15 

+l.73 
-0.11 
+1.49 

-0.32 

-0.09 
-0.63 

+0.04 

-1.91 
-0.03 

Table 22 (and ita companion Table 22a) is restricted to plans that had the 

largest effect on aegregation levels. The first panel of Table 22 shows the 

averages over all such -plana. While, by co111truction, these plana caused .a 

greater response in the diasimilarity index than the full sample (Table 19), 

they show a smaller average change in white enrollment. 
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TABLE 22 

Average Change in Dissimilarity Index and Average Annual Percent Change in 
White Enrollment Before, During, and After Implementation by Region, District 

Type, Plan Type and Implementation Date 

(Full Plana Only) ________________ .... ._.. ______ -
-------------------------

Number Type 

54 All: 
Index 
Enrollment 

18 All Pre-Swann: 
Index 
Enroll•nt 

36 All Post-Swann: 
Index 
Enrollment 

Before ------------
Kore Than 
One Year One Year ---

-.096 -.029 
-1.63 -2.88 

-.044 -.026 
1.13 1.70 

-.111 -.030 
-2.21 -4.63 

Southern Countywide Dbtricts; Pre-Swann: 
7 Rezone/Pair/Cluater: 

Index -.109 -.038 
Enroll•nt 2.41 3 .63 

3 Rezone: 
Index -.009 -.010 
Enrollment 4.30 1.33 

Soutberu Countyvide Di1trict1; Poat-Swan: 
5 Rezone/Pair/Cluster: 

Index -.122 -.034 
Enrollment -.113 -2.56 

During ---

-.323 
-5.65 

-.396 
-1.63 

-.289 
-7.66 

-.489 
-1.28 

-.453 
1 .67 

-.373 
-7.86 

Latzl Urbap Hop1outhen Districts; Poat-Swann: 
4 lezone/Pair/Cluater: 

Inde:z -.100 -.020 -.248 
Enrollment -3 .73 -10.6 -10.7 

After 
---------------

More Than 
One Year One Year ----.--.- -----

-.011 -.008 
-4.12 -2.53 

-.014 -.008 
-1.21 -l.65 

-.009 -.007 
-5.49 -2.96 

-.0"6 .023 
.240 -1.16 

-.009 .040 
2.08 .583 

.003 .005 
-4.47 -1.94 

-.005 -.138 
-6.85 -4.43 -----------------------~- - ___ _._.... __________________ _ 

Thirteen of the 18 pre-Swann plan• underlying Table 22 occurred in the 

South where the history of g l!!n aegregation virtually aa1ured that simple 
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rezoning would produce large desegregation responses. Twelve of the 13 south­

ern plans were implemented by countywide districts where enrollment responses 

tend to be less pronounced. These characteristics are partly responsible for 

the apparent ability of pre-Swann full plans to achieve large desegregative 

effects with relatively minor enrollment respon1es. 

TABLE 22a 
Departures from Trend in White Enrollment 

by Region, District Type, Plan Type and Implementation Date 
(Full Plans Only) 

Before During 

Type 

!11 

All Pre-Swann 

All Post-Swann 

More 'than 
One Year One Year 

-1.25 

+0.51 

-2.42 

Southern Countywide Districts Pre-Swann: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster +l.22 
Rezone -2 .97 

Southern Countywide Diatricts Post-Swann: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -2.45 

-4.02 

-2.76 

-5.45 

-3.69 
-2.63 

-7.75 

Large Urban Non-Southen Districts Poat-Swanp: 
Rezone/Pair/Cluster -6.87 -6.97 

After 

More Than 
One Year One Year 

-2.49 -0.90 

-2.34 -2.78 

-3.28 -0.75 

-2.17 -3.57 
-2.22 -3 .72 

-4.36 -l.83 

-3.12 -0.10 ---------- - --------------------------------------------

6.4 ADDITION.AL COMMENTS 

Our e:umination of 116 major plan, addres1e1 two questions. Are school 

districts desegregating? Do desegregation efforts influence the movement of 

students between achool districts? The answer to the first question is that 

racial balance improve• when desegregation plant are implemented. legarding 
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