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SCHOOL DESEGREGATION

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1981

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITrEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

COMMITrEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9 a.m. in room 2237 of the Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman of the sub-
committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Edwards, Kastenmeier, Washington,
Hyde, Sensenbrenner and Lungren.

Staff present: Thomas M. Boyd, associate counsel and Janice
Cooper, counsel.

Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
I recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Hyde.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the

committee permit this meeting to be covered in full or in part by
television broadcast, radio broadcast, and/or still photography, pur-
suant to rule V of the committee rules.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Today, we are going to begin hearings on one of the most impor-

tant social challenges facing our society, the desegregation of our
public schools.

Since the Supreme Court's epic 1954 decision, Brown v. Board of
Education, we have slowly moved toward that goal. In some parts
of the country, the success has been astonishing; in others, the
difficulties have dominated the news.

It is now time for us to assess the progress and the problems,
something the Congress and this committee has not attempted to
do for 9 years. Misinformation and lack of information about the
methods and effectiveness of school desegregation plans have fos-
tered fear and resistance to change.

Hopefully, these hearings will make a major contribution toward
correcting this situation. Toward this end, we will be seeking the
views and expertise of those best equipped to do this-educators,
social scientists, legal scholars, public officials, and parents.

The chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, Mr. Rodino,
had hoped to open these sessions, but a conflict in his schedule
prevents him from being here today. He has submitted a fine
statement, which, if there is no objection, will be made a part of
the record.

[The complete statement follows:]

(1)
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STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN RODINO ON SCHOOL DESEGREGATION TO THE
SUBCOMMITrEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present this testimony as this
Subcommittee embarks on hearings to gauge the achievements and identify the
problems of school desegregation.

This committee last reviewed these issues in 1972, when 20 days of hearings were
conducted. Much has happened since then, so it is appropriate and timely that this
fresh examination be undertaken. Conflict continues over the merits and methods of
school desegregation. This is clearly evident in the continuing flood of legislation
and proposed constitutional amendments introduced in this Congress to prohibit
busing to achieve school desegregation.

Of course, these proposals are not new. Recent legislative history is replete with
examples of efforts by the Congress to ban busing. Yet, so far as I know, these
efforts have not blocked the desegregation plan of a single school district.

The reasons for this, I think,, are clear. The Supreme Court has repeatedly found
busing to be an acceptable tool to dismantle systems in which there has been
intentional, purposeful, unconstitutional school discrimination.

These desegregation plans were not the creations of social engineers bent on
achieving "racial balance." Rather they were the work of conservative federal
judges, mostly from the South, doing the best they knew how to protect the constitu-
tional rights of children and to preserve harmony in their communities.

I happen to think they did a pretty fair job.
However, to be able to compile a fair and complete record on which the Congress

can chart a wise and reasonable course, the Subcommittee must listen to all the
conflicting views. So I anticipate you intend to hear from social scientists, educators
and lawyers who have done extensive research on school desegregation. I am sure
ou will want to hear the diverse sentiments of members of Congress. And you will
ear from school administrators, school board members, teachers and parents who

have experienced school desegregation and will be able to tell the Subcommittee of
its effects and effectiveness.

With this record in hand, the Congress then will have the facts required for
making decisions.

In the course of this examination, it will be well to keep in mind the words of the
Supreme Court in the first Brown case in 1954, when it ruled that segregation by
race in education violated the 14th Amendment to the Constitution. The Court
wrote:

"Does segregation of children in public schools solely on the basis of race, even
though the physical facilities and other "tangible" factors may be equal, deprive
children of the minority group of equal educational opportunities? We believe that
it does."

The decree of the Court is clear: children are best served, in public schools that
are operated in accordance with the Constitution and meet their educational needs,
and separation in schools by race is inherently unequal.

Subsequent decisions have established beyond doubt that there are several consti-
tutionally acceptable ways to achieve desegregation and that busing is one of them.

This was unequivocally stated in Swann, when Chief Justice Burger, for a unani-
mous court, wrote that, where a school system has been deliberately constructed
and maintained to enforce racial segregation, "desegregation plans cannot be limit-
ed to the walk-in school."

From Swann through a series of cases involving not only the South but the North
and the West, busing has been declared an appropriate way to desegregate schools
when acts of intentional racial discrimination have been proved.

I stress again "intentional." The busing plans that the Supreme Court approved
were not engineered by judicial activists engaging in "sociological experimentation."
Rather, they were the handiwork of cautious and conservative jurists who found
busing to be the only practical way to desegregate and tailored the remedy to match
the scope of the constitutional violation. •

In any discussion of busing and desegregation, the number of children being
transported for this purpose should be kept in perspective.

The neighborhood school, while undoubtedly a pleasant memory for some, has
long been a vanishing institution for many and never existent for others. The
number of school districts in the nation have decreased from about 128,000 in 1931-
32 to 16,000 in 1976-77. As a result of this consolidation, riding public transporta-
tion to school is a fact of life for most children. Of the 40 million pupils in public
schools, nearly 22 million-or 54 per cent-ride buses to school at an estimated
public cost of $126 a pupil.
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But only a small fraction of these are bused to desegregate. The U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights estimates that less than 7 per cent of all pupils riding buses are
being transported for this purpose, although it is about this busing only that one
hears hostile criticism.

As these hearings proceed, the Subcommittee will have to sort through opposing
opinions in many areas of dispute. Amoung these are the academic achievement of
children in desegregated schools, the financial costs of busing, the effect of desegre-
gation on housing patterns and race relations, the attitudes of citizens about deseg-
regation in general and busing in particular, and whether there are real alterna-
tives to busing. The debate on these issues will be intense.

Some will cite studies and argue the costs of busing for desegregation far exceed
any educational gains enjoyed by minority students.

Other research indicates otherwise. One recent analysis of more than 100 cases of
desegregation, for instance, found that achievement scores of minority students
increased significantly after desegregation. Indeed, the researchers concluded that
metropolitan or countywide plans, which entail substantial busing, have been the
most successful in fostering achievement gains for minority pupils. Another recent
assessment reported major improvements in reading by black children in the last 10
years, particularly in the Southeast, where the desegregation orders implemented
were metropolitan or countywide in character.

There is evidence, also, that the earlier the desegregation in a child's life occurs
the greater the gains and that there have been significant breakthroughs for blacks
in colleges and universities and in the professions and trades as racial barriers fall.

These are some of the perceived benefits for blacks. No study has concluded that
white pupils suffer academically from desegregation, and their lives may actually be
enriched when their racial isolation is ended.

Financial costs of busing are also the subject of inconclusive argument.
Opponents of busing contend that the costs are burdensome for school districts

already in trouble financially and that gasoline is wasted at a time when we should
be conserving fuel. They say this money could be better spent on compensatory
education programs.

Although the number of children being bused for desegregation is small in rela-
tion to the total being transported, this busing likely does add at least fractionally
to the costs of running some school systems-as did busing to maintain segregated
schools. But those who believe justice demands desegregation will question whether
one can balance such costs against a constitutionally required social goal of an
integrated society. They also make the point that those who criticize desegregation
are the ones who also vote against providing money for compensatory programs.

Any dialogue on busing almost surely leads to the issue of "white flight.'
Foes of busing acknowledge that other factors contribute to white flight but insist

that the exodus is exacerbated by busing and that resegregation results.
On the other hand, supporters, while conceding that busing probably contributes

to the movement by whites to suburbs, point out that studies show this exacerbation
is short-lived. White flight, in any event, is a characteristic of communities in which
desegregation has never been ordered or a pupil bused for that purpose. Declines in
the enrollments of central city schools are held to result far more from the long-
term trend of whites moving to the suburbs than from desegregation orders. In the
South, in districts that have had desegregation plans for a decade that call for
extensive busing, the enrollments have been quite stable.

There is no denying that there has been racial conflict when desegregation plans
are first put in place. But I think these hearings must determine the attitudes of
the people, black and white, after these plans have been in operation for several
years. We might find, I think, substantial progress toward racial harmony.

Indeed, one study concluded that metropolitan-wide school desegregation has ac-
celerated housing desegregation, because whites have no incentive to move to sub-
urbs to find segregated white schools.

Let me add here, Mr. Chairman, that the burden of achieving residential integra-
tion must not be borne by the children. We must also enact a fair-housing law along
the lines of the one on which we suffered a frustrating defeat last year, despite
broad support. With such a law, the need for school busing might largely evaporate.
As Will Hudnut II, mayor of Indianapolis, told our committee during hearings on
the Fair Housing Act Amendments of 1980:

"If we can stabilize housing throughout the communities we live in and effectively
combat discrimination and segregation through the adoption of nondiscriminatory
housing. ., and financing practices, then the necessity for busing would be greatly
reduced, if not eliminated.'
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Regardless of public opinion, the courts must uphold the law. Policy makers,
however, should try to assess the public's position on busing and desegregation in
fashioning legislation. What are the public's views?

Opponents of busing will point to recent national polls that suggest whites over-
whelmingly object to busing for desegregation, while there is growing acceptance by
them of desegregated schooling.

But, in a poll of whites who said their children had been "picked up by bus to go
to school with children of other races," 54 per cent said the experience with busing
had been very satisfactory, 33 per cent found it partly satisfactory, and 11 per cent
said it had not been satisfactory. Supporters of busing concede the phrasing of the
above question may not have been precise. Nevertheless, they hold .that the results
indicate that exposure to busing for desegregation, especially over a long period,
increases the level of acceptance of busing.

To bolster this view, they point to a poll showing that only 5 per cent of white
parents in the South, where busing to achieve desegregation has been used exten-
sively, would object to sending their children to schools where a few pupils are
black. In a 1963 survey, 60 per cent of those parents in the South indicated they
would object.

The surveys of black parents indicate attitudes generally more favorable toward.
busing.

Results of opinion polls are often embraced or rejected on the basis of one's own
preconceived notion of what the outcome should be. Accordingly, one side will assert
these surveys establish that opposition to busing is aimed at the means being used
to desegregate not the end itself. The other might argue that school busing is
widespread and is objected to only when the bus ride is part of a desegregation plan.
They fear that desegregated schooling is the real target of these objections, but
opposition to busing only is voiced because that stance is more socially acceptable.

While taking cognizance of the surveys, this Subcommittee, I presume, will rely
also on the personal testimony of those having experienced first-hand busing and
desegregation.

There is no question that most parents, black and white, would prefer that
effective desegregation be accomplished without busing. All would agree that it
would be desirable to desegregate through incentive rather than compulsion.

Congress must explore what incentives it might offer. Alternatives to busing, both
mandatory and voluntary, have been tried. Some have had limited success. Others
could not pass judicial muster. For the reality is that in most cases busing has been
found by prudent judges to be the only way to root out the vestiges of past
intentional discrimination.

In the end, parents are much more concerned about the quality of their schools
than the way they get to them. Parents, black, white and brown, share common
goals for their children: a good education, a future with promise, and opportunity to
share in the bounty of a productive, just and peaceful society.

In many communities, particularly in the South, concerned parents and educators
have worked for years together in harmony after desegregation to improve the
quality of schooling for all children. They have succeeded.

This Subcommittee, this Congress, must learn from them.

Mr. EDWARDS. Today's witnesses all have devoted a considerable
share of their impressive careers to the resolution of this issue.
Their views and goals, however, vary dramatically.

Before I introduce our first witness, does the gentleman from
Illinois have a statement?

Mr. HYDE. I have no statement. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Illinois?
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I commend the chairman for convening these hearings. The

transportation of students, frequently across great distances, was
traditionally used in many parts of the country in order to desegre-
gate schools. This was accepted by many, many communities in the
country.

Today, also throughout the country, especially in sparsely popu-
lated arc s, school districts are consolidated so that students can be
bused across great distances in order to achieve quality education.
Again, this was done with widespread support.
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Yet those who oppose pupil transportation in order to achieve
desegregation have succeeded in transforming even the word
"busing' to an emotionally laden politically devisive term. Recent
debates on the use of busing for desegregation have been made
deliberately emotional.

Inquiries such as those now being conducted in the Senate seem
deliberately designed to support a conclusion that busing for the
purposes of integration should be made unconstitutional. The emo-
tional and politically charged atmosphere that has been allowed to
surround this issue has obscured important public policy ques-
tions--questions involving both the quality of public education in
America as well as the future course of American democracy.

I agree with the chairman that it is time these issues were
explored or reexplored. I believe this subcommittee has an especial-
ly heavy responsibility to provide a fair, open, and impartial forum
for review, and I know my colleagues feel the same way.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Washington.
Our first witness today is our distinguished colleague from Ohio,

Congressman Ron Mottl, who has been an able and consistent
advocate for change in this particular area.

Mr. Mottl, you may proceed. We welcome you.

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN RONALD M. MOrrL

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, Thank you for the opportunity to
appear before you today on the status of school desegregation and methods of
implementation.

As one who has devoted much of his efforts to fighting court-ordered busing since
coming to Congress in 1975, I find it encouraging that this subcommittee is begin-
ning to take this issue seriously.

My greatest -concern is that these hearings, as useful as they may be, will only
serve to delay consideration of specific legislative proposals to put an end to court-
ordered busing. Hearings alone are not enough. This panel should immediately
move to mark up legislation at the conclusion of hearings.

By this time I believe my views on court-ordered busine are well enough known in
these halls. With varying degrees of success, I've probably twisted every arm here in
attempting to get signatures on my discharge petition to bring the neighborhood
schools constitutional amendment to the House floor.

But year after year has passed, the destruction of public education caused by
court-ordered busing continues, and Congress has been content to take only token
steps to curb this disastrous judicial policy.

During the Vietnam war, an American military officer made a remark which
seemed to capture all of the frustrations and contradictions of that unhappy episode
in American history.

Referring to some recent battle, the officer said that we had to destroy a village in
order to save it.

The officer probably misspoke, but his off-hand comment brought into focus for
people back home the question of whether the gains of winning that war could ever
be worth the terrible costs.

Congress and Federal judges are long overdue in facing up to that question with
respect to court-ordered busing. Look around at the cities where court-ordered
busing is in effect, and ask yourselves, are we destroying public education in the
name of saving it from the supposed evils of racially imbalanced classrooms?

The answer to that question is, unfortunately, yes. We have had court-ordered
busing now in Cleveland for several years. As a product of that school system, it is
personally painful for me to say that what was once one of the finest public schools
systems in the Nation is now one of the worst.

Enrollment has plummeted from 115,000 a few years ago to 68,000.
The system lurches from one financial crisis to another, while attempting to

budget $40 million per year not to educate kids but merely to move them around.
Just last week, school financial planners predicted a $29 million deficit for 1982.
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That means more staff cutbacks, fewer programs and continued dilapidation of thephysical plant.

Ppil test scores remain in the basement as the quality of the educational experi.

ence declines. It was reported in the Cleveland Plain Dealer that more than 10,000
Cleveland students, about 13 percent of total enrollment, will not be advanced to the
next grade this year. An incredible 41 percent of the 10th grade students were not
promoted to the 11th grade.

Public pride in the neighborhood school, and support for the school system has
vanished. Any prudent parent would look for alternatives to sending their children
into the Cleveland system.

Nationwide, the picture is equally grim.
Costly fuel is wasted merely in moving children around. An estimated 155,000

gallons of fuel are wasted each school day to carry out court-ordered busing.
City after city has seen enrollments drop as more affluent whites and blacks flee

the public schools, often resulting in school systems which are more segregated than
before.

Even the education experts have thrown up their hands and repudiated court-
ordered busing. The prime example is Professor James Coleman, whose earlier
research helped courts justify their experimentation with busing. Professor Coleman
has since done an exhaustive study of school systems which bus under court order,
and has concluded that court-ordered busing has been a failure.

The polls I've seen show that even most black Americans want their children to
attend a good, neighborhood school. In fact, one motivation for the civil rights
litigation of the early 1950's was to end busing of black children-busing them past
nearby white schools to more distant segregated schools.

I believe our society and its school systems should be color-blind. Yet, strange
enough, it is the proponents of court-ordered busing who insist that somehow black
and white children can't get a good education unless they are mixed in careful
proportions like chemicals in a laboratory test-tube.

I would like to quote at length some passages from a recent newspaper column by
William Raspberry, a prize-winning member of the Washington Post writers group
and one of the most prominent black newspaper commentators in the Nation. Mr.
Raspberry wrote: "Busing for school desegregation has nearly always cost more in
political, financial and emotional capital than it was worth in educational gains for
black children. It is an issue that has unified much of white America and justified
some of its baser instincts without similarly uniting black America, which never
really was that hot for busing. It has torn communities apart for precious little
education gain, and it has nearly bankrupted the NAACP.

"An occasional study here and there has found some slight gains in black achieve-
ment as a result of busing. But more typically even optimistic, pro-busing studies
can claim little more than that white children aren't hurt by busing."

Mr. Raspberry continues, and I quote: "Most of the impetus for busing has come
from white political activists and the civil rights establishment, most notably the
NAACP and the NAACP legal defense fund. It has interested rank and file blacks
primarily on the basis that oposition to busing has been seen as evidence of continu-
ing white racism. In other words, blacks have tended to be less for busing than
against anti-busing whites.

"Ordinary blacks have understood, even if the black leadership has not; the
difference between the racial segregation that was outlawed in 1954 and the active
integration of schools that later came to be the trend."

Mr. Raspberry concludes that what black children have needed all along is
quality education, something that he believes can be had in black neighborhood
schools as well as in schools integrated by costly and wasteful busing programs.

Mr. Raspberry adds: "This is not to say that rank and file blacks have favored
segregation. They haven't. They have merely resisted the implication that schools
whose students are black because the school neighborhoods are black are, on that
account, inferior."

I don't believe I have ever read a sharper analysis of how court-ordered busing is
a failure which degrades blacks in the process than this analysis by Mr. Raspberry.

But let's move beyond assigning blame.
Let's get rid of court-ordered busing once and for all. Let's have an amendment to

the Constitution that assures that public education is colorblind; that guarantees
black and white children that they can attend their neighborhood schools and not
be -inea pigs for social experimenters.

at is my goal in advocating our constitutional amendment for neighborhood
schools. We have made progress in every Congress since it was first introduced in
1975. President Reagan has told me he supports the amendment.
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My greatest fear, as we watch our public school systems crumble, is that any
relief from this disastrous judicial and social policy will arrive too late. We will
have destroyed many once-fine school systems in the name of saving them.

Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF HON. RONALD M. MOTTL, REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES FROM THE 23D DISTRICT
OF THE STATE OF OHIO
Mr. MorTL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hyde, Mr.

Washington, staff members. Thank you for the opportunity to
appear before you today on the status of school desegregation and
methods of implementation.

As one who has devoted much of his efforts to fighting court-
ordered busing since coming to Congress in 1975, I find it encourag-
ing that this subcommittee is beginning to take this issue seriously.

My greatest concern is that these hearings, as useful as they may
be, will only serve to delay consideration of specific legislative
proposals to put an end to court-ordered busing. Hearings alone are
not enough. This panel should immediately move to markup legis-
lation at the conclusion of these hearings.

By this time I believe my views on court-ordered busing are well
enough known in these Halls. With varying degrees of success, I've
probably twisted every arm here in attempting to get signatures on
my discharge petition to bring the neighborhood schools constitu-
tional amendment to the House floor.

But year after year has passed. The destruction of public educa-
tion caused by court-ordered busing continues, and Congress has
been content to take only token steps to curb this disastrous judi-
cial policy.

During the Vietnam war, an American military officer made a
remark which seemed to capture all of the frustrations and contra-
dictions of that unhappy episode in American history. Referring to
some recent battle, the officer said that "we had to destroy a
village in order to save it." The officer probably misspoke, but his
offhand comment brought into focus for people back home the
question of whether the gains of winning that war could ever be
worth the terrible costs.

Congress and Federal judges are long overdue in facing up to
that question with recoect to court-ordered busing. Look around at
the cities where court-ordered busing is in effect and ask your-
selves, "Are we destroying public education in the name of saving
it from the supposed evils of racially imbalanced classrooms?"

The answer to that question is, unfortunately, yes. We have had
court-ordered busing now in Cleveland for several years. As a
product of that public school system, it is personally painful for me
to say that what was once one of the finest public school systems in
the Nation is now one of the worst.

Enrollment has plummeted from 115,000 a few years ago to
68,000.

The system lurches from one financial crisis to another, while
attempting to budget $40 million per year not to educate kids but
merely to move them around. Just last week, school financial
planners predicted a $29 million deficit for 1982. That means more
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staff cutbacks, fewer programs, and continued dilapidation of thephysical plant.Pupil test scores remain in the basement as the quality of the

educational experience declines. It was reported in the Cleveland
Plain Dealer that more than 10,000 Cleveland students, about 13
percent of total enrollment, will not be advanced to the next grade
this year. An incredible 41 percent of the 10th grade students were
not promoted to the 11th grade.

Public pride in the neighborhood school and support for the
school system has vanished. Any prudent parent would look for
alternatives to sending their children into the Cleveland system.

Nationwide, the picture is equally grim.
Costly fuel is wasted merely in moving children around. An

estimated 155,000 gallons of fuel are wasted each schoolday to
carry out court-ordered busing.

City after city has seen enrollments drop as more affluent whites
and blacks flee the public schools, often resulting in school systems
which are more segregated than before.

Even the education experts have thrown up their hands and
repudiated court-ordered busing. The prime example is Prof. James
Coleman, whose earlier research helped cou:"4s justify their experi-
mentation with busing. Professor Coleman has since done an ex-
haustive study of school systems which bus under court order and
has concluded that court-ordered busing has been a failure.

The polls I've seen show that even most black Americans want
their children to attend a good neighborhood school. In fact, one
motivation for the civil rights litigation of the early 1950's was to
end busing of black children-busing them past nearby white
schools to more distant segregated schools.

I believe our society and its school systems should be colorblind;
yet, strangely enough, it is the proponents of court-ordered busing
who insist that somehow black and white children can't get a good
education unless they are mixed in careful proportions like chemi-
cals in a laboratory test tube.

I would like to quote at length some passages from a recent
newspaper column by William Raspberry, a priLe-winning member
of the Washington Post writers group and one of the most promi-
nent black newspaper commentators in the Nation. Mr. Raspberry
wrote:

Busing for school desegregation has nearly always cost more in political, financial,
and emotional capital than it was worth in educational gains for black children. It
is an issue that has unified much of white America and justified some of its baser
instincts without similarly uniting black America, which never really was that hot
for busing. It has torn communities apart for precious little education gain, and it
has nearly bankrupted the NAACP.

An occasional study here and there has found some slight gains in black achieve-
meqt as a result of busing. But more typically, even the optimistic, probusing
studies can claim little more than that white children aren't hurt by busing.

And I would like to allude to a study just completed, as reported
in the major newspapers yesterday, by Dr. Willis Hawley of Van-
derbilt University, which came out with these results I just alluded
to-the previously mentioned paragraph that I just read.

Mr. Raspberry continues, and I quote:
Most of the impetus for busing has come from white political activists and the

civil rights establishment, most notably the NAACP and the NAACP Legal Defense
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Fund. It has interested rank and file blacks primarily on the basis that opposition to
busing has been seen as evidence of continuing white racism. In other words, blacks
have tended to be less for busing than against antibusing whites.

Ordinary blacks have understood, even if the black leadership has not, the differ-
ence between the racial segregation that was outlawed in 1954 and the active
integration of schools that later came to be the trend.

Mr. Raspberry concludes that what black children have needed
all along is quality education, something that he believes can be
had in black neighborhood schools as well as in schools integrated
by costly and wasteful busing programs.

Mr. Raspberry adds:
This is not to say that rank and file blacks have favored segregation. They

haven't. They have merely resisted the implication that schools whose students are
black because the school neighborhoods are black are, on that account, inferior.

I don't believe I have ever read a sharper analysis of how court-
ordered busing is a failure which degrades blacks in the process
than this analysis by Mr. Raspberry.

But let's move beyond assigning blame. Let's get rid of court-
ordered busing once and for all. Let's have an amendment to the
Constitution that assures that public education is colorblind, that
guarantees black -and white children that they can attend their
neighborhood schools and not be guinea pigs for social experiment-
ers.

That is my goal in advocating our constitutional amendment for
neighborhood schools. We have made progress in every Congress
since it was first introduced in 1975. President Reagan has told me
he supports the amendment.

My greatest fear, as we watch our public school systems crumble
is that any relief from this disastrous judicial and social policy will
arrive too late. We will have destroyed many once-fine school sys-
tems in the name of saving them.

Thank you.
And may I also add, Mr. Chairman, that my constitutional

amendment reads: "No court of the United States shall require
that any person be assigned to or excluded from any school on the
basis of race, religion, or national origin."

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Mr. Mottl.
The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Yes. Mr. Mottl, I'm somewhat surprised at one

of your statements that seemed to imply that court-ordered busing
is the sole and only reason for "the destruction of our public school
system." Is that your position?

Mr. MOTTL. I'm sorry. What is the question again, Mr. Washing-
ton?

Mr. WASHINGTON. I gather from your remarks that you're saying
court-ordered busing is the sole, exclusive, and only reason for 'the
destruction of our public school system." Is that your position?

Mr. MOTTL. No. There are many causes for the destruction of the
public school system, but this is one of the major ones.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Assuming your statement is correct, let's look
at some of the causes of the so-called destruction of that system.
Would you enumerate a few?

Mr. MOTTL. I would say violence, possibly lack of quality school-
teachers, not enough money to hire proper schoolteachers. Prob-
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ably one of the biggest causes I alluded to is the remedy of court-
ordered busing.

I am for desegregation of our school systems, just like you are,
Mr. Washington, but I think there are other means to do it, other
than court-ordered buses.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I'm vitally concerned with the question of the
destruction or debilitation, or the lowered quality of education in
our public school system, as you are. But I have been under the
impression for many years that the main cause, or at least one of
the main causes for that problem has been eroding tax bases in
many urban areas, or lack of tax moneys.

Mr. MOTrTL. It is.
Mr. WASHINGTON. And it has been the flight of certain groups

from within the city, not necessarily due to busing or desegregation
of schools, but due to other things which presumably attract people
to suburban areas.

So I am somewhat amazed that you would imply in your written
submission that destruction of the public school system rests on the
forced busing of children.

Mr. MOYrL. That's one of the major causes, Mr. Washington. And
the reason I say that-and I can cite Cleveland, Ohio; that's my
hometown, where I went to school. It was one of the finest school
systems in the country and now it's one of the worst. And ever
since we have used the remedy of court-ordered busing imposed by
Federal District Judge Frank Batiste, we have, in the last 4 years,
white flight and also black flight from the Cleveland school system
because of court-ordered busing.

We had a school system enrollment of 115,000. Now we're down
to 68,000. Of those 68,000, I would imagine at least 10 to 20 percent
of those are truant each schoolday, because they don't want to ride
the schoolbus to the other side of the city.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Why do you attribute white flight and, as you
say, black flight, to court-ordered busing? Isn't that a natural eco-
logical development.

Mr. MOrL. Not to that degree?
Mr. WASHINGTON. To what degree would it be?
Mr. MOTTL. I've seen statistics around the country by U.S. News

& World Report--
Mr. WASHINGTON. Let's talk about Cleveland.
Mr. MOTTL. I would say it would be 1 percent, 2 percent at most

a year-not the 10 percent or more that we have.
Mr. WASHINGTON. The point is you're guessing. You really don't

know, do you?
Mr. MOTTL. You asked for an opinion. I'm giving you my opinion.
Mr. WASHINGTON. It's a guesstimate, isn't it? You don't really

know.
Mr. MOTrL. I know what the enrollment decline has been be-

cause of court-ordered busing.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You know what the enrollment decline is. But

what I'm trying to get to is to what do you attribute that decline?
You seem to imply that it's due to busing. I am saying, what evidence
do you have to support that conclusion?
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Mr. MOTTL. I've seen Dr. James Coleman's report on 100 desegre-
gation cases, from Boston to Los Angeles. You may recall that he
was the prime architect of court-ordered busing.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I recall that, but I'm concerned about Cleve-
land.

Mr. MorrL. Cleveland is one of those 100 desegregation cases.
And the main thesis of his report was court-ordered busing is a

failure; it has caused white flight. And we need white people in
Cleveland proper, as we need black people, wouldn't you say so,
Mr. Washington, that we need people of all races?

Mr. WASHINGTON. I'm trying to pin down one point. Maybe we
can't do it. And that is, in your submission, you state that white
flight and black flight in Cleveland is due to court-ordered busing.
And I asked you what evidence you had to support it. And you
don't have it, I gather.

Mr. MOTTL. We've never had the degree of white flight before we
had court-ordered busing. The flight from Cleveland was 1 or 2
percent, as I said to you. And after court-ordered busing, we had, in
just 4 years, a decline in enrollment from 115,000 to 68,000. That's
muchhigher than 1 or 2 percent. That's probably at least 10 to 20
percent per year.

Mir. WASHINGTON. Let me turn to a study that you cited. I have
the same article you have from the New York Times, I gather.

Mr. MoTrL Yes.
Mr. WASHINGTON. A dean of Vanderbilt University, Willis

Hawley, after an analysis of 17 studies-I don't see Cleveland on
here.

Mr. MOTTL. I think he takes Shaker Heights, which is the most
affluent city we have in the greater Cleveland area, which is a
voluntary system. And he puts Shaker Heights in the study.

So right there, I would say that study is defective. Why didn't he
take Cleveland?

Mr. WASHINGTON. Let's look at the study. The team went to
Evanston, Ill., my territory; Stockton. They go throughout the
country. The report cites 17 cities, and it concludes that there is a
definite benefit to desegregated education, as you well know.

Dean Hawley indicates that the achievement level of blacks
seems to go up; achievement level of whites stabilizes or goes up. In
other words, he doesn't seem to extract any of the dire results or
conclusions from desegregation, presumably including busing, that
youkdo--

I'm interested in why you cited this particular article?
Mr. MOTTL. Because I quoted Mr. Raspberry. William Raspberry

is one of the most noted columnists in the United States. And he
said in his column an occasional study here and there has found
some slight gains in black achievement as a result of busing. But
more typically, even the optimistic probusing studies can claim
little more than the white children aren't hurt by busing.

I think if that article is supposed to say, "Well, gee, court-
ordered busing has been great for this country," then we are in a
sorrowful state with that remedy.

So, even one of the finest columnists in the country says that it
hasn't worked.

88-140 0-82--2
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And exactly what is the bottom line for Mr. Hawley's study is
that there are slight gains fos black children, but we are not
hurting white schoolchildren. Isn't that wonderful?

But all the money, the white flight, and the waste of energy and
the gasoline-to me, it seems that it isn't worthwhile to pursue this
remedy. We should try other remedies.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Well, in the first place, Mr. Raspberry is one
of many commentators on the subject. You can cite many, many
others who disagree with him. But nowhere has he said that court-
ordered busing should cease. He is simply saying that perhaps the
results of it are not as high as they should have been.

I think my time has expired.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Sensenbren-

ner.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you very much.
First of all, since the witness has referred to a column by Wil-

liam Raspberry, I would like to ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Raspberry's column, which appeared in the Washington Post of
Friday, September 4, 1981, be included as part of the record at this
point.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection it will be included.
[The information referred to follows:]

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 4, 1981]

WHY IS BUSING THE ONLY ROUTE?

(By William Raspberry)
Th NAACP, unhappy with the results of nearly a decade of court-ordered busing

in Prince George's County, has asked the court to reopen the original case.
The civil rights organization's contention will be that the county has not done all

it could to maximize racial integration in the public schools. It obviously has not,
though officials no doubt will content they have done all the law required them to
do in that-regard. They drew up bus routes and pupil assignment plans that, at
least at the beginning, had the effect of ending official segregation.

A couple of things have happened since the plan was implemented in 1972. First,
a large number of whites have left the public schools while a large number of black
families have moved into the county, most of them in areas near the District of
Columbia. Second, housing patterns in 1981 are not what they were in 1972. Whites
have been moving farther out into the county, in many cases selling their homes to
black newcomers.

The school system that was 13 percent black a decade ago is some 40 percent
black a decade ago is some 40 percent black today. One result of all this is that the
busing patterns that enhanced integration when they were established now often
involve the absurd phenomenon of black children traveling great distances from
their neighborhood only to wind up in schools that are overwhelmingly black.

It may be fair to ask whether the county has done as much as possible to
maximize racial integration. Clearly, it hasn't. But the suspicion here is that that is
the wrong question. The relevant inquiry is whether anyone- including the
NAACP-has done as much as possible to improve the education of black children.

There are other -qustions, but this one is key. For instance, the NAACP has
questions regarding possible discrimination in hiring and assigning black teachers.
In my opinion, that is a proper issue for the teachers themselves, but it has little to
do with the question of educating black children, or of busing, for that matter.
Indeed, if black teachers are being assigned disproportionately to black schools, that
ought to enhance the education of black children-unless it is assumed that black
teachers are either less qualified than whites or less concerned about the education
of black children.

There is the question of whether school-closing decisions have been made in a way
calculated to reduce the amount of racial integration, a charge which, if true, might
prove to be the most effective lever for reopening the busing case.
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There is the question of discrimination against black children, even when they
attend integrated schools. The NAACP points out, for instance, that black children
make up 67 percent of the "educable mentally retarded' and 61 percent of the
children identified as having "specific learning disabilities." Black students, says
NAACP general counsel Thomas I. Atkins, "are being disciplined for things that
would be disregarded or given less discipline for whites." So why does Atkins work
so feverishly to expose more black children to such disparate treatment?

There may even be a question of the equitable distribution of resources-the
question that resulted in the busing order in the first place. But if that remains a
problem, it strikes me that it can be resolved far more easily than by transferring

he" NAACP's single-minded insistence on racial integration resolves none of

these questions, and in some cases-the matter of school discipline, for instance-
aggravates them. So why the continuing fervor for busing?

The reason, I suspect, is that the NAACP, seing clearly the importance of better
education for black children, is trying to achieve it with the only tool it has at hand:
litigation. Litigation works reasonably well in terms of statistical equity. It doesn't
work worth a damn for the education of specific black children.

The NAACP thinks it is committed to improving education for black children.
What it is really committed to is a specific method-busing-for achieving that end.
And it would rather fight its quixotic court battles than switch to a different
approach.

I would not argue for a return to the days of separate-but-equal, when black
children were transported great distances to keep them from sitting next to white
children. But neither would I argue for hauling black children needless miles to
keep them from sitting next to other black children. Color isn't the problem;
education is.

If the NAACP and its supporters had spent as much of their resources, financial
and otherwise, improving the education of black children as has been spent trying
to get them into predominantly white schools, the problem would have been solved
long ago.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Second, having lived in an area that was
under the gun for a busing order, both within the city and attempt-
ed legislative order consolidations of urban school districts with the
city of Milwaukee, I'm certainly in sympathy with much of what
the witness has to say.

But in talking about the origins of using busing as a remedy, we
have referred repeatedly to a study that Prof. James Coleman of
the University of Chicago conducted some time-about 15 years
ago.

Is it not true that Professor Coleman, in looking back at that
study, said that he goofed and, instead of advocating busing for
school desegregation, is now advocating the establishment of
magnet schools that draw from more than a neighborhood pattern?

Mr. MOTTL. Mr. Sensenbrenner, that's correct. He advocates two
alternate remedies. One is the magnet school system, and the
other-I've talked to him personally by phone on several occasions,
because he is a noted sociology professor at the University of
Chicago-which he now advocates allowing a child to go to any
school system in the metropolitan area-if he is going to a neigh-
borhood school in the ghetto, he could go to any suburban school he
would so desire. Any suburban child who would like to have an
experience in a ghetto school, he could go there. This is what he
advocates on a voluntary basis.

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Being a little bit of a braggart, I would like
to point out that he advocated that after my bill was passed in the
Wisconsin Legislature. And such a system was established in the
Milwaukee metropolitan area with the city's suburban exchanges.
That worked out quite well, both educationally as well as financial-
ly to the suburbs since the State paid for the expenses of educating
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the children who were transferred from the city of Milwaukee into
the suburban areas.

Mr. MOTTL. You're certainly to be complimented for doing that,
because that's what Professor Coleman advocates. I think that
makes much more sense than trying to force a child on a bus going
across town. All we have seen as a result of court-ordered busing is
very little evidence of any positive goal and a lot of negative
evidence that it really hasn't worked.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I would just like to point out that this
system has achieved wide acceptance in the Milwaukee area, even
though there are problems involved in transporting children across
school district boundary lines. My property taxes in Sherwood,
Wis., as a result of additional State aid that has come into play for
these transferers, is somewhere between $100 and $200 a year less
than they would have been without this program.

I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Mottl, in all of the Federal court-ordered

desegregation orders there has been a finding by the court that
school officials purposely and intentionally created, exacerbated, or
perpetrated the segregation in their schools. In other words, a
segregated situation was caused by the behavior and the intentions
of the school boards by race-conscious actions.

So, if your constitutional amendment would make the courts
powerless to reverse the effects of this intentional action by the
school boards, what disincentive will exist for future segregative
actions?

Mr. MOTTL. Mr. Chairman, you and I have debated this on sever-
al occasions in different places, different forums.

I, like you, believe that we have to desegregate the school sys-
tems that are segregated. But we have to use the proper remedy.
The remedy I want to get rid of is a remedy that has been a total
failure in my opinion. That remedy is court-ordered busing. It
might have been a noble experiment when it first started, as
suggested by Prof. James Coleman, but even he, after reexamining
100 desegregation cases from Los Angeles to Boston, found that it
has been a total disaster. There are other remedies to achieve the
same goal of desegregating a school district.

We have seen, by the use of court-ordered busing, undesirable
goals.

But we have seen a great deal of white flight and black flight by
the more affluent blacks out of the central city. We have seen the
great costs associated with court-ordered busing. In Cleveland
alone, $41 million to date has been spent, just on transferring
students, by court orders. Cleveland School district is under the
gun financially, they had to go to the State to bail them out
financially.

No levies have been passed where there is imposition of court-
ordered busing. The people will not support a school system that
has this remedy of court-ordered busing. You need local financial
support through levies, because schools can't all be funded out of
the State entirely.

Also, we have seen an additional burden placed upon the local
police. In Boston they're spending $12 million a year for padded
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police proteciton to protect those youngsters on the school buses
and this expense came out of the taxpayer's pocket, also.

The great waste of gasoline fuel we're supposed to be saving-it's
been estimated by the Library of Congress 155,000 gallons each
school day wasted on court-ordered busing.

Now, what I'm suggesting, in lieu of this remedy that hasn't
worked-it's been tried and tested-that we either have the
magnet schools or, in lieu of that, what was instituted in Milwau-
kee by Mr. Sensenbrenner, through his legislation which he helped
enact when he was a member of the Wisconsin Legislature, that
allow students to go to any school in the metropolitan area and the
State will pay the expenses thereof, and he can have an experience
of going to school in a suburban area or a suburbanite can have
the experience of going to the inner city, and that on a voluntary
basis, to desegregate.

But when you try to force somebody by a court-ordered remedy,
all we have is hostility. Those people that can afford other reme-
dies of sending their children to suburban schools or to private
schools, they do so. So who is bused? The poor blacks and the poor
whites. This is unfortunate.

Mr. EDWARDS. You mentioned the Library of Congress. The
American Law Division of the Congressional Research Service sug-
gests that your resolution would bar federal courts from ordering a
wide range of race-conscious remedies traditionally used in desegre-
gation cases, which would not only include busing, but also the
rezoning of school attendance boundaries, new school construction,
school consolidations, and so forth.

So, after your resolution becomes a part of the Constitution,
what remedies can a court order except, as you mentioned, magnet
schools? I'm sure that we're all for magnet schools, but that's not
going to resolve the problem in itself.

What is a Federal court supposed to do if you've got school
districts that are blatantly segregated, and you've taken, by your
constitutional amendment, the power from the court to do some of
these other remedies, too, like new school construction, school con-
solidations, school attendance boundaries, and so forth?

Mr. MOTrL. This has nothing to do with my constitutional
amendment, with the consolidation of school districts, or anything
of that nature. All it says, as a basis of race, religion, or national
origin, no courts can assign anybody. But on another basis, that
you have to consolidate or other rational-you can consolidate
school districts. So that will not affect it one bit, Mr. Chairman.

As I said before, there are other remedies besides the magnet
schools. The remedy as suggested by Mr. Sensenbrenner has
worked very well in Milwaukee. I think we should all take heed of
what's been done in Milwaukee and try that.

But to keep on imposing this remedy that hasn't worked, doesn't
make sense to me. And that's why I think the American people
generally are very hostile about why we should continue to do
something that hasn't worked.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Kastenmeier.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Nothing.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from California, Mr. Lungren.
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Mr. LUNGREN. Nothing.
Mr. EDWARDS. Counsel.
Mr. COOPER. No questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Counsel.
Mr. BOYD. No questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much.
Mr. Mo-rL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Our next witness is Dr. Jay Robinson, who is

superintendent of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg schools.
Dr. Robinson, we are pleased to have you here. Without objec-

tion, your statement will be a part of the record. You may proceed.
[Complete statement follows:]

STATEMENT TO U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES JUDICIARY COMMITTEE BY JAY M.
ROBINSON

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg School System is the 30th largest system in the
United States with 73,000 students in grades K-12. Of the students 61 percent are
white and 39 percent are black. The school system has 105 schools, 74 elementary,
21 junior high, and 10 senior highs. The black ratio of each school ranges from 20 to
50 percent with one exception. One elementary school was exempted from the court
order. That school is located in a community that was becoming integrated and the
school racial ratio has continued to increase to its present 90 percent black student
enrollment.

The school system provides school bus transportation for all eligible students. The
North Carolina State Board of Education establishes the regulations which deter-
mine student eligibility to ride a school bus. The school system operates 621 buses
daily that travel a total of 37,000 miles at an approximate cost of $4,000,000
annually. Approximately 48,000 students are transported to and from school each
day by bus and approximately one-fourth of the 48,000 are bused as a result of their
school assignment being made for the purpose of racial balance.

Prior to the implementation of the Swann decision in 1970 there was only token
integration in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools. The major reason being that over
90 percent of the black students lived in the inner-city in an area that is less than
10 percent of the geographic area of the county. Approximately 5 percent of the
students in Mecklenburg County attended non-public schools before 1970 and ap-
proximately 12 percent attend non-public schools today. There has been little
change in the number of Mecklenburg County students attending non-public schools
in the county in the last five years.

The school system's pupil assignment plan uses three methods to correct racial
imbalance: pairings of elementary schools, designation of satellite areas for assign-
ment to a school in another attendance area, and gerrymandering of attendance
area lines. The assignment plan was modified in 1974, 1978, 1979, and 1981 for three
reasons: to correct racial imbalances, to better utilize existing school buildings, or to
create a neighbor school when a community became integrated.

In the first few years after 1970 the schools were in turmoil. Achievement test
scores dropped, student riots were commonplace, attendance was poor, and commu-
nity support was very weak. By 1975 things had settled down and achievement
scores began to improve and no significant student disruptions have occurred in any
schools in the last six years. Student attendance has improved substantially for each
of the last three years. Student behavior is also much improved. Parent and commu-
nity support is very strong today with school events, such as PTA meetings and
athletic events, enjoying record attendance. Achievement test scores compare much
more favorably with other school systems than ever before. Our students' test scores
rank well above national averages in all categories tested. The past two years is the
only time our test scores have been above national averages since we began using
standardized testing in 1967.

The Chamber of Commerce considers the school system a very positive factor inrecruiting new business and industry to our community. We recently passed a
$28,000,000 school facility bond referendum by a vote of better than 2 to 1. Our
schools are financially dependent upon the locally elected Board of County Commis-
sioners. We have received good local financial support and for the current school
year we have been given a $4,000,000 increase in our operating budget.

Race relations are excellent in our community. Our nine school board members
are all elected at large in a county-wide election. Three of the nine members of the
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board are black, one being chairman, even though only 25 percent of the county
population is black. No incumbent board members have been defeated in the last
three elections.

In my opinion, school integration has significantly contributed to the good race
relations and quality of life in Charlotte and Mecklenburg County. Busing children
from their neighborhoods to schools in other areas of the county in order to improve
racial balance in schools will probably always bring strong opposition. However, I
know of no other workable way to integrate schools until neighborhoods become
more integrated. I believe our community is a better place to live and the overall
quality of our schools is better today than it would have been if the Swann decision
had never been made. Court ordered busing is the only way all schools in our school
system would have been integrated. There has been a tremendous effort made by
our community to make our pupil assignment plan work. Although resistance to
cross busing continues in Charlotte, there is also a sense of pride in how well we
have handled the difficult task. This past spring a testimonial dinner honoring the
federal judge and the attorney for the plaintiff in the Swann case was held in
Charlotte. The demand for tickets to this occasion was much greater than the large
hall where the dinner was held could accommodate. The school board cancelled
their regularly scheduled meeting in order for school board members to be able to
attend this dinner. A decade ago the Board of Education had tenaciously fought the
Swann decision and had resisted initial implementation of the decision.

There is an air of optimism in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools. Morale and
expectations are high. I would prefer being superintendent in Charlotte-Mecklen-
burg to any large school system in this country. The major reason I feel this way is
that I sincerely believe we have successfully handled the problems of school integra-
tion. In large measure we have put racial strife and bigotry behind us and are
concentrating on improving the quality of education for all our students.

TESTIMONY OF -DR. JAY W. ROBINSON, SUPERINTENDENT,
CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG SCHOOL SYSTEM, NORTH CARO-
LINA
Dr. ROBINSON. Thank you.
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system is the 30th largest

system in the United States with 73,000 students in grades K-12.
The school system has 105 schools, 74 elementary, 21 junior high,
and 10 senior highs. The black ratio of each school ranges from 20
to 50 percent, with one exception. One elementary school was
exempted from the court order. That school is located in a commu-
nity that was becoming integrated and the school racial ratio has
continued to increase to its present 90 percent black student enroll-
ment.

The school system provides schoolbus transportation for all eligi-
ble students. The North Carolina State Board of Education estab-
lished the regulations which determine student eligibility to ride a
schoolbus. The school system operates 621 buses daily that travel a
total of 37,000 miles at an approximate cost of $4 million annually.
Approximately 48,000 students are transported to and from school
each day by bus and approximately one-fourth of the 48,000 are
bused as a result of their school assignment being made for the
purpose of racial balance.

Prior to the implementation of the Swann decision in 1970 there
was only token integration in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg schools.
The major reason was that over 90 percent of the black students
lived in the inner city in an area that is less than 10 percent of the
geographic area of the county. Approximately 5 percent of the
students in Mecklenburg County attended nonpublic schools before
1970 and approximately 12 percent attend nonpublic schools today.
There has been little change in the number of Mecklenburg County
residents attending nonpublic schools in the last 5 years.
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The school system's pupil assignment plan uses three methods to
correct racial imbalance: pairings of elementary schools, designa-
tion of satellite areas for assignment to a school in another attend-
ance area, and gerrymandering of attendance area lines. The as-
signment plan was modified in 1974, 1978, 1979, and 1981 for three
reasons: to correct racial imbalances, to better utilize existing
school buildings, or to create a neighborhood school when a com-
munity became integrated.

In the first few years after 1970 the schools were in turmoil.
Achievement test scores dropped, student riots were commonplace,
attendance was poor, and community support was very weak. By
1975 things had settled down and achievement scores began to
improve and no significant student disruptions have occurred in
any schools in the last 6 years. Student attendance has improved
substantially for each of the last 3 years. Student behavior is also
much improved. Parent and community support is very strong
today with school events, such as PTA meetings and athletic
events, enjoying record attendance. Achievement test scores com-
pare much more favorably with other school systems than ever
before. Our students' test scores rank well above national averages
in all categories tested. The past 2 years is the only time our test
scores have been above national averages since we began using
standardized testing in 1967.

The chamber of commerce considers the school system a very
positive factor in recruiting new business and industry to our com-
munity. We recently passed a $28 million school facility bond refer-
endum by a vote of better than 2 to 1. Our schools are financially
dependent upon the locally elected board of county commissioners.
We have received good financial support and for the current school
year we have been given a $4 million increase in our operating
budget.

Race relations are excellent in our community. Our 9 school
board members are all elected at large in a countywide election; 3
of the 9 members are black, 1 being chairman, even though only 25
percent of the county population is black. No incumbent board
members have been defeated in the last three elections.

In my opinion school integration has significantly contributed to
the good race relations and quality of life in Charlotte and Meck-
lenburg County. Busing children from their neighborhoods to
schools in other areas of the county, in order to improve racial
balance in schools, will probably always bring strong opposition.
However, I know of no other workable way to integrate schools
until neighborhoods become more integrated.

I believe our community is a better place to live and the overall
quality of our schools is better today than it would have been if the
Swann decision had never been made. Court-ordered busing is the
only way all schools in our school system would have been integrat-
ed. There has been a tremendous effort made by our community to
make our pupil assignment plan work. Although resistance to cross
busing continues in Charlotte, there is also a sense of pride in how
well we have handled the difficult task.

This past spring a testimonial dinner honoring the federal judge
and the attorney for the plaintiff in the Swann case was held in
Charlotte. The demand for tickets to this occasion was much great-
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er than the large hall where the dinner was held could accommo-
date. The school board canceled their regularly scheduled meeting
in order for school board members to be able to attend this dinner.
A decade ago the board of education had tenaciously fought the
Swann decision and had resisted initial implementation of the
decision.

There is an air of optimism in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
schools. Morale and expectations are high. I would prefer being
superintendent in Charlotte-Mecklenburg to any large school
system in this country. The major reason I feel this way is that I
sincerely believe we have successfully handled the problems of
school integration. In large measure we have put racial strife and
bigotry behind us and are concentrating on improving the quality
of education for all our students.

Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Dr. Robinson. That is a

very encouraging testimony.
The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Yes, Dr. Robinson. What would you say was

the key to the success of the integration program in Charlotte-
Mecklenburg?

Dr. ROBINSON. I believe the key would be the strong community
support for public schools and their willingness to support the
schools, even if there was initially strong opposition to the court
order and, of course, some opposition continues today. But I believe
the basic commitment of the community to a strong public school
system is probably one of the major factors. Another would be, I
believe-I think we have an excellent community that's interested
in good race relations and quality education for all of our students.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Would you add that there was a commitment
on the part of the school authorities to assist in making this
program work?

Dr. ROBINSON. I was not superintendent of the school system
when the plan was initiated. I'm in my fifth year as superintend-
ent, but I was superintendent in the neighboring county. I'm not
sure how much commitment there was initially. I know the board
of education resisted. I know at least three members were elected
on the platform of being very much opposed to the integration
plan. I do know that presently and in my administration and with
the school board, there is a strong commitment to making the plan
work. And I think with this positive leadership, it very definitely
contributes to how well it's working.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I take it you have it?
Dr. ROBINSON. Yes, indeed.
Mr. WASHINGTON. The figures you give on transfers to nonpublic

schools suggest that white flight to private schools has not been a
major problem; would you agree?

Dr. ROBINSON. That's correct.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Would you expand on that, please?
Dr. ROBINSON. There has never been a lot of parochial and pri-

vate schools in our community. There was some flight and some-
We call them "fly-by-night" private schools-cropped up in the
community immediately after the court order. But the population
of those schools leveled off, as I said, after about 5 years and
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there's been substantially no growth in the enrollment of those
schools.

The figures I gave you, 12 percent 'of the students in Mecklen-
burg County, in my opinion, accurately gives you the picture today.
There are probably 1,000 or 2,000 students enrolled in Mecklenburg
County who come in from other surrounding school districts.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Are you aware of the recent study that came
out from Vanderbilt University by Dean Willis Hawley which was
published, I think, yesterday?

Dr. ROBINSON. I read it in yesterday's paper. That's all I know
about it.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You couldn't comment on it?
Dr. ROBINSON. Not without knowing more than I know.
Mr. WASHINGTON. I yield, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Sensenbren-

ner.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Dr. Robinson, in your testimony, you indi-

cated that the busing plan had been modified on four separate
occasions, since it was initially imposed by a federal judge, and one
of those factors was to correct racial imbalances. Immediately prior
to the modification of the court order, in each of these four occa-
sions, was there any evidence of the so-called "tipping" phenom-
enon within your school district? And by "tipping," I mean the
phenomenon that most sociological studies indicate occurs when a
school district gets an enrollment of over 35 percent black, it
becomes nearly 100 percent black in a matter of a couple of years.
Has there been an, tipping in Charlotte-Mecklenburg?

Dr. ROBINSON. I m not familiar with the 35 percent figure. Our
commitment has been to keep all of our schools below 50 percent.
And when a school racial population was nearing or slightly over
50 percent, we have modified the plan to take care of that change
in the racial makeup of those schools.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Would you. say that after each of these
modifications to the plan there were more pupils bused further
distance or fewer pupils bused a further distance, or the same?

Dr. ROBINSON. Overall, the changes that have been made since
1975-and I'm not really familiar with that. I can only speak to the
last three changes, and I have been directly involved with those.
There has been less busing than we had prior to those changes.
That came about for several reasons. You work with a plan, and
you are always trying to find ways to make it more possible for
more students to go to their neighborhood schools or so-called
"neighborhood schools," and we had one example last spring of a
large elementary school. The neighborhood becoming naturally in-
tegrated, and by making some changes in the pupil assignment
plan, we were able to reduce the number of students bused in that
by about one-third. We reduced the number of students bused by
about 400, as a result of that change in the plan.

I would say that in the last 5 years, these changes have resulted
in some less busing.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Could you submit to the subcommittee
some statistical information about the number of pupils that were
actually bused and the racial composition of the schools immediate-
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ly prior and immediately after each of the four modifications of the
plan that were contained in your testimony?

Dr. ROBINSON. I would be glad to furnish those figures. I don't
have them with me, but I will be happy to furnish them.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, they will be made a part of the
record.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank you and yield back the balance.
[Information to be furnished follows:]
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lungren?
Mr. LUNGREN. Nothing.
Mr. EDWARDS. You were here, Dr. Robinson, when our colleague

from Ohio testified, Mr. Mottl. Why do you think that the success
in the Charlotte area was so outstanding, and according to Mr.
Mottl, the situation in Cleveland has been less than successful?

Dr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, I know very little about Cleveland.
I have talked to some of the school people in Cleveland from time
to time, and without being certain of my assumptions, I do believe
that although our community resisted court-ordered busing, when
it became obvious that that was the decision of the Supreme Court,
and that was the law as it applied to our community, the board of
education and the community began to find ways of making the
plan work, rather than finding ways to resist the plan.

If I am not incorrect in what I understand about Cleveland, they
resisted until the courts actually took over the schools and had a
court-appointed official to run the schools. I'm not sure, but I think
that kind of opposition from the administration and board of edu-
cation could definitely have an effect on how a plan worked.

Mr. EDWARDS. So what you're saying is, that there must be
community support and respect for the Court decision?

Dr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir.
Mr. EDWARDS, What would have been the kind of success that

the Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system would have had, if busing
had not been permitted because, well, say, of a constitutional
amendment?

Dr. ROBINSON. The schools would be substantially segregated
today, because although there is some integration in housing, and
there has been some change, basically, the black citizens live in a
small part of the geographic area of the county, and only the
schools immediately adjacent to those communities, with a few
exceptions in the northern end of the county, and a few other
communities-we would have very little integration. We would
have only token integration in some schools, and some would be
totally white.

Mr. EDWARDS. And it is also your testimony that with the inte-
gration, eventually came better education, as evidenced by the test
scores?

Dr. ROBINSON. Well, it's impossible to say what the quality of
education could have been, if we had not had court-ordered busing.
I'm saying that I believe all of our schools are better today. The
overall quality is better than it would have been, if the Swann
decision had not been made.

One reason I think this could be at least partially documented, is
that when the school system started using standardized testing in
1967, our students ranked about a year below national averages in
the achievement level of the students, all students tested being all
the students in the school system. Today for the first time, we rank
well above national average in all categories, and I think that's
very significant. I could not say with any certainty that our overall
test scores wouldn't be above national averages systemwide, if we
had not had court-ordered busing, but I know that we have had,
and I know they are, so it's impossible to speculate on what the
quality of education could have been without this.
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I do believe there is a sense of pride and a strong support for the
schools in our community, even though we probably have as exten-
sive a busing as any community in the country.

Mr. EDWARDS. In any event, you and your people and, indeed, the
community of your area are to be congratulated.

Mr.'Washington, do you have any further questions?
Mr. WASHINGTON. No further questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Sensenbrenner?
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lungren?
Mr. LUNGREN. No.
Mr. EDWARDS. Ms. Cooper.
Ms. COOPER. You stated one of the reasons the assignment plans

have-been modified in recent years was to create neighborhood
schools-when that part of the community became integrated. Do
you attribute that residential desegregation to the school desegre-
gation itself? That is, as schools became just schools rather than
white schools or black schools, was there less residential segrega-
tion?

Dr. ROBINSON. Again, I think that's somewhat speculation on my
part. I think there is a commitment in our community beyond the
schools to work and a commitment to work toward integrated
housing throughout the county, but I do believe the fact that there
is a general feeling that the quality of education in our schools is
equal throughout the system, is definitely a contributing factor and
encourages integrated housing.

Ms. COOPER. Did the community receive Federal financial sup-
port in its implementation of educational changes that went along
with the desegregation plan?

Dr. ROBINSON. The only funds that I am familiar with that would
have been directly related to that would have been the ESA fund-
ing, and I'm not sure that wouldn't have been at least part of those
funds, would have been available without the court-ordered busing.
I think there has probably been some title III grants and this kind
of thing, but they would have been pretty minimal in the whole
operation.

I don't think there has been substantial funding come to the
school system as a result of the court-ordered busing.

Ms. COOPER. Were the Emergency School Aid Act funds, impor-
tant in implementing desegregation? Without those funds would it
have been more difficult?

Dr. ROBINSON. Yes; it would have been more difficult, because
they were used basically for remediation in junior high school,
until the last couple of years or the last year that this was no
longer permissible.

Those funds are helpful as any remediation funds are helpful in
the school system that s trying to see that all their students receive
a quality education and move us as near to reaching a potential as
possible. However, I do not believe that funding would have made
the difference of whether we could have accomplished what we
have accomplished or not. I think it helped, but I don't think the
success of the court-ordered busing hinged on that funding.
- Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
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Mr. EDWARDS. If there are no further questions, we thank you
very much, Dr. Robinson.

We are going to ask the next three witnesses to sit together as a
panel at the witness table. The first witness to speak will be Tom
Atkins, who is general counsel of the NAACP. We will then ask
Prof. Nathan Glazer to speak, and then Julius Chambers. And I
will identify them further as they get ready to speak. Gentlemen,
we are delighted to have you all here.

Mr. Atkins, you may proceed first. I will warn you in advance
that we will have a vote or two, probably, as this panel proceeds, so
there will be some delay.

TESTIMONY OF TOM ATKINS, GENERAL COUNSEL, NAACP;
NATHAN GLAZER, PROFESSOR OF EDUCATION AND SOCIOLO-
GY, HARVARD UNIVERSITY GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCA-
TION; AND JULIUS CHAMBERS, PRESIDENT, NAACP LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND, INC.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Atkins, you are recognized. You may speak.
Mr. ATKINS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. It's nice to have all three of you here.
Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I have prepared some written com-

ments which have been distributed, I believe.
Mr. EDWARDS. Yes. And without objection, the full statements of

all the witnesses, including the attachments, will be made a part of
the record.

[The documents follow:]
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TESTIMONY OF THOMAS I. ATKINS, GENERAL COUNSEL, NAACP -
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

OF THE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

September 17, 1991

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, the NAACP is grate-

ful for the opportunity to appear before you and share our views

on the status of school desegregation and methods of implemen-

tation.

It is indeed ironic that most of today's agitation about

school deiegregation comes not from the South, whose systematic

laws of racial separation created the dual systems which were

the principal target of the Supreme Court decisions in Brown

I and II. Rather, today's principal resisters to school de-

segregation live in northern and western areas of the country.

Typical of this geographical focus for desegregation opposition

is the Ohio-based Mottl amendment now before the Congress and

this Committee.

We might pause to ask ourselves why the North and West

would serve as the principal launching pads for resistance to

school desegregation, despite the fact that far fewer northern

and western communities are undergoing desegregation or are facing

desegregation challenges than one finds in the South. I believe

the answer is to be found in three different areas: 1) hypocrisy;

2) ignorance; 3) shifting moods of otficit opinion. I will

address each of these phenomena--in reverse order.

I. SHIFTING MOODS OF OFFICIiL OPINION

Over the course of the past several months, we have seen

the acceleration of federal government retreat from the historic

role played by federal agencies, primarily the old Department

88-140 0-82--3
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of H.E.W.'s Office of Civil Rights, now replaced by the new De-

partment of Education, along with the Justice Department. Title

VI of the 19A4 Civil Rights Act provided the basis for most of

HEW's activity in this field initially, and the Justice Depart-

ment premised its involvement on either Title VI or the Fourt-

eenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. These federal agencies,

usually prompted by NAACP complaints or, in some instances, law

suits by the NAACP or Legal Defense Fund, served to represent

the national commitment to undo forcibly-created patterns of

educational segregation. Sometimes the federal initiative took

the form of nudging as a prerequisite to local or state re-

ceipt of federal funds; other times the federal presence was

in the form of litigation to vindicate statutory or constitutional

rights.

Under pressure from-the Congress, and pursuant to res-

trictive statutory provisions, the federal education agencies

have been essentially neutered-7 Their enforcement role has been

virtually eliminated, with the ability to withhold funds because

of local failure to eliminate,or devise plans to eliminate,

racial segregation and/or discrimination taken away. The

Department of Education, if it concludes that problems of seg-

regation and/or discrimination can be resolved only by pupil re-

assignment, must now refer the matter to the Justice Depart-

ment for enforcement. The curious effect of this Congressional

limitation has been to force the filing of law suits in situa-

tions which previously would have been negotiated between edu-

cational officials at the federal and local levels./

1 / The Bsch Amendment, 20 U.S.C. S 1714(a) (1973)1 the Byrd Amendment,
42 U.S.C. 2000d (1976) and the tagleton-Siden Amendment, 42 U.S.C. 2000d (1976)
taken together have prevented the Department of Education from requiring school
desegregation.

2_/ The tagleton-Biden Admsndment makes this result necessary since it strips the
Departent of Education of the right to withhold federal funds from non-compliant
school districts unwilling to transport students to remedy statutory and
constitutional violation. in this legislation, Congress expressed its preference
for Justice Department enforcement of civil rights guarantees.
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The combination of Congressional pressure, Congressional

restrictive legislation, and high politics created a state of'

affairs in which lawsuits were filed against the Department of

iMW for failing to implement the civil rights assurances pre-
3/

requisite to allocating federal funds. The only reason these

restrictive statutory provisions were not found unconstitutional

was the presumption that the Justice Department could still go

into appropriate courts for such complete relief as might be war-

ranted by applicable law in light of the factual circumstances.

As this Conmittee knows, yet other Congressional assaults have

been Lundted on the ability of the Justice Department to go into

court to vindicate constitutional or statutory rights where the

result might be student reassignment or transportation. Still

other measures have been introduced which, if passed, would re-

strict the ability of federal courts to order school desegregation
6/

remedies, would empower the Justice Department to go into fed-

eral court to sue to maintain racial segregation where its elimi-
7/

nation would require student reassignment or transportation

Along with these legislative efforts to restrict the federal

goverzment's role in school desegregation, the present administra-

tion has itself taken several actions which indicate its intent

to further reduce the federal government enforcement efforts in

the school desegregation area. For example, a law suit filed in

Chicago last year and simultaneously Osettled' via a Consent De-

cree entered the same day called for Chicago officials to prepare

for September, 1981 implementation -of systejL& d segregation. The

present administration has permitted these same Chicago officials

to refuse to submit a desegregation plan developed with federal

ZSAA funds by national experts, and has recently agreed to two

_!/ Adams v. Richardson, 455 F.Supp. 837 (D.D.C. 1972), mod'd 356 P.Supp. 92 (O.D.C.
1973), aff'd 450 F. 2d 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1973) (en banct brown V. Califano, No. 75-1068
(D.D.C. filed July 20, 1976)
4/ brown v. Celifano, 627 P.2d 1221, 1232-33 (D.C. Cir. 1980)
5/ For instance, I June of this year, the so-called Collins Amendment was offered
as a rider to the Department of Justice appropriations bill. In the Senate, Senator
Pelms a Thurmond offered a similar idea in late June, 1981.

_ c6/ , .J. ReD. 56, the so-called Mottl Amendment; S. 1147, Sec. 4(b).

/ 5. 1147, Sec. 5 (b)
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further delays in plan development and ultimate implementation,

including a suggestion to the federal court that it place its own

imprimatur on the Chicago delaying tactics so that Chicago could

qualify for yet additional federal funds. The Justice De-

partment, having defended in the federal district and circuit courts,

a voluntary Seattle student desegregation plan agai..t a state re-

ferendum which would have blocked the local implementation, 3ust

recently reversed its position entirely when this matter reached

the U.S. Supreme Court, now arguing that the United States rhas

no interest" in this matter and that no illegality attaches to

the state effort to block local desegregation efforts. Asidt fr,-

the silly posture the government will be seen as taking betweer.

its lower and upper court arguments, this latest Justice Depart-

ment brief raises fundamental questions about the integrity of the

federal government's historic role of providing assistance to the

Supreme Court through the Solicitor General's Office, since the

position now being advanced is totally at odds with all existing

Supreme Court precedent, Justice Department policy and briefir ;

and litigation, and the precedents in each of the federal circuits

which have visited the subject of state interference with local
10 /

voluntary desegregation efforts. Recent articles in the Washingto.

Post reveal yet another front on which the present administration

seeks to reverse the historic federal government role of protecting

minority children against official segregation. In an emotiona:

argument totally devoid of any effort at legal justification, the

Deputy Assistant Attorney General in the Civil Rights Division

opines that black youngsters might be permissibly separated fror

their white colleagues in academic programs since 'Blacks, be-

cause of their family, cultural and economic background are more

disruptive in the classroom on the average", and because "It seems

L/ Joint filing of United States and Board of Mucation of the City of Chicago,
August 28, 1981
9 / seattle School District No. 1 v. , 473 F.3p. 966 (W.D. Wa. 1979),
if'd F.Id. __, 49 U.S.L.W. 2425 9h Cir.,January 6, 1981)
10/ In the cc ro can to &snv. Ow t2 9d., the Unie state

addressed the questi.coStt&e rtr to present alemntation of
desegreatim plans ... if a etate-inoed Limitatim on a schol authority's
discretion operates to irilibit C Obstruct the operation of a wnitary system
or impede the dseetabLiatmt of a &ml school system, it mist fall; state
policy mist give way % it operates to hinder vi tion of federal cor,
stitutional gu arAmte...Just as the raos of stAdents mst b obrsdared in
detarMining %duthur a oonstitutlonal violating has occurred, go also mot
raoe be considered in fomrlating a remedy. To forbid , at this stage, all
assigrents made on the basis of rWoM "old deprive school aufsxjrities of the
ae tool absolutely esntial to fulfillmnt of their contiuilonal obli-
gation to eliminate exiting al school systm.n North Carolina Dd. v. mrnn
402 U.S. 43, 45 (1971) __
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they would benefit from such programs." Setting aside for pur-

poses of this discussion the obviously racist implications of-the

D'Agostino assertion, that such a high administration official

would even give currency to views which nost of us thouht died wit)

Adolph Hitler might be taken as evidence of the vigor with which

federal government retreat is being pursued in this area. Simi-

lar evidence might be inferred from Justice Department actions in

the St. Louis school case. There,after a change of administration,

the same Justice Department which had three months earlier pre-

pared motions to seek inter-district desegregation remedies pro-

posed an odious reverse bounty plan which sought to entice black

and white children to undo the forced segregation of school of-

ficials by the promise of state-financed higher education based 12 /

on the number of years the child attended an opposite-race school.

While other examples might be cited of actions taken by this ad-

ministration in the school arena, I believe the point is made.

These legislative and administrative retreats come at a tine

when public opinion polls have shown an undiminshed public sup-

port for the national commitment to integration, and strong sup-

port for school desegregation in those communities which have
13 /

had the most experience with it. One might surmise that official

Washington is racing out to slay a dragon which only it perceives

to be ravaging the countryside.

_1/ Mmorandum of Robert D'Agostiro to William Bradford Reynolds, Assistant
Attorney General for Civil Rights, dated July 21,1981

12/ The plan, after fierce opposition frm local and state officials, has beenquietly shelved. The principal state objections ware around the failure and
qpera*t willingness of the federal officials to precise any form of fin-
ancial assistance to implement the federal plan.

13/ tle the embers vary frau poll to poll, the MAC and Harris polls have oon-
sistently ahon that a majority of Americans polled, of all ages, races, iznmms,
regions, and educational backgrouds, favor an America free of racial sag-
regation in schools and housing and eMplCnint. -Wll a consensus on how to
achieve these goals has yet to crystalize, effective national leadership
could do mfli toward& this ed.
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it. IGNORANCE OF FACTUAL BACKDROPS AND APPLICABLE LEGAL STANDARDS

The second area which I will briefly address, and whicfi

also accounts for aome of the assaults being made on school de-

segregation remedies, stems from an inadequate or erroneous under-

standing of the process which precedes court-ordered desegragat-

ion remedies, and the nature of the legal principles which guide

courts asked to issue desegregation orders.

It is fashionable these days for opponents of school de-

segregation to paint pictures of hyperactive federal judges

disregarding local facts and circumstances to hold hapless school

officials liable for failing to correct *racial imbalancem they

had no role causing in the first instance. This popular not-

ion would have one believe that the real culprit, if a culprit

exists, is either the desire of people to live in racial or eth-

nic residential enclaves which school officials are obliged to

service with school facilities. School desegregation remedies

are painted as "social engineering" schemes, designed to provide

court solutions to problems which have no legal basis in wrong-

ful conduct.

As attractive as is the notion of curbing judicial excess,

ending "social engineering", and returning control of schools to

local people, the notion is premised on sheer fantasy.

With the possible exception of large anti-trust law suits,

no other civil litigation likely to come before a federal court

is as thoroughly researched and developed as a school desegre-

gation case, nor is it likely that any other category of liti-

gatiod involves such a large number of variables which must be

carefully catalogued and explained as a school case. Typically,

such a case will involve thousands of pre-trial discovery items
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and questions, will include literally millions of sheets of of-

ficial documents, will require the testimony of 2-3 dozen live

witnesses in addition to sworn depositions, will consume 3-7

weeks of trial, and will be recorded in 8-20,000 pages of of-

ficial transcript. School boards end officials are invariably

represented by the city's law department with all the resources

routinely available to these large legal units, or by special

retained counsel who typically are among the most noted and
14 /

highly-paid professionals in town. Because of the stringent

provisions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, school de-

segregation cases do represent trial by ambush. Both the law-

yers representing the plaintiffs and those representing the de-

fendants have had ample opportunity to obtain from each other the

precise details on which the respective cases depend. Full op-

portunity is given each side to write pre-trial and post-trial

legal memoranda, and each side is free to prosecute such appeals

as may be warranted all the way to and through the United States

Supreme Court. The federal judge(s) involved are required to

file written opinions, setting forth in considerable detail the

factual findings on which legal conclusions are based. Typic-

ally, remedial proceedings are not entertained until a second

phase, after all issues of legal liability have been fully liti-

gated and determined.

Federal judges are not permitted now, nor have they ever

been, to base findings of liability on mere "racial imbalance".

While it is true that they must find actual racial separation to

exist, they are required by Supreme Court standards which pre-

date Brown in 1954 to determine that the segregation is the re-

sult of official action or that the officials failed to act at

a time a clear duty to act existed. The courts must also find

14/ For example, the lawyer who represented the Boston school
officials, until he left to represent President Nixon during the
Watergate hearings, was James St. Claire. In Cleveland, Columbus
and Dayton the lawyers representing the school officials came from
the largest or among the largest firms in town.
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that the officially-created segregation was the intentional action

of the public officials and that there were other alternatives

as,or more,sound educationally. Only if the plaintiffs, whether

private or governmental, can prove all these elements are they

entitled to judicial relief.

Examples of the type behavior federal courts have used as a

premise for findings of liability are below.

In Reed v. Rhodes, the Cleveland school case, the court held:

"these defendants, on numerous occasions,

deliberately chose to separate black children bused into

a s-hite school from the white children already there, keeping

then in intact racial enclaves which included classrooms,

recreation, use of toilet facilities, eating, arrivals and

departures. Few instances of overt segregation were found on

this record to match these instances of "intact busing for

their dehumanizing impact upon small children. In those

instances where school officials did make a decision to

'disperse' these children within the receiving schools, often

'dispersion" became an additional act of segregation. In

some instances the black children "dispersed" to white class-

rooms were forced to sit apart, eat apart, recreate apart,

and use toilet facilities at separate times.0

In Brinkman v. Gilligan, the Sixth Circuit said about Dayton:

'Dunbar High School had been established on

a district wide school for only black students with on all

black faculty and a black principal.. .black students through-

out Dayton automatically were assigned or otherwise were

induced to attend Dunbar.. .and in many instance black.. .crossed

attendance boundaries to do so.. .until 1947, Dunbar was not

allowed to participate in the City Athletic Conference and

consequently, Dunbar athletic teams played other all-black

high schools from other cities.*16/

1S/ 455 F.Supp. 546, 563 (N.D. Ohio 1978)

6/ 583 F.2d 243, 249-250 16th Cir. 1978)



35

In Penick v. Columbus Board of Education-, Judge Robert Duncan said:

0 In 1941 all black teachers in the system were

employed at Mt. Vernon, Garfield, Pilgrim or Champion Schools,

all predominantly black schools. By 1943, five schools were

attended almost exclusively by black children, and the facilities

of each were composed almost exclusively by black teachers.

In September of that year the entire professional staff of

Felton School, composed of 13 teachers and a principal, was

removed and replaced with 14 black persons. The sane kind

of 100% to 100% black facility transfer had occurred at the
17_/

Mt. Vernon and Garfield schools in prior year. "

The Supreme Court standards for federal courts prescribing

school desegregation remedies are clear. As early as 1971, in

Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Bd., the Court said:

"Remedial judicial authority does not put judges auto-

matically in the shoes of school authorities whose powers

are plenary. Judicial authority enters only when local

authority defaults.. .As with any equity case, the nature18 /
of the violation determines the scope of the remedy."

In the typical school case at the remedy stage, the local school

officials are instructed to come forward with the plan to 
correct

the violations found by the court. If the plan offered by the

local officials is adequate to eliminate and undo the segregation

found by the court, then that plan is ordered into effect. If,

but only if, the local officials fail to discharge their 
duty to

come forward with a workable plan which will prove effective,

"judicial authority enters" and devises the plan itself. Thus,

17/ 429 F.Supp. 229 (S.D. Ohio, 1977)

18/ 402 U.S. 1, 16 (1971)



36

the plan* in Columbus and Dayton were devised by the local offi-

cials and adopted by the court, while the plan in Cleveland, like

the one in Boston, was fashioned by court-appointed experts be-

cause of inability of local officials to carry out their duty.

At the remedial stage, it is almost always the case that the level

of court involvement in actual plan development or monitoring is

determined by the competence of the local officials. Where the

local officials are competent, the court defers; where the local

officials demonstrate incompetence, the court steps forward and,

as Chief Justice Burger held in Swann, "In default by school

authorities of their obligation to proffer acceptable remedies,

a district court has broad power to fashion a remedy that will

assure a unitary school system.0

Unfortunately, most Congressmen have never had the oppor-

tunity to either see a school desegregation case in progress,

nor read the records of those which have resulted in remedial

decrees. This inability, in part a function of the great work-

load of our Congressmen, has resulted in operative ignorance

which has been exploited by those whose arguments lacked per-

suasive power in the courts before which they were given, and who

have attempted to use the hall of Congress to relitigate lost

cases. The Congress should not permit itself to be made a tool

for public officials whose conduct has been found violative of

constitutional rights, and whose explanations have failed to

justify the unlawful actions taken against the school children

for whom they have been responsible.

19/ Ibid.
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III. HYPOCRISY

Many of us recall the zeal with which Congressmen fro

the northern and western states criticized and lectured their

colleagues from the South during the 1950's and 1960's while the

spotlight of national attention was focused on Mississippi, Ala-

be ma and Georgia. These Congressmen were quick to point out

the national shame represented by laws which deprived American

citizens of equal rights to schooling, housing, jobs, voting,

public accomodations and elemental human dignity. And they were

right.

When, however, the spotlight moved from Charlotte, Little Rocr,

Jackson and Birmingham, to Boston and Detroit and Los Angeles,

all of a sudden these Congressmen and others began to have second

thoughts about the indivisibility of American citizenship. What

was right for the southern goose was not necessarily right for-

the northern and western gander. It is instructive to note that

the National Association of Neighborhood Schools was started in

Columbus, Ohio, not Little Rock. It is further instructive to

note that it was a federal judge sitting in Boston who was re-

quired to remove a football coach from South Boston high school

because of his unwillingness to permit black athletes to play

and try out equally with white athletes.

The scope of the hypocrisy involved is made even more

measurable when one realizes that in the southern states the

local officials were forced by state laws to create and main-

tain the dual school systems for blacks and whites. In the north

and west, local school officials created dual school systems in

spite of the presence of state laws which forbade racial seg-

regation. (State laws also forbade murder, arson, rape and theft--

all of which continued to need judicial action, nonetheless.)



38

The double standard now being applied is one which wo,.12

exempt the northern and western states from the corstitutior.,.

requirements which had to be met by states in the south. Trt

reality is that virtually all of the school systems in the so.t'-

ern part of the country have already gone through.and survivcz,

the school desegregation process Congressman Mottl would no,

declare unconstitutional. In practical terms, the Mottl Amend-

ment is a bill designed to hold harmless the constitutents of

Congressman Mottl and others like him from northern and western.

states.

The Amendment would declare contrary to national policy

and outside constitutional tolerance the assignment of studentE

on the basis of race or color. it would purport to protect tCr=,s:

school children from wild-eyed federal judges who lurk in federal

courtrooms waiting to impose edu ational mayhem. I would hops

by now a mojority of the Congress is more sophisticated thar. tc

trivialize the Constitution by trying to launch pre-emptive stri->e

at the federal judiciary. This amendment must be seen for what

it is--a pernicious atterpt to wrest jurisdiction fror federal

courts to engage in fact finding so critical to the American.

system of jurisprudence. Or, if it would permit the courts tc

pursue the facts, it would have an even more harmful impact bI

prohibiting them from acting to correct conditions their fact-

finding showed to exist. This would be tantamount to taking fro7

the courts the jurisdiction to hear rape cases, or cases deal:r-

with murde:, or arson or robbery.

I can think of few things more greatly guaranteed to send

this country back into the halycon days of street turbulence and

national unease tha. for this Congress to close black people off
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from effective access to the federal courts. if, after facing

gerrymandered political lines in most communities across the cour ,

and having to accept unequal service delivery and allocations of

public resources, and if after we have been told so consistently tt

'work within the system" and"play by the rules", we are now to havE

the rules changed and the courthouse door as closed to us as thc

school house doors used to be, America will have many sleepless

nights. People like me will have been rendered useless, because

we will have no credibility when we counsel our people to pursue

"legal paths" toward problem resolution. We will be viewed as

fools, or liars.

There will be many who will feel that an America which is

prepared to rig even its judicial system against blacks is willing .

to pursue policies and actions which are very similar to what wE

have come to expect from South Africa. In such a state of affairs,

why should our youth, or their fathers and mothers, have faith

in the promise of the Constitution , if it can be so easily

prostituted to serve such clearly racist purposes?

My organization, and many others who believe as we dc,

pledge our support to any efforts which are designed to find

solutions to the difficult problem of creating and maintaining

quality, unsegregated public schools in this country. We are'

not doctrinaire; nor do we believe that there is any magic to

old approaches. We do believe that one must be able to replace

something with something, rather than simply tear down what has

been done.

School desegregation, in community after community in

this country, has proven to be an experience of great educational

and citizenship importance. Most of all, it has proven that it
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is possible to rvn public school systems without forced segre-

gation of young children, without discriminatory hiring and

assignment of faculty and other staff, without discriminatory

tracking of children into dead-end academic curricula, and without

training our young people to be simply clones of their racially-

distorted parents. In virtually every school district in which

it has been carefully measured, school desegregation has been

shown to be accompanied by learning advances for black and other

minority children, and no learning detriments for white children.

I offer no suggestions for improving the Mottl Amendment.

This is an evil bill, with which no compromise is possible in

the context of the historic promise of America. We recognize

that many are concerned about school desegregation remedies, and

seek new approaches. We would join them in such a search. The

Mottl Amendment is not a search for new approaches, it is a

sirrle-minded declaration that there is no problem worth solving.

That is not a declaration which can be improved; it can only be

rejected.

We call upon this Committee to reject the Mottl Amend-

ment, and to use its considerable prestige to help the rest of

the Congress understand why this ostrich-approach to fundamental

problems of modern America must be cast aside. Tell them that

the NAACP stands ready to join with them, and even with Con-

gressman Nottl, in pursuit of sane and sensible alternative

approaches to place alongside those approaches which, however

unpopular, have , 3rked. Black people did not invent buses

as a vehicle with which to torment frightened white parents. In

fact, for most of the history of this country during which buses

were used, the record will show that black children were forcibly

excluded from buses and forced to walk.
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we are unconvinced that America is afraid of school buses. W k!,:.

that the little yellow school bus is as much a part c! t!.e e:-

cational landscape as the fabled little red schoolhouse ever wa_.

Well over half the children in this country ride buses to sch',.

and 96% of those so riding do so for reasons unrelated to de-

segregation. That's why the Mottl Amendment does not propose t .

ban busing, only that minute percent which is related to undoir;

the official segregation.

We do not believe the American people will forgive a Con-

gress which places a racial clause into the United States Con-

stitutior in the 1980's. Constitutions are forever. We believe

the Mottl Amendment is borne out of momentary frustrations and str-';n.

ignorance, neither of which rise to the level of coOnstit-itii. "

sign ficance.

Tnank yo for the opportunity to be here today.

Mr. ATKINS. With your permission, I will not-I suppose not only
your permission, but your thanks-repeat the remarks that are
contained in this written statement. I would like to initially re-
spond to what I understand to have been some of the questions
and/or statements made and raised earlier.

Congressman Mottl, I am told, said that part of the problem with
desegregation in Cleveland public school context was that desegre-
gation took a public school system that was one of the finest in the
country and has devastated it, in effect. I was in charge of plain-
tiff's counsel that tried the Cleveland case, Mr. Chairman, and
without having any particular desire to catalog on this record the
level of deficiencies, educationally, in that system, I would simply
say that the Congressman's statement represents a lack of famil-
iarity with the facts.

The Cleveland school system was outstanding, but only in two
respects: No. 1, there had been built during the period immediately
prior to the court suit more schools in Cleveland on a per capita
basis than in any other public school system in the country. The
trial showed that the other thing about the Cleveland system that
was so unique was that virtually all of the school building that had
taken place, either the new construction or the additions to exist-
ing construction, had been schools that were built-and indeed, as
the record showed, designed-to be racially segregated. The Feder-
al court found that in Cleveland, some 23 different techniques were
used to cause the racial segregation that was used as the basis for
the finding of liability against the Cleveland public school system.

So we are not talking about a system that started off at the
pinnacle of American education. It was a system that was riddled
throughout with educational problems, which came to be much
more fully realized by the public, and exposed by the media once
the trial went forward.

The thing about Cleveland, however, which is perhaps most sig-
nificant, matched in recent times only by Boston, is the degree of
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defiance and resistance which characterize the response of the
public officials. I have lived in Boston for the past 20 years. I was
president of the NAACP chapter during the period back in the
early 1960's when the school issue first began there; and during the
period of 1974 up until 1980, during which time most of the imple-
mentation problems in Boston took place.

And I can tell you that Boston and Cleveland did share some
certain unique features. In each community, the level of resistance
was triggered almost exclusively, but not exclusively-almost ex-
clusively, by public officials. And when public officials lead the
charge against lawful orders of the court, the citizens, who rely on
them, who look to them for leadership, are naturally going to be at
least confused, if not misled, into actions that are themselves going
to lead to disaster.

In Boston and Cleveland alone, of the two major public school
systems of the last decade undergoing desegregation, the Federal
courts were forced by the action of the school officials in their
defiance and outright resistance of the court orders, to put varying
aspects of the system under receivership. In Boston, initially it was
South Boston High School, because of the actions that had taken
place at the high school led by members of the Boston School
Board. In Cleveland, the court appointed a desegregation adminis-
trator to whom was given an increasing amount of authority to
administer the desegregation order of the court.

So I would say in those two instances, they shared a fatal charac-
teristic, and that was outright, long-running resistance by the
public officials to the court, and in each instance the resistance by
the public officials outstripped that of the private sector.

I am not suggesting to you, Mr. Chairman, that there was not
opposition or displeasure on the part of the private sector in either
Boston or Cleveland. I am saying to you unequivocally and without
any fear of contradiction that the public official resistance out-
stripped and led and usually triggered the private resistance. It
was not a case of the public officials' even following the lead of the
constituents, following the wishes of the constituents. They fanned
the flames. And in Boston, they brought gasoline to pour on a
spark and to start a forest fire. So I would strongly disagree with
any suggestion by anybody that in Boston and/or in Cleveland good
school systems were devastated by rapacious Federal court orders.
Nothing could be further from the truth.

A second point I would like to make is-and this is discussed to
an extent in my written remarks-much of the public discussion
about school desegregation is simply premised on ignorance-igno-
rance of the process that takes place in the Federal court, which is
the forum from which most desegregation orders these days ema-
nate. One would think, in listening to the public debate, that school
officials are being ambushed, are being held hostage by overpower-
ing Federal forces; that they are being accused of things they didn't
do, held responsible for things they couldn't change. Nothing could
be further from the truth.

The typical school desegregation trial, whether in Charlotte, as
my colleage, Mr. Chambers, can speak to with some authority, or
in Boston, or Cleveland, or Los Angeles-those trials are meticu-
lously litigated affairs. They are long running. The discovery that
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precedes the actual trial provides a full opportunity for school
officials to flush out whatever allegations it is the plaintiffs are
making, as well as for the plaintiffs to obtain the factual material
to substantiate their allegations.

And when the trial itself is held, usually the law firm represent-
ing the school board is the best thing in town, and usually the most
expensive one in town. In Boston, the Boston School Board was
represented by Jim St. Claire until President Nixon preempted him
for his Watergate defense. The school officials do not go into these
proceedings unarmed or disarmed or without resources.

And the Federal judges cannot issue a single remedial sentence,
never mind a plan or remedial decree, except after they have made
specific written findings of fact pointing out not just that segrega-
tion exists, but showing that segregation that does exist was the
result of the actions of the public officials-not private realtors, not
people choosing to live with "their own," as the other saying goes-
but the actions of public officials taken at a time when they knew
what they were doing and when they had alternatives to the segre-
gation they were creating.

The public officials must in short be found by the Federal judge
to have intentionally created the racial segregation. Only then can
a Federal court issue a desegregation order.

The standard is different in the Federal courts than in the State
courts. It is much more severe in the Federal courts than in the
State courts. State courts, based on constitutional provisions of
their own particular States, may frequently require desegregation
where no findings of fact of constitutional violation has been made.
In some States, the standard is simply if it exists, if segregation
exists, there's an obligation on local officials to address the prob-
lem. That is not the standard in the Federal court.

The standard in the Federal court is that unless there has been a
proven violation of the Constitution, there cannot be from a Feder-
al court a remedial decree. And the remedial decrees themselves,
as described by the superintendent who spoke right before me,
must be and are tailored to the factual circumstances of the com-
munities in which they exist.

Having said all that, let me acknowledge, Mr. Chairman, school
desegregation has neither been a panacea nor has it swept across
the country at the head of a vast army of applauding supporters.
School desegregation was not designed to be a popular mandate; it
was designed to unsegregate public school facilities that had been
segregated by public action. School desegregation is remedial in
nature.

It was not designed to solve all the educational problems of
school systems. So for those who say, well, there are still children
in a desegregated school system who can't read-hell, the kids
couldn't read before desegregation came, and to expect a desegrega-
tion order suddenly to, as with a magic wand, make everybody a
12th-grade reader at the 3d-grade level is silly, just a plain silly
comment.

But the point is that yes, there has been opposition to school
desegregation. Their opposition has been premised on a belief that
even though public officials might well have themselves violated

88-140 0-82--4
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the law, the children should not be made to pay the price of the
transgressions of the adult officials.

The problem with that line of reasoning, Mr. Chairman, is that it
ignores that the real beneficiaries of school desegregation are the
children. The black children who will be prevented from attending
classrooms and in school buildings made separate and kept inferior
by deliberate public policy of which they are fully aware; white
children who will be spared the crippling racial prejudice and
hatred their parents in all too many instances grow old with and
die with-the children benefit. And what st-,dy. after study, includ-
ing, Congressman Washington, the study that came out yesterday
from Vanderbilt, show is that where the old folks get out of the
way, the young folks can make it work.

The children don't have problems with desegregation, and they
don't have problems riding schoolbuses. No big deal for a kid to
ride a schoolbus. The problem has been not with the children, but
with the parents.

And the studies have shown invariably-the studies, the major
studies that have been performed, have shown that black children
have invariably improved educationally and that white children
either have improved educationally, academically, and measurably
so, or their academic performance has not been adversely affected.
So they are either left where they are, or their academic perform-
ance is improved, as well.

Given those circumstances, the Mottl amendment, so called, rep-
resents an almost obscene effort by the public sector, by the high-
est instrument in our society, to not solve a problem. It represents
a simple-minded approach that says there is no problem. The Con-
gress cannot pass an amendment such as that. It would not just
trivialize the Constitution; it would prostitute the Constitution, and
for what end?

Would it make the problems of racism go away? It would not.
Would it make the problems of education go away? Of course it
would not. Would it make races in this country live together
better? Of course it would not.

All it would do would say in a way devastatingly clear to blacks
and other nonwhites in this country that the U.S. Government now
closes the courthouse door, which has been the principal means
used for opening the schoolhouse door. And what then would we
have available to us? I shudder to think of the alternatives forced
upon us should that happen.

I urge this committee to use its influence to reject this ill-ad-
vised, simple-minded, as well as simple-sounding amendment.
There is no place in the American Constitution for a racial clause,
and that is what the Mottl amendment is, plainly and simply.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Mr. Atkins.
Our next witness is Prof. Nathan Glazer. Professor Glazer is

professor of education and sociology at Harvard Graduate School of
Education.

TESTIMONY ON MOTTL AMENDMENT BY NATHAN GLAZER

I support the amendment. I believe it expresses succinctly and directly a value to
which all Americans hold-that they should not be differentially treated on the
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basis of their race, religion, or national origin. The opposition to this amendment
comes from the belief of many that to overcome government imposed segregation on
the basis of race and ethnic origin, assignment to schools on the basis of race and
ethnic origin is necessary. I believe this is a fundamental error. Discrimination on
grounds of race, ethnic origin, or religion is not to be overcome by further discrimi-
nation on the ground of race, ethnic origin, and religion: It is to be overcome by
requiring in law and insisting in practice that people be treated as individuals, not
as members of races, national origin groups, or religion.

The problem in the South and other states where state law required or permitted
assignment to schools on the basis of race was that the normal practices that

revailed in other parts of the country-where children attended schools on the
asis of residence, or special needs and interests-were not followed. Beginning in

1971 the Supreme Court began to permit and then finally to require not that these
race-blind policies be followed but that new race-conscious forms of school assign-
ment be imposed. These new race-conscious forms of school assignment, designed to
equalize proportions of each race in each school to the extent practicable, have to
my mind had disastrous results: (1) They have fixed and exaggerated in the Ameri-
can mind and conscience, which has been trying to escape from racial distinctions,
the significance of race for school assignment, ability to enter special programs,
suitability as a teacher or administrator; (2) They have separated school from
neighborhood, with serious effects on the ability of parents to participate in and
affect the school program; (3) They have contributed to extensive removal of white
and middle-class students from public schools and extensive movements of white
and middle-class families out of cities subject to enforced racially based school
assignments; (4) They have not contributed to improved education for black stu-
dents; and (5) They have not contributed to good race relations.

In Bostoti, to take one particularly hard case, after seven years of court-ordered
and administered forced racial assignment of students, the school system had lost
many thousands of white-and black-students, costs have risen greatly, and the
reputation of the school system is as bad as it has ever been.

Court-ordered racially based assignment to schools cannot be defended on the
grounds of its contribution to education, good race relations, or urban stability,
though in the scores of places in which it has been implemented there are undoubt-
edly some where its effects have not been as bad as in Boston. Neither can it be
denied on the ground that it defends constitutional rights. The American people
thought in 1954 that what the Supreme Court was saying was that it was improper
to treat a black child differently from a white child simply because of his race. They
did not think that what it intended, as its recent decisions permit, was permanent
assignment and re-assignment of children to school on the basis of their race or
national origin. This is what the demand for desegregation has now come down to. I
am not aware of any supporter of forced racially based school assignment who has
told us when this practice, obnoxious to all Americans, will come to an end.

The Court has justified its position on the ground that this is necessary to undo
the effects of state-imposed segregation. But as Justice Rehnquist argued in his
dissents to the Dayton and Columbus cases, there was no evidence of any weight of
state-imposed segregation in those cities. In effect, the Supreme Court had decided
that any distribution of children in schools by race that does not mirror overall
racial distribution in a school district is state-imposed. This was to radically miscon-
strue the realities, as University of Texas Law Professor Lino A. Graglia has argued
so ably in "Disaster By Decree" (Cornell University Press, 1976).

We have now had ten years of court-imposed forced racial assignment of students
to school on the basis of race and national origin. The matter must get more
complicated as the numbers of students of varied Hispanic and Asian background
increase in the public school. We may be faced, under present interpretation of
constitutional law, with a situation in which students are divided into many racial
and ethnic groups for purposes of determining which school they must attend: San
Francisco's desegregation plan has four such groups, and there will undoubtedly be
more if the historically ungrounded notion that concentrations of students of a
distinct racial and ethnic background in schools because of residential concentra-
tions is evidence of discrimination, and that such students must therefore be dis-
persed.

I would like to make three points as to what this amendment does not do, which
may reassure those who are concerned about its effects, if it should become part of
the Constitution:

(1) It says nothing as to what is unconstitutional segregation. The Supreme Court
and other Federal courts are still available for suits that charge such segregation. If
the standard developed in the Denver, Dayton, and Columbus cases holds, almost
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any school district which maintains a system of neighborhood schools is probably
liable to a finding of unconstitutional segregation.

(2) It says nothing as to what measures may be imposed by a court short of
assignment by race, religion, and national origin. Thus, one remedy that is easily
available if there is a finding of unconstitutional segregation is the requirement
that every child, regardless of race or national origin, have the opportunity to
attend a school where the racial composition is more to his liking or that of his
parents. Another remedy is the placement of schools and programs geographically
so that they may be attractive to both white and black students-e.g., placing a
program attractive to middle-class white students in a ghetto-located school which
has a high black percentage in its student body, or placing a vocational or arts
program that may be considered attractive to black students in a school in a white
neighborhood that normally has a heavily white enrollment. There are a host of
other programs with a potentially integrating effect that have been and could be
devised.

(3) Finally, the amendment only speaks to the action of Federal courts: There is
no limitation in it as to what states and school districts may do on their own
authority, or what other branches of the Federal government may do, to reduce
concentrations of students in schools by race and national origin, and to encourage
integration, if they are so minded.

I would finally like the members of this committee to consider the alternatives if
this amendment does not become law. How long will it be required that children in
the United States be limited in the schools they can attend because of their race
and national origin? That is the specific and exact holding of present-day court-
ordered desegregation plans. I do not know of any court that has released any
school district from the requirement that school assignments be determined primar-
ily by race and national origin, regardless of the desires of parents and children and
ethnic communities. Is that the kind of permanent arrangement we want in Amer-
ica? If not, could the opponents of this amendment explain when this will come to
an end?

Mr. GLAZER. I have a very brief statement, and I think I will
read it, and then comment on-since I think we are a panel and
should speak to each other as well as to the Congressmen here-
and then comment on some of the points that have come up, which
I also have some acquaintance with.

My statement says: I support the amendment. I believe it ex-
presses succinctly and directly a value to which all Americans
hold-that they should not be differentially treated on the basis of
their race, religion, or national origin. That is what it says explicit-
ly, and it is I think a value we all hold.

The opposition to this amendment comes from the belief of many
that to overcome Government-imposed segregation on the basis of
race and ethnic origin, assignment to schools on the basis of race
and ethnic origin is necessary.

I believe this is a fundamental error. Discrimination on grounds
of race, ethnic origin or religion is not to be overcome by further
discrimination on the grounds of race, ethnic origin and religion. It
is to be overcome by requiring in law and insisting in practice that
people be treated as individuals, not as members of races, national
origin groups, or religions.

The problem in the South and other States where State law
required or permitted assignment of schools on the basis of race,
was that the normal practices that prevailed in other parts of the
country-where children attended schools on the basis of residence
or on the basis of special needs and interests-were not followed.

Beginning in 1971, the Supreme Court began to permit and then
finally to require not that these race-blind policies be followed, but
that new race-conscious forms of school assignment be imposed.
These new race-conscious forms of school assignment, designed to
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equalize proportions of each race in each school to the extent
practicable, have to my mind, had disastrous results.

They have fixed and exaggerated in the American mind and
conscience, which has been trying to escape from racial distinc-
tions, the significance of race for school assignment, or for ability
to enter special programs, or for suitability as a teacher or admin-
istrator.

Second, they have separated school from neighborhood, with seri-
ous effects on the ability of parents to participate in and affect the
school program.

Third, they have contributed to extensive removal of white,
middle-class students from public schools and extensive movements
of white and middle-class families out of cities subject to enforced
racially based school assignments.

Fourth, they have not contributed to improved education for
black students. And I will refer briefly to the study that was
published yesterday, and that Prof. Willis Hawley of Vanderbilt
has been conducting. While I have not seen the most recent materi-
als, I have seen earlier articles of Professor Hawley. And the point
there is that Professor Hawley believes that racial desegregation
will not hurt school achievement, or will improve it if we do a lot
of other things, too like spend more money and improve education.

I would submit that that might improve education in any circum-
stances. But this is his position quite clearly as expressed in an
article based on his research in "Law and Contemporary Prob-
lems," published by Duke, and the material I have seen in the
papers from his latest study more or less supports it.

He thinks you have to do more than get the proportions right.
You have to do a lot of educational things.

I would submit if you do a lot of educational things you might
improve educational achievement anyway.

And finally, they have not contributed to good race relations.
Mr. EDWARDS. Will you forgive me for interrupting, but for the

next short time we are going to have to recess. But, please remain,
because we want to have a dialog. I'm very sorry we had to inter-
rupt you at this particular time.

The subcommittee will recess, pending our visit to the Rules
Committee.

[Recess.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
Professor Glazer, again we apologize, and you may continue.
Mr. GLAZER. I understand. I'm going to continue through my

statement, because I make a few points there, probably more suc-
cinctly-better than I can make without reading it.

I had been arguing that I had not seen good effects from busing.
In Boston, to take one particularly hard case, after 6 or 7 years

of court-ordered and administered forced racial assignment of stu-
dents, the school system has lost many thousands of black and
white students. Costs have risen greatly, and the reputation of the
school system is as bad as it has ever been.

Since Mr. Atkins is an expert, I will concede immediately that its
poor reputation is based on other factors as well as the problems
that busing has created. And it's particularly unfortunate that



48

elected officials should have-who oppose busing should have tried
to make money from the contracts.

Court-ordered racially based assignment to schools cannot be
defended on the grounds of its contribution to education, good race
relations, or urban stability, though in the scores of places in which
it has been implemented, there are undoubtedly some where its
effects have not been as bad as in Boston or some that have been
considered decent, as in Charlotte-Mecklenberg.

Neither can it be defended on the ground that it defends consti-
tutional rights. The American people thought in 1954 that what
the Supreme Court was saying was that it was improper to treat a
black child differently from a white child simply because of his
race. They did not think that what it intended, as its recent deci-
sions permit, was permanent assignment and reassignment of chil-
dren to school on the basis of their race or national origin. This is
what the demand for desegregation has now come down to. I am
not aware of any supporter of forced racially based school assign-
ment who has told us when this practice, obnoxious to all Ameri-
cans, will come to an end.

The Court has justified its position on the ground that this is
necessary to undo the effects of State-imposed segregation. But as
Justice Rehnquist argued in his dissents to the Dayton and Colum-
bus cases, there was no evidence of any weight in those cases of
State-imposed segregation in those cities.

In effect, the Supreme Court had decided that any distribution of
children in schools by race that does not mirror overall racial
distribution in a school district is State-imposed. This was to radi-
cally misconstrue the realities, as University of Texas Law Prof.
Lino A. Graglia has argued so ably in "Disaster By Decree."

We have now had 10 years of court-imposed forced racial assign-
ment of students to school on the basis of race and national origin.
The matter must get more complicated as the numbers of students
of varied Hispanic and Asian background increase in the public
school. We may be faced, under present interpretation of constitu-
tional law, with a situation in which students are divided into
many racial and ethnic groups for purposes of determining which
school they must attend.

San Francisco's desegregation plan has four such groups, and
there will undoubtedly be more if the historically ungrounded
notion that concentrations of students of a distinct racial and
ethnic background in schools because of residential concentrations
is evidence of discrimination and that such students must therefore
be dispersed, prevails.

1 would like to make three points as to what this amendment
does not do, which may reassure those who are concerned about its
effects, if it should become part of the Constitution:

One, it says nothing as to what is unconstitutional segregation.
The Supreme Court and other Federal courts are still available for
suits that charge such segregation. If the standard developed in the
Denver, Dayton, and Columbus cases holds, almost any school dis-
trict which maintains a system of neighborhood schools is probably
liable to a finding of unconstitutional segregation.

Two, it says nothing as to what measures may be imposed by a
court short of assignment by race, religion, and national origin.
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Thus, one remedy that is easily available if there is a finding of
unconstitutional segregation is the requirement that every child,
regardless of race or national origin, have the opportunity to
attend a school where the racial composition is more to his liking
or that of his parents.

Another remedy is the placement of schools and programs geo-
graphically so that they may be attractive to both white and black
students-for example, placing a program attractive to middle-class
white students in a ghetto-located school, et cetera.

There are a host of other programs with a potentially integrating
effect that have been and could be devised. Congressman Sensen-
brenner referred to such an approach earlier.

Finally, the amendment only speaks to the action of Federal
courts. There is no limitation in it as to what States and school
districts may do on their own authority or what other branches of
the Federal Government may do to reduce concentrations of stu-
dents in schools by race and national origin and to encourage
integration, if they are so minded.

I would finally like the members of this committee to consider
the alternatives if this amendment does not become law. How long
will it be required that children in the United States be limited in
the schools they cah attend because of their race and national
origin?

That is the specific and exact holding of present-day court-or-
dered desegregation plans. I do not know of any court that has
released any school district from the requirement that school as-
signments be determined primarily by race and national origin,
regardless of the desires of parents and children and ethnic com-
munities.

Is that the kind of permanent arrangement we want in America?
If not, could the opponents of this amendment explain when this
will come to an end?

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Professor Glazer.
The last witness on this panel is Mr. Julius Chambers. Mr.

Chambers was counsel in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg case, and he is
the president of the NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund.
It's a pleasure to have you here.

Mr. CHAMBERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee.

As the chairman has pointed out, I serve as president of the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund and have participated in the litigation
involving Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education.

I have been asked to discuss the constitutional questions underly-
ing school desegregation. What does the Constitution require?
What have been the constitutional violations that have prompted
cov-rt-ordered desegregation? Are race-conscious remedies neces-
sayy? What would proposed constitutional amendments such as
House Joint Resolution 56 mean for the future of school desegrega-
tion?

In answering these questions, I will discuss primarily the efforts
to desegregate the Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system.

I would begin by first addressing the issue that I think has
escaped a number of the proponents of resolution, such as the one
in question.
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In Charlotte-Mecklenburg, we began in 1965 with litigation chal-
lenging a school district that had purposely segregated schools
within the system. The Charlotte-Mecklenburg schools were in a
very large district, encompassing both the city and county and
involved, at that time, over 80,000 students. There was no question,
as found by the district court, the court of appeals, and the Su-
preme Court, that those schools had been purposely segregated by
State action.

The question was the remedy that would be necessary to elimi-
nate those vestiges of purposeful discrimination.

The court first in 1965 suggested that the board might employ
racially neutral attendance zones. That plan was approved by the
district court in 1965 and by the Court of Appeals in 1966. The
court also authorized the board to provide transportation for stu-
dents who wanted to transfer from schools in which their race was
in a majority to schools in which their race was in the minority
and to provide transportation.

There were efforts to develop some schools, similar to what we
hear described today as magnet schools. These efforts failed. There
was simply no way to desegregate the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
schools or to eliminate the vestiges of segregation that had been
created by State action, except by some affirmative plan by the
board, and if the board refused to do it, by the court.

In 1970, the district court found that what had been tried by the
board and by the court, again in 1965 to 1966, simply did not work
and that it was necessary for the board to develop a plan that
would affirmatively disestablish segregation.

The board began by some drawing of attendance zones. These
zones attempted to eliminate vestiges of discrimination as much as
was possible through that means. That plan, however, still left the
majority of black students and the majority of white students in
racially segregated schools.

The court directed that the board develop a plan that desegregat-
ed all of the schools in the system. The board failed, and the court
then employed an expert to assist in developing a plan. That plan
required pairing of schools, redrawing of attendance zones, cluster-
ing of schools, and transportation.

Transportation was not new in Charlotte. Students prior to the
court-ordered desegregation had been transported for several miles
because the system involved a city and county unit. With court-
ordered desegregation, the transportation distance was somewhat
shortened, although a few more students were transported than
previously.

The pairing and clustering of schools were not new, because
prior to desegregation, the board had employeQ such plans to main-
tain segregation.

The redrawing of attendance zones was not new, because prior to
desegregation, the board had similarly used redrawing of attend-
ance zones.

Employing plans or means that had been used by the boards in
other school districts, the district court directed a plan that racially
mixed students in each school in the system and required transpor-
tation. That plan was approved by the U.S. Supreme Court, only
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upon a finding that the board itself had created the segregated
system that the district court was trying to remedy.

The Court-the Supreme Court-made detailed findings that the
relief directed by the district court went only to address the consti-
tutional violations that had been established by the record.

I would like to speak to one point raised by Mr. Glazer. He asked
when will this plan end. The Supreme Court addressed that issue
in Swann. The Court said that once the system desegregated, the
district court retained no jurisdiction to order any further desegre-
gation. The school board, however, was free to continue changing
attendance zones, providing transportation, if it decided that racial-
ly mixed schools were preferable for an educational system.

So there is, contrary to what has been suggested, a court decision
stating when desegregation will end. Obviously, if the board opts
for resegregating the schools, that creates a new violation that
requires further redress by the court.

As the Supreme Court found in Swann, it was necessary to use
race in order to desegregate the schools. It is impossible to talk
about desegregating a racially segregated system without consider-
ing race. How can we expect a system that has been purposely
segregated to be desegregated by simply talking about nonracial
remedies? What, in fact, does that mean?

Does it mean that the board now will simply assign students and
not consider race at all? It considered race in establishing the
segregated system, and as the Supreme Court pointed out, it has to
consider race in desegregating that system.

The proposal that is before the Congress now, that we are ad-
dressing, purports to prohibit the court from considering race in
devising a remedy. This was brought out in several questions raised
by Mr. Mottl.

Does that mean that we eliminate pairing and clustering of
schools? Does it mean that we eliminate redrawing attendance
zones? How can one talk about not considering race in developing a
means for desegregation, if we say that we can still consider re-
drawing attendance zones in order to promote desegregation?

The proposal simply suggests that, despite the constitutional pro-
hibition against racial segregation, we will have no remedy. Al-
though it has been suggested that one possible remedy will be
developing magnet schools, I know of no system where this has
worked. It certainly didn't work in Charlotte.

We are told the students can have freedom of choice. Will that
be with or without transportation? And if with transportation, are
we still talking about busing? And if without transportation, how
can a student in Charlotte in the inner city get to a suburban
school without free public transportation?

In short, the amendment or proposal would simply rewrite the
14th amendment and provide that equal protection may be denied
in public education.

I think that the amendment should be rejected and that it would
pose a serious problem, not only for school districts that have not
desegregated, but for school districts that have desegregated, for
the following reasons:

As the superintendent of Charlotte-Mecklenburg has pointed out,
since the plan of desegregation, the board has had to revise its plan



52

on a number of occasions. Some of those plans were required
because at the time the plan was initially approved, the board and
the court knew that resegregation in some schools would occur.

Does the proposed constitutional amendment mean now that
that board would no longer be able to redraw attendance zones, to
pair schools, to eliminate segregation, if it decides that that is the
preferable remedy?

Obviously, the proposal addresses what the district court may
order. And as Mr. Glazer has pointed out, it does not address what
the state may do. The amendment itself, however, poses a serious
danger as to what the board in Charlotte may do, because the
plans it has proposed over the years have been pursuant to the
1971 court order. J

As the superintendent has pointed out, Charlotte-Mecklenburg
has demonstrated that desegregation does and can work. It re-
quires obviously the support of the community.

When the district court in 1970 reviewed what had happened in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg following the 1965 order, it found that
black students were assigned to racially inferior schools. Students
in those schools were not being exposed to the type of educational
programs that would permit them to develop as competitive mem-
bers of society. Achievement scores on exams show that black
students were suffering from the racially inferior educational pro-
gram being provided by that system. That has been demonstrated,
in school system after school system throughout the South, black
students in racially segregated schools have simply been provided
an inferior educational program.

It is only because of desegregation that black students in Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg have today been able to compete more effective-
ly with white students in school, on standardized tests, in the
community, and in employment opportunities. If that plan is revis-
ited, if schools are resegregated and no relief is possible through
the Federal courts, black students of tomorrow will be like those'
students in 1965, 1970, who were exposed to an inferior education.

I think that the courts in addressing desegregation in Charlotte
and other school districts have, as Mr. Atkins has pointed out,
meticulously considered whether there were State programs and
actions which caused the problem, have meticulously considered
whether the relief that was being directed was absolutely necessary
to eliminate those vestiges, and have meticulously considered
whether the relief extended no further than was necessary to
eliminate that State-imposed segregation.

If Federal courts are deprived of the authority to address consti-
tutional rights, black citizens in this country will have no means
anywhere to seek relief. It is absolutely ridiculous to suggest that
one can turn to the State courts to seek relief.

What State court in North Carolina would have required deseg-
regation, even with the finding of racially imposed State segrega-
tion? What other agency of Federal Government besides the courts
would have directed relief?

We have a history that we speak from. We went through efforts
with Congress. We went through efforts with the executive branch
of Government. We went through efforts with the States. We found
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no relief, not only in schools but in most other areas, except
through the courts.

That is why we feel that this amendment, as well as others now
before Congress, which would remove the jurisdiction of the Feder-
al courts, would greatly impede efforts that have been recently
made to provide an equal opportunity for all citizens in this coun-
try.

Thank you.
[The complete statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF JULIUS LEVONNE CHAMBERS
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL

RIGHTS OF THE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
SEPTEMBER 17, 1981

9:00 a.m.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify

before the Subcommittee today on legal issues relating

to school desegregation.

My name is Julius LeVonne Chambers. I am President

of the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc.

I have served as counsel in numerous civil rights actions,

particularly in my home state of North Carolina. Among

the cases I have litigated is the Charlotte school desegregation

action, Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education,

402 U.S. 1 (1971).

I have been asked to discuss the constitutional questions

underlying school desegregation. What does the Constitution

require? What have been the constitutional violations

that have prompted court ordered desegregation? Are race

conscious remedies necessary? What would proposed constitutional

amendments (such as H.J. Res. 56) mean for the'future of

school desegregation? In answering these questions I will

discuss primarily the efforts to desegregate the Charlotte-Mecklenburg

school system.

Unconstitutional School Segregation

In 1954, the United States Supreme Court declared

that public school segregation imposed or required by law

violated the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantee of equal
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protection of the laws. The evil that Brown v. Board of

Education was directed against were dual systems of education

in which the separation of black school children was invidious

and stigmatizing. In the eyes of state law, black school

children were inferior and not fit to sit in the same room

and be educated with white students. Brown declared that

separate educational facilities-are inherently unequal,

and that black school children are guaranteed a constitutional

right to equal educational opportunity.

Instead of complying with the mandate of Brown to

dismantle dual systems of education, school districts and

states erected barriers to desegregation. There was defiant

outright opposition to law, as in Little Rock, or, more

usually, the day-to-day reality of persistent massive resistance.

For years, litigation continued, and desegregation was

avoided and delayed. Throughout these years, black schools

remained black, racial attendance zones remained, black

students walked or were transported to black schools, black

teachers were confined to black schools. Black school

children who tried to transfer were made unwelcome and

were subjected to threats to life and dignity. There were

few exceptions.

The lAw of school desegregation after Brown v. Board

of Education was decided proved to be a tale of futility

and the failure of remedy. Until 1968, the Supreme Court

waited patiently for desegregation. Finally, the Court
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declared that dual systems of education must be disestablished

*root and branch," and desegregation take place "now" and

*immediately." The Court looked to the bottom line, and

measured the various dilatory measures proposed by school

boards by the only equitable standard in light of the years

of delay--their effectiveness in achieving actual desegregation.

Charlotte, North Carolina is a microcosm of this

period. Before Brown (1954), the Charlotte-Mecklenburg

schools were totally segregated in law and fact. North

Carolina had and enforced laws requiring racial segregation

in almost all public facilities and activities including

schools, colleges, orphanages, medical facilities, prisons,

theaters, buses, trains, restaurants, tax records, zoning

and restrooms. School segregation was substantiallymaintained

long after 1954.

A school desegregation case was filed in 1965. After

years of litigation, little desegregation had been achieved

with freedom of choice, rezoning and other remedies proposed

by the school board. The school board totally defaulted.

Finally, the lower courts ordered a desegregation plan in which

each of the schools in Charlotte-Mecklenburg reflected, within

broad range, the racial composition of the district as a whole,

and which relied on student transportation. The plan was fair
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and equitable, achieving effective desegregation and spreading

the burdens equally among all students. In 1971, the Supreme

Court upheld the use of student transportation in Swann v.

Charlotte-Mecklenburg on the grounds that it was a valid tool

to dismantle the dual system of education. The remedial principles

established in Swann have been applied elsewhere to achieve

effective and equitable desegregation, where assignment of

children to the school nearest their home would not produce

an effective school desegregation plan.

In recent years, the Court has recognized that school

segregation created by the acts of school boards and states

where there has been no state law also violates the Fourteenth

Amendment. First, in Keyes v. School District No. 1, Denver,

and then more recently in the two Ohio cases involving Dayton

and Columbus, the Court has made it clear that racially discriminatory

school segregation is not an evil limited to the southern

states: the unconstitutional segregation of black school

children on account of their race or color is a national problem.

Unfortunately, today we are experienceing the same resistance

to vindication of the constitutional rights of black school

children in states outside the South that we had in the South

throughout the 1950's and 1960's.

Student Transportation As A Remedy

The legal basis for student transportation is plain:

it is a permissible remedy for unconstitutional school segregation.
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The Supreme Court addressed this issue directly in Swann.

The Supreme Court said, "Absent a constitutional violation

there would be no basis for judicially ordering assignment

of students on a racial basis. All things being equal, with

no history of discrimination, it might well be desirable to

assign pupils to schools nearest their homes. But all things

are not equal in a system that has been deliberately constructed

and maintained to enforce racial segregation," 402 U.S. at

28.

Some would isolate busing from its moorings as a remedy

for a constitutional violation. However, busing is designed

to correct an illegality, and arises as an issue only in the

wake of a court adjudication of a wrong committed. Courts

order busing and other remedial devices only when it is necessary.

Nor is busing a penalty: it is as the Surpeme Court held in

Swann, "a normal and accepted tool of educational policy."

In Charlotte, for example, busing was not new. The Charlotte-

Mecklenburg district is roughly 22 miles by 36, and covers

550 square miles. In 1968-69, there were 84,000 pupils in

107 schools. The busing ordered by the district court to

desegregate the schools averaged seven miles and the travel

time was not over 35 minutes at most. Under the previous

policy, however, without regard to desegregation plans students

at all grade levels were transported an average of 15 miles
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one way for an average trip requiring over one hour, and four

and five year olds travelled the longest routes.

In Swann, the Supreme Court stated that desegregationin

plans cannot be limited to the walk-in school." 402 U.S.

at 30.

Bus transportation has been an integral part of

the public education system for years, and it was

perhaps the single most important factor in the

transition from the one-room schoolhouse to the

consolidated school. Eighteen million of the Nations'

public school children, approximately 39%, were

transported to their schools by bus in 1969-70 in

all parts of the country.

The importance of bus transportation as a normal

and accepted tool of educational policy is readily

discernible. ...

Thus the remedial technique used in the District

Court's order were within the court's power to provide

equitable relief; implementation of the decree is

well within the capacity of the school authority.

402 U.S. at 29-30.

Commonly, courts make efforts to safeguard the health

and safety of children, and schools located in integrated

neighborhoods are exempted. The Court also stated that "Inlo

88-140 0-82--5
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rigid guidelines as to student transportation can be given

for application to the infinite variety of problems presented

in thousands of situations." 402 U.S. at 29.

The federal courts have approached the question of remedy

in school desegregation on a case-by-case basis. The courts

have looked to the particular facts in each case, and weighed

various remedial proposals from the point of view of which

combination will work, that is, result in effective desegregation.

Busing is a remedy of last resort; it is resorted to when

other desegregative tools prove unworkable or ineffective.

The desegregation order in one case necessarily differs from

that in another case: each has been developed for a specific

case and a specific set of facts and circumstances.

In the decade since Swann, student transportation has

proved a critical and necessary component of many school desegregation

plans. This is particularly true where school districts default

in their responsibilities and subject their black students

to discrimination long after their right to equal educational

opportunity has been declared.

In reality busing is not the issue. The issue is whether

unconstitutional school desegregation is to be effectively

remedied. Most student busing has nothing to do with desegregation.

Forty-one percent of America's school children go to school

on buses; only 3% are transported for desegregation purposes.
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Race-conscious Remedies

Student transportation is a remedy that the federal courts

may permissibly use to right the constitutional wrong of segregation.

Moreover, like busing, other race conscious remedies are

not only permissible but may be necessary where there are

judicially determined constitutional violations. As the Court

held in Swann, all things are not equal in a system with a

history of racial segregation. "The remedy for such segregation may be

administratively awkward, inconvenient, and even bizarre in some

situations and may impose burdens on some," 402 U.S. at 28. But the

paramount concern for the courts must be to eliminate the

constitutional violation, to eliminate from the public

schools all vestiges of state-imposed or state sanctioned

segregation. "Once a right and a violation have been shown,

the scope of a district court's equitable powers to remedy

past wrongs is broad, for breadth and flexibility are inherent

in equitable remedies. ... The task is to correct, bya

balancing of the individual and collective interests, the

condition that offends the Constitution." 402 U.S. 1,

at 15-16 (emphasis added).

Recently, a group of white parents and children brought

suit against the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education

for assigning pupils pursuant to the Board's 1978 pupil

assignment plan. Martin v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Bd. of

Ed., 475 F. Supp. 1318 (W.D. N.C. 1979). The challenged

pupil assignment plan was adopted pursuant to the Swann
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decision. The white parents argued against the plan because

race, they alleged, was a major element in the assignments.

I represented a class of black pupils who were allowed

to intervene as defendants on the side of the School Board.

We successfully rebutted the plaintiffs' arguments

that any consideration of race in pupil assignment in the

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools is unlawful under University

of California Regents v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265 (1978). In

an opinion that was affirmed by the Court of Appeals, the

district court held that the pupil assignment plan is well

within the constitutional authority of the School Board

in light of the history of racial segregation in the Charlotte-

Mecklenburg school system. Consideration of race in the

assignment of students is appropriate where there has

been specific judicial findings and administrative acknowledgments

of the prior segregated status of the school system. Unlike

Bakke, no one was disenfranchised, and plaintiffs failed

to show any injury as a result of the School Board's considerations

of race. "No one has 'stood in the school house door'

and barred plaintiffs from an equal educational opportunity."

Martin v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Bd. of Ed.. 475 F. Supp

at 1345.

The Supreme Court declined to review the district

court's decision in the Martin case, and denied cert several
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months ago. The mandate of Swann is still the law. Swann

clearly contemplates race conscious efforts where they

are necessary to remedy constitutional violations.

Efficacy of School Desegregation

The social science literature on school desegregation cin be

briefly summarized. Black students' achievement scores often

improve when they attend desegregated schools. The achievement of

black students is highest when desegregation begins at the lowest

grades. No study has found that black or white pupils suffer aca-

demically from desegregation. Black students attending desegregated

schools are more likely to go to college or enter the labor market

than those deprived of the opportunity for an integrated education.

However, we do not need social science research to tell us

what we all know intuitively. As the Supreme Court stated in Brown

v. Board of Education, "ft~o separate (black children] from others

of similar age and qualifications solely because of their race gene-

rates a feeling of inferiority as to their status in the community

that may affect their hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to be

undone." Desegregation removes black children from that situation.

They are removed from a condition that society considers inherently

unequal and stigmatizing. They are thus better able to learn, not

only academic subjects but the values of a democratic society.

The experience in Charlotte has been precisely this, and it is

the desegregation plan approved by the Supreme Court that has made

it possible. In Charlotte, as well as other cities, educators have

learned that desegregation has helped eliminate the fetters on the
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minds of black children, and freed them to achieve as much as they

can. In recent years, the Charlotte School Board has independently

recognized the need to maintain and operate a desegregated school

system, and in the Martin case ably defended its actions in pursuing

its main goal of quality education for all students. Against a

challenge by the same group of lawyers who, since 1970, have been

trying to nullify the Swann decision, the Charlotte Board of Educa-

tion and the black intervenors successfully articulated the principle

that desegregated schools are educationally desirable, and vigorously

defended a race conscious pupil assignment plan as a necessary part

of the main goal of quality education for all students.

Recent studies show that school desegregation can improve race

relations, not just in the school system but also throughout the com-

munity. Indeed, a recent study demonstrates that metropolitan deseg-

regation plans, such as that in effect in Charlotte, which involve

both inner-city and suburban areas, contribute to significant

increases in housing integration.* The Supreme Court in Swann had

noted that intentionally racially segregated schools promote racially

segregated neighborhoods. "Metropolitan school desegregation not only

breaks into the school-housing segregation cycle, ft sets up a very

different dynamic. By opening up housing opportunities for minori-

ties, by making the choice of an integrated neighborhood one that

confers positive benefits, it supports the development of stable

'/ Pierce, "Breaking Down Barriers: New Evidence on the Impact of
Fietropolitan School Desegregation on Housing Patterns" (Center for
National Policy Review, Catholic University, 1980).
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integrated communities." Thus, desegregation plans, if fairly and

effectively implemented, are self-liquidating. In Riverside,

California, the city with the longest experience with busing, after

15 years, only 4 of the 21 elementary schools require busing to

racially integrate.*

Constitutional Amendments

I would like to discuss efforts to amend the Constitution to

prohibit federal courts from remedying unlawful school segregation.

I will direct my remarks to H.J. Res. 56, introduced by Congressman

Mottl, which undertakes, by an amendment to the Constitution, to

withdraw from the federal judiciary the power to assign any person

to any school on the basis of race, religion, or national origin.

The conclusion is inescapable that the only purpose of this amend-

ment, and its inevitable effect, are to obstruct the judicial pro-

tection of the constitutional rights recognized in Brown v. Board of

Education. I am unalterably opposed to this amendment.

If this amendment is passed, the rights of the minority

community to equal educational opportunity will become hollow and

meaningless. The ability of the courts to remedy an unconstitutional

condition will be nullified. The role of the judiciary will be

altered fundamentally, and the competing interests at stake will

have to be resolved without the guidance and leadership of one of

the most important institutions of our government. I urge this

Congress not to torture the Constitution in such a potentially

devastating way.

*I Id.
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I do not mean to be rhetorical or hyperbolic when I say that

the constitutional rights of minorities, recognized finally by the

Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education after years of litiga-

tion, could be swept away overnight were this constitutional

amendment enacted. Under the Mottl Amendment, the courts would

be prohibited from taking race into account in formulating remedies

to desegregate the schools; they could not order even such race

conscious student assignments as are necessary to accomplish the

final abolition of segregated school systems as mandated by Brown

and its progeny.

Toward that end, the courts have held that race conscious

remedies are permissible and sometimes necessary. In Swann the

Supreme Court emphasized that the court may exercise its remedial

powers to implement student transportation and pupil assignment

plans where there is a judicial finding of a legal wrong and other

efforts to desegregate have not worked. Specifically the Swann

Court stated that the task of the court, "is to correct by a

balancing of individual and collective interests, the condition that

offends the Constitution." The judicial powers may only be exer-

cised on the basis of a constitutional violation, but the courts

must use those powers to ensure that the violation is cured.*/

Without a remedy, the right to a desegregated, equal educa-

tional opportunity will be in jeopardy. The constitutional rights

*/ In Green v. New Kent County School Board, 391 U.S. 430 (1968),
the Supreme Court held that freedom of choice or any other "racially
neutral" student assignment policy is not a Constitutional end in
itself; rather, any plan must be judged on its effectiveness. Also
see McDaniel v. Barresi, 401 U.S. 38 (1971).
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at stake, however, go beyond school desegregation to the mandate

for full equal protection of the laws. For example, this amend-

ment might prohibit virtually every step that could possibly be

taken to further equal educational opportunity on behalf of the

minority victims of inferior, segregated schools. In this sense,

the amendment would pro tanto effect a repeal of the Equal Protec-

tion Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. Such

a result is totally inapposite to our constitutional heritage.

Our history suggests that there are considerations of a

broad and profound nature that mitigate against the type of

constitutional amendment proposed by Representative Mottl.

Constitutional guarantees of individual liberty and equal protec-

tion should not be taken away, tampered with or trivialized

through the amending process. The amending process should not

be invoked as a means of dealing with specific, controversial,

and highly political concerns. The fundamental principles of

our Constitution have endured precisely because the amending process

has been used only to remedy basic defects in our constitutional

structure. Restraint in the use of the amending process has

protected, over time, the rights of both the minority and the

majority. The integrity of the Constitution has been a source

of our nation's greatest strength.

The Constitutional amendment at issue here takes away a permis-

sible and sometimes necessary remedy from a constitutional wrong.

The amendment also disturbs the integrity of the Constitution in

a way that will surely provide dangerous precedent for future
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manipulation. Finally, the amendment eliminates the opportunity

of redressing through the courts the massive and systematic injus-

tice which preceded the Brown decision and which has continued to

haunt life in America in the second half of the twentieth century.

W.E.B. Dubois said over 70 years ago, the problem of the 20th

Century is the problem of the color line. The major issues in this

country in this century have been just that: the extent to which

the laws of the land should be applied equally to all persons and

the extent to which the federal courts are empowered to order reme-

dies to cure the unequal application of the laws. Representative

Mottl's amendment would remove the federal judiciary from its

Constitutional role, protecting and enforcing the rights of

minorities in a forum that allows for the consideration and

balancing of competing interests.

In the South, where Southerners have lived with busing and

school desegregation for more than a decade, the issue of school

desegregation is not the heated and emotional issue it was twenty

years ago. We no longer see the massive resistance by white

politicians who, "stood in the school house door", to block

desegregation efforts.

I am proud to say that two years ago when a similar Constitu-

tional amendment was introduced in the Congress, the North Carolina

delegation voted 6 to 5 against the amendment. Representative Bill

Alexander from Arkansas spoke for many of us in the South when he

said, "The question of busing has been resolved. I can see no

value in resurrecting it." (New York Times, July 25, 1979).
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In large measure, the enforcement efforts and the remedial

orders of the federal judiciary are responsible for the coming

together of local school boards, white parents and the minority

community. Brown v. Board of Education marked an historic

moment in the evolution of the conscience of the nation. In the

South, in interpreting Brown the courts have stimulated the

public's own sense of moral responsibility. As Judge Goldberg

of the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals said in an interview

recently, "The courts not only are heeded, but what's important

in their being heeded Is the voluntary [public] acceptance that

the courts do speak for the moral heights of our society. And

when they don't, they forfeit their responsibility."*/

The Charlotte experience speaks directly to the issue of the

important role of the federal judiciary in stimulating acceptance

of the constitutional rights of minorities and cooperation with

appropriate remedies. The district court in Swann made a complex

factual inquiry before determining what constituted a constitu-

tionally adequate desegregation plan. That court ordered

desegregation plan has not only been implemented successfully,

but the School Board and the community have now taken a generally

enlightened view of their responsibility to desegregate the

Charlotte schools. The ability to analyze the case on its own

facts free from the political give and take of the legislature

or the electorate made the federal court in Charlotte uniquely

suited to exercise fully its discretion in fashioning a remedy,

*/ Quoted by Jack Bass, Unlikely Heroes, p. 328.
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and earned the public confidence necessary for the remedy to

work.

Conclusion

The courts have acted neither excessively nor irresponsibly

in their efforts to remedy the unconstitutional condition of

segregated schools. They have ordered race conscious remedies

only in the absence of other means to eradicate adequately the

effects of past discrimination. In fashioning these remedies,

they have exercised their judicial and equitable powers only on

the basis of specific factual findings of constitutional violations.

The courts have provided leadership and guidance to the

American people in their efforts to resolve the great problems

of the 20th Century. Proposals to amend the Constitution to

undermine the role of the judiciary in this process carry the

potential for inhibiting virtually all efforts to desegregate the

nation's public schools. In addition to threatening the cause of

racial equality, Mr. ottl's proposed Constitutional amendment

undermines America's tradition of protection of individual rights

and liberties and endangers the stability and integrity of our

Constitutional system.

Thank you very much Mr. Chambers.
Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Atkins, on page 1 of Mr. Glazer's report, we find the follow-

ing language, which I'll read. I would like you to respond to it.
In the middle of the first paragraph-do you have it?
Mr. ATKINS. Yes, I do, Congressman.
Mr. WASHINGTON. "Discrimination on the grounds of race, ethnic

origin, or religion is not to be overcome by further. discrimination
on the grounds of race, ethnic origin, or religion. It is to be over-
come by requiring in law and insisting in practice that people be
treated as individuals, not as members of race."

Would you comment on that?
Mr. ATKINS. I think it's an admirable goal, one with which I am

in substantial agreement. The problem with it is that Mr. Glazer is
about 300 years late in offering it as a standard for this country.
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What we're facing now is a situation in which, if I may use an
analogy, we've got a 100-yard dash, and it's 50 yards down the line.
One person in the race has had an anchor tied to his leg. Mr.
Glazer says, "Stop the race, take the anchor off, resume in your
present positions, and run like hell."

I would submit to Mr Glazer that it would require a superhuman
effort for the fellow who had that anchor to even stay in the race,
much less even finish on time. That's what this suggests.

Of course, it would be if everybody treated everybody else as
human beings, not as races or colors or religions. The problem is
we're not in a society that started out with the standard, and we
are now dealing with how do we remedy the past deficits so that in
the future there can be equality of treatment with regard to special
circumstances?

So, until those past deficits have been addressed, this suggestion
is simply naive.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you.
One other question: I was very intrigued with your analysis of

the judicial process which, as you state, not very many people are
privy to, evidently, based on their responses to desegregation and
the establishment of the patterns of discrimination which lead up
to Brown.

I'm also intrigued by the fact that you point out quite well that
desegregation is not designed to cure all problems attendant to the
various public school systems throughout the country. To me,
that's key because it takes us into all kinds of areas, like testing, et
cetera, ad infinitum. Would you expand that point a bit?

Mr. ATKINS. One of the most unfair criticisms of school desegre-
gation plans, whether court ordered or developed by school systems
voluntarily, is that they don't do everything. And that's true, but
they weren't designed to do everything.

School desegregation orders are designed to unsegregate schools
that have been forcibly segregated. That's what they are foremost
designed to do. And to do that requires race-conscious measures. It
requires recognizing that here is a school that was made all black,
and here is a school that was made all white, and that because we
still have a race-conscious society, simply eliminating the compul-
sion that created and has maintained the racial separation will not
now eliminate the fact or the future existence of those schools.
That's what desegregation does.

It says, in order to undo these two realities, the school that was
made black, the school that was made white, it's going to require
intervention, it's going to require action. But even if that's done,
Congressman, a school system that has failed its children program-
matically is, after desegregation, going to have to address the need
for good programing.

So if the school officials in a particular district weren't teaching
the children to read before desegregation, desegregation by itself is
not going to make those children good readers. Along with the
process and usually separate from the desegregation order itself,
the school officials are going to have to address the other educa-
tional problems that exist, whether they be reading or whether
they be discipline, et cetera.



72

Some of those problems are themselves infected with the prior
discrimination, so it is frequently the case that a school system will
have for the white children a good reading program and for the
black children a bad or a nonexistant reading program.

It is frequently the case that a school system will have one
standard of student discipline applying to students that are white
and yet another standard applying to students that are black. In
that instance, the remedial order, the desegregation remedial
order, will also address those problems, but only if it can be proven
that the prior discrimination had educational implications, as well
as the physical separation. So the order has to be tailored to the
factual circumstances in which it was generated.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I may as well have you join issue with some
other people. Would that be your response to Mr. Raspberry, who
was quoted?

Mr. ATKINS. I understand Mr. Raspberry was quoted. I haven't
read the article that was mentioned. I wasn't here for the Con-
gressman's remarks. I have, on occasion in the past, taken issue
with Mr. Raspberry, and I don't know whether I would with this
comment or not.

What did he say?
Mr. WASHINGTON. One of the things he said was that-I don't

know how he measured this, but he said there was a tremendous
amount of disenchantment in the black community relative to
desegregation, the implication being that black people were not
enamored or particularly happy about it.

Mr. ATKINS. I think it's true. I think it's absolutely true, that
there has been disenchantment in the black community about
desegregation. The disenchantment has been about the continued
resistance of school officials, even in the face of court orders.

And after a point, when you've gone through one of these trials,
Congressman, and you have been held to the high and rigorous
standard of proof that prevails in a desegregation trial, and you
have proven your case, and you have made the record, and you
have shown an entitlement to a remedy, and an order from the
court comes forward and here is some school board member or
some superintendent of schools who thumbs his or her or their
collective noses at the Federal courts and says, "The Constitution
doesn't apply in my district," yes, the black community has become
disenchanted at the notion that somehow or another, while it's
easy to pick up black people and throw them into jail, it is not easy
to apply constitutionally based remedial decree when a school offi-
cial wants to oppose it.

We have become very disenchanted with that, but we have not
become disenchanted with, however, the absolute necessity of liber-
ating our children from the educational traps that segregated
schools have constituted. And we will do what we must do wherev-
er we must do it to pursue that.

Yes, we do get weary when the law is not enforced.
Mr. WASHINGTON. This conclusion is based upon your grass roots

knowledge and your trials of cases throughout the country, your
close proximity with the whole struggle for many, many years?

Mr. ATKINS. It is. And it's based on the fact that I also have
three children who went through the Boston school system. Two of
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them were bused. One was bused as a part of the reassignment
order. One was bused when he was in senior high school, and he
rode public transportation. And the third one was not reassigned
and transported and was angry because he was not reassigned, was
angry because he was not transported, thought somehow he lost
out on something. I never understood that. But I have lived with
this problem in many different ways, and I have litigated cases in
virtually all parts of the country.

I am so involved now that my notions are not theoretical notions,
they are based on an analysis of school district actions and policies
and practices in a way that most people don't have an opportunity
to view.

Mr. WASHINGTON. One last quick question on busing. I think
Professor Glazer stated that desegregation would occur without
busing. I hope I'm not doing a disservice to his statement:

Can you comment?
Mr. ATKINS. I think I remember Professor Glazer suggesting that

even were this amendment to become part of the Constitution,
there were other techniques for achieving desegregation which
would still be permissible. And I think that's--

Mr. WASHINGTON. Was that "the melting pot," or was that
"beyond the melting pot"?

Mr. GLAZER. I said that today.
Mr. ATKINS. I think there are certainly other techniques that

have been tired in various places.
I agree with Mr. Chambers, that freedom of choice has never, in

a single school district any place in this country, dismantled a
forcibly created pattern of racial segregation, not in a single school
system.

I have seen it in various configurations. The most extensive
program of magnet schools combined with freedom of choice was to
be found in Columbus, Ohio. They had a plan called the Columbus
plan, and it was so complicated, with so many permutations and
cross-combinations, that is was difficult to even describe it in the
courtroom. But they had this plan, and it provided all of these
options for children.

What happened was the black children opted out of the schools
they knew were bad. The white children didn't think their schools
were bad, even though subsequently they found, in part through
the trial and in part through the testing, that their schools weren't
so good either. But they thought their schools were better because
they were whiter.

White kids aren't going to opt to go into schools that are black or
schools that historically have been seen as black, because to have
been or have been perceived as black in this country still is to have
been perceived as inferior.

So the notion that there is going to be freedom of choice or
magnet schools or other voluntary plans that are going to desegre-
gate forcibly segregated systems is, at best, really optimistic.

Mr. WASHINGTON. The opponents of busing, though, are certainly
persistant in that argument.

Mr. ATKINS. It's the best one they've got.
Mr. WASHINGTON. I yield.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Hyde.
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Mr. HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Professor Glazer, what about the remedy for past deficits? What

is your comment?
Mr. GLAZER. Let me point out that we are dealing with two still

very different situations. We have here representatives of a case in
school desegregation which has been a success for a variety of
reasons. We don't have any representatives-except for Congress-
man Mottl-here from Cleveland or from Boston or, to move on to
less disastrous cases, Denver, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and so
on.

I simply want to state this at the beginning, that there was a
situation in the South which, I am convinced, was entirely differ-
ent from that in the North. In the North you had neighborhood
schools. In the South you had separated school systems.

Admittedly, if you have one standard which applies to the whole
country, regardless of differences of history between communities,
you're going to have problems.

I think you have much more severe problems when that single
standard that is applied is a standard of busing to achieve equal
racial proportions in each school, whether that standard is applied
in Boston, Cleveland, Indianapolis, or Charlottesville, Mobile, or
Richmond. I think it's much worse than when that standard is
applied, than when the national standard Congressman Mottl pro-
poses applies. Admittedly, when that standard is imposed, you have
a kind of problem for the Charlotte-Mecklenburg situation.

We have heard the superintendent of Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
and I believe in cases where communities are proud of what they
have achieved, they are not going to undo what they have
achieved.

Perhaps I've gotten away from your question, Mr. Hyde, in
which case you'll correct me. But I felt there were a number of
things that had to be brought into the situation.

As to your specific point as to remedy, I want to point out when
people say magnet schools or freedom of choice, freedom to choose
the school one wants, doesn't work, they are applying a very pecu-
liar standard. They are applying the standard that it doesn't end
up with equal proportions of each race in every school.

Well, that's a very strange standard. When would any policy
ever end up that way? It's never been in the past. It will never be
in the future. We'll never have equal proportions of Protestants
and Catholics, or Jews and non-Jews, Italians and Chinese and
Japanese in every school. You've always had concentrations.

So, when they say it doesn't work, they mean that a very artifi-
cial standard, which says that if there are 60/40 in the school
district, it must be 60/40 in each school, won't occur.

But it does work if what you mean is that segregation, as an
imposed requirement that you attend a school because of your race,
is overcome. It does overcome that problem. It overcomes it because
you have the choice to attend a school which you feel is superior
for you.

And in terms of the not working, I've never understood why a
great social movement, which Mr. Atkins and Mr. Chambers have
been involved with, which has attempted to overcome a constric-
tion, overcome racial requirements, has been so opposed to the
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alternative of freedom, a real freedom, because when there is a
real freedom, there is a substantial response.

There are school districts where 30 percent of those who have
the opportunity to change schools do so-I mean 30 percent of the
minority group. If the rest do not want to change schools, that's
their decision and their choice.

The notion that you are doing something for them by requiring
them to move or you're doing something for them by requiring
white students who don't want to go there to go there strikes me,
in a word, as outlandish. You're not doing anything for them. If
you're giving each one the freedom to choose, you are doing what I
think any remedy requires, any remedy which is trying to correct
for segregation or for forcible segregation.

Mr. HYDE. Unless you know more than the parents, unless your
wisdom and your judgment is superior to the parents.

For example, in Chicago, we have a black school here and a
white school here, black parents here and white parents here. Both
have hired the same lawyers to resist forced busing between the
schools, which has been determined by some officials to be the wise
thing to do, not shared by the parents or the children. But some
official knows better than the parents.

So, freedom isn't to be tolerated where somebody has made a
judgment that they shall be integrated. That's a reality.

Do you see something wrong, immoral, illegal, fattening? Do you
see something un-American with Jewish people wanting to live in
a Jewish neighborhood because they're near a synagogue or Polish
people wanting to live in a Polish neighborhood where some of
them speak the same language or the stores sell kielbasa?

Ethnic neighborhoods---Italians kind of want to go to church, it
may be that they speak Italian-is there something wrong with
people wanting to live with people of a similar ethnic character
and culture?

Mr. GLAZER. I see nothing wrong with that. I think that is part of
our history, and I think it will be part of our history for some time
to come.

I think what is wrong is there are things that are wrong that
flow out of that, the exclusion of blacks from areas, burning their
houses, preventing them from buying a house or living there, and
so on. And that I think must be forcibly opposed, and the laws
make it illegal every possible way.

Mr. HYDE. Absolutely.
Mr. GLAZER. Similarly, the notion-and these things have hap-

pened in the North certainly and in almost every community-of
opposing black children entering a school and so on.

But I think the alternative to segregation and compulsion is
freedom. And the alternative is not a new form of compulsion.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. HYDE. Surely.
Mr. WASHINGTON. I just want to point out that Congressman

Hyde's allusion to an incident in Chicago is not typical of the black
parents in Chicago relative to busing.

Mr. HYDE. It may well be. I've not studied it in depth. I just read
the newspaper accounts, where you've got a classic situation of a
black school and a white school. Nobody wants forced busing. They

88-140 0-82--6
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somehow have the mistaken and primitive notion that the neigh-
borhood school is the place to send their kids.

Now, maybe the quality of education is equal. I don't know.
We pretend that we want to give black kids a good education and

they can't get it in the inner city. But I would like an answer to
the Marva Collins phenomenon, where you've got one gifted teach-
er and, my God, any kid in Chicago, black, white, or Chinese, would
love to be a student in her school.

But you know what the problem of-you know, you're in the
education business-bad teachers, who ought to pass a test them-
selves once a year, you can't get rid of them once they're in. The
unions won't let you. And the schools can't stand in loco parentis
to the kids. The courts won't let you do that, or the ACLU won't let
you handle disciplinary cases or go into their lockers.

But one gifted teacher can take an illiterate kid and turn him
into a motivated, marvelous, educated youngster who has a bright
future.

And if we could spend some time developing those teachers,
encouraging excellence, and seeing that excellence is equally dis-
tributed everywhere, instead of trying to homogenize people away
from their neighborhoods and their families, I think the education-
al level would go up, and I'd love to see more of that.

The discouragement of excellence among teachers by rules and
regulations, union requirements-and I understand the motivation,
protect the job, but this discourages-one last thing. We put Indi-
ans on reservations and we build schools for them. Why don't we
integrate them into society. Why do we insist on integrating the
black and the white communities, but we insist and structurally
isolate the Indian community?

Could you respond to that, professor?
Mr. GLAZER. Now you have raised a very large question.
First of all, a lot of Indians are now living in the community. I

think that creates additional problems for our desegregation poli-
cies. And certainly in California that is going to get very complicat-
ed with the large new Vietnamese, Korean, and other communi-
ties.

On Indians, I think there is presently a strong feeling among
many Indian leaders, and particularly leaders from reservations,
on having Indian-run schools. I know that is true at the higher
levels, at the community college level. And I assume there are
many Indians who are in a reservation situation, who feel that
they can create an educational environment suited to those who
willremain there and live there.

I think that there is no such thing as a uniform policy, as I said
before, that applies to every city. And I think there is no such
thing as a uniform policy that applies to every group.

Since that is a complicated question, I will stop there.
Mr. HYDE. It sure is.
Thank you. I yield.
Mr. EDWARDS. Professor Glazer, apparently Charlotte-Mecklen-

burg was a classic southern situation where the blacks were segre-
gated on purpose, put off in cheap schools, and the whites were
very well taken care of. Over and over again we saw this. And we
saw it in the North to a certain extent.
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And we saw it, according to Judge Garrity, in Boston, too.
Tell me, what should have been done, rather than what they did

in Charlotte-Mecklenburg?
Mr. GLAZER. Well, it is very hard to argue with success. What

happened in Charlotte-Mecklenburg is presented as-and I've heard
nothing different-that it has worked out a success. Maybe that
was the best solution for Charlotte-Mecklenburg.

It is my judgment-it is a kind of feeling I have, and this, I
think, will explain some of the differences between the successes of
Charlotte-Mecklenburg and some other southern areas, perhaps
some of the large metropolitan districts, Florida I understand, and
so on-that if a community has in truth segregated blacks from
whites, it may feel more responsibility to undo the entire system
and do something very different.

If a do immunity feels it has not done that-and that I think is a
serious factor in situations like Cleveland and Boston-regardless
of marginal cases of school zone gerrymandering or school location
and so on, if they have felt on the whole they were conducting a
legitimate neighborhood system, it may feel less responsibility. I'm
not suggesting undoing the past. I think just as you cannot undo
all the effects of the separated schools of the South no matter what
you do, there is history, I don't think you can undo the effects, or
should try to undo the effects of the busing programs that exist. I
realize that leads to certain complications.

But even in Charlotte-Mecklenburg, I would have thought a
system of voluntary choices in Charlotte-Mecklenburg-and by vol-
untary choices, I mean busing to other schools, to other schools in
the district, to better schools, combined with other things-would
have satisfied the parents and children of Charlotte and the
county, and would have led, with the same kind of investment of
educational energy, to the same effects that we have heard of from
Mr. Robinson today.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you think that would have worked, Mr. Cham-
bers?

Mr. CHAMBERS. We had the experience of a freedom of choice, as
I indicated earlier, from 1965 particularly through 1969 and 1970.
It simply didn't work, and it simply won't work.

Contrary to Professor Glazer's statement that there is some
mythical difference between the South and the North, obviously we
had constitutional provisions and we had statutory provisions that
required segregation of the races.

I gather from what he said, that the remedies that have been
employed in the South are acceptable, and that they should not be
limited by the constitutional proposal that is now before the Con-
gress. He addresses more the need for different remedy in the
North.

The decisions that I've seen in the North have found that there
was an effort, or that there were actions by the State that created
the segregated system-the same situation that we had in the
South.

And if his position is that if there is a State-imposed segregation,
the relief should be as the courts have directed, then I guess we
would be somewhat together. And that is all the courts have direct-
ed.
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But, if his position is that you can get the relief that has been
directed in the South only if there has been a constitutional
amendment, and he would ignore State-imposed segregation, then
our positions would materially differ.

Responding further to your question, we have seen efforts at
voluntary desegregation in the North, and those efforts failed just
like those efforts failed in the South. What we have is some efforts
by some blacks to transfer to white schools, end the black schools
remained racially segregated. As Mr. Atkins pointed out, white
kids are not going to transfer into the inner-city black schools
where the state has provided an inferior education.

Responding also to some of the questions raised by Congressman
Hyde, to ask is something wrong with racial groups or various
religious groups deciding that they prefer to live within their own
community and to attend their churches or synagogues, or to
attend their schools, ignores the problem that we have been ad-
dressing in school desegregation. What we have is a State-imposed
exclusion of blacks from various schools; a State provision, or some
state action that says to a black family, "You cannot send your
kids to the school" or, "You must stay in this neighborhood."

In that sense this is no different from what we see in many areas
in South Africa. And we have had it right here in this country in
the North and in the South. Black parents are asking, "Why
doesn't the Constitution provide some relief from the State telling
me that I must reside in an inferior community without adequate
housing, without schooling? Why don't I have the opportunity to
move where I want to?"

Blacks have simply not had equal education or housing opportu-
nities in this country. That is what the Supreme Court pointed out
in Swann, when it said if we had the ideal situation, we would not
have to direct this type of relief. We simply haven't had that ideal
situation.

Mr. HYDE. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. EDWARDS. Of course.
Mr. HYDE. I'd like to involve Mr. Washington in this dialog,

because I am genuinely seeking some information I don't have.
Would you say, Harold, that the teachers in the black neighbor-

hoods, on the South Side of Chicago, or the West Side, are inferior to
the teachers on the North Side of Chicago? And if so, why? Because
they are from the same union.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Henry, I don't think we should clutter up this
record with dialog between the two of us. We can discuss that later.

Mr. HYDE. The purpose of busing is to guarantee every child an
equal education. That's what equal protection of the law means.
And I just don't see that they have been denied that equal-all
over the country. I'm sure there are plenty of places where that is
true. But in a big metropolitan area like Chicago, and other places,
the money, the school buildings have been poured into the south
side. Not everywhere, but there are plenty of beautiful--

Mr. WASHINGTON. As to your first comment, Henry, it isn't a
question of teacher quality--

Mr. EDWARDS. I'm going to recognize Mr. Atkins, but take the
privilege of pointing out that the Supreme Court said, segregated
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schools are necessarily unequal, and it is a violation of the consti-
tutional right to segregate black kids in a black school.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Chairman, there's another point--
Mr. HYDE. You and I can continue to talk later.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You made your remarks on the record, sir.
Mr. HYDE. Let me just ask-let me ask one more question, then

I'll not clutter this up any more.
Mr. Chambers, you were satisfied with the results you got in the

North Carolina Federal Court, is that right?
You didn't trust the state courts, but you were satisfied with the

Federal court?
Mr. CHAMBERS. Yes, we were pleased with the results that we

obtained through the Federal courts.
Mr. HYDE. That was the North Carolina Federal Court?
Mr. CHAMBERS. That was a North Carolina Federal District

Judge.
Mr. EDWARDS. With life tenure.
Mr. CHAMBERS. With life tenure.
Mr. HYDE. That's true of every Federal court in the South, as

well as the North.
We have a problem on this committee. We think the only court

that can do a job is the District Court of the District of Columbia.
We didn't know that out in the boondocks you could get justice in
the Federal courts with that life tenure. So, I appreciate that.

Mr. CHAMBERS. I would point out to the Congressman, that we
have had decisions in North Carolina before Federal district judges,
whom we have had to appeal.

Mr. HYDE. You win some, you lose some all the time, don't you,
in your practice? I found that to be true, too.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Atkins?
Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Hyde, I have followed

with some interest, the Congressman's remarks and positions with
respect to the other matter to which you referred, namely the
Voting Rights Act. And I should say that I have been gratified at
the Congressman's very open search for information, and willing-
ness to have facts determine positions.

I think it is important here, too, Congressman. For instance,
there really isn't a difference in that kind of gerrymandering
which takes place in an electoral context, in which a district is
made either black or white or Republican or Democratic on the one
hand, versus that kind of gerrymandering which takes place in an
educational context in which a school board decides to make a
school black or white.

Mr. HYDE. You must be shocked at California's new proposal, I
dare say.

Mr. ATKINS. Congressman, I don't shock easily.
Mr. HYDE. If that doesn't shock you, then you are immune. But,

go ahead. [Laughter,]
Mr. ATKINS. I think the point is--and it is a point that both Mr.

Chambers and I have come back to repeatedly-that there is no
difference between a school segregated by force through a State
law such as North Carolina had, versus a school segegated by force
such as you have in Chicago, by action of the school officials.
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Now, you raised a question about the situation in Chicago,
whether or not the presence of teachers that are black on the south
side, and teachers that are white in other districts, ipso facto
means that there will be inequality.

Point No. 1 is, why are all the black teachers in Chicago on the
South Side? Answer--

Mr. HYDE. Is that true? I didn't know that was true.
Mr. WASHINGTON. It is more or less true.
Mr. ATKINS. It has been true that the Chicago board deliberately

refused to assign a black teacher to teach a white child, because
they assumed white parents would not accept it. And they placed
black teachers in black schools without regard to black parents
saying we want black teachers. That ain't why they were there.

Mr. HYDE. Are you sure of that, Mr. Atkins, about Chicago?
Mr. ATKINS. I'm absolutely positive of that.
Mr. HYDE. Because it is my understanding that seniority plays a

role in--
Mr. ATKINS. I understand.
Mr. HYDE. Teachers get to choose where they want to go.
Mr. ATKINS. I understand that.
Mr. HYDE. And some of them want combat pay for certain com-

munities.
Mr. ATKINS. Congressman Hyde, I would be delighted to give you,

not my analyses, but the analyses that have been done over a
period of approximately 17 years by the Federal officials in the
Office of Education, the Office of Civil Rights, and the Justice
Department.

Now, I would suggest that it would be instructive for you to see
what their analyses were of the Chicago situation, because it's a
very good example of what the problem has been outside the
South. The problem has been that the schools in Chicago were
made racially segregated by manipulation of attendance bound-
aries; by deliberate placement of buildings--

Mr. HYDE. But there are neighborhoods--I've lived there all my
life-there are neighborhoods that are white and Jewish and Polish
and Italian and black, and people like their kids to go the neigh-
borhood school, not spend their mornings on a bus, and their
afternoons coming home.

Mr. ATKINS. But the neighborhoods, Congressman, the neighbor-
hoods in Chicago, have been made segregated by the schools in
Chicago, rather than the other way around. Now that's what the
record will show.

What you will find is that school segregation in Chicago consist-
ently led to residential segregation, and that it was not neighbor-
hoods that tipped the schools, it was schools that tipped the neigh-
borhoods in Chicago. That's what the facts will show.

And they will show that at a point in time in the 1950's, and
particularly in the mid-1960's, when Chicago had a tremendous
population boom, disproportionate in black and white communities,
they had great overcrowding in the black schools and underutiliza-
tion in the white schools. Superintendent Willis, rather than reas-
signing, which would have been the normal educationally sound
thing to do, reassign the black kids from the overcrowded black
schools to the underutilized nearby white schools, built the Willis
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Wagons and crammed them in on the black sites, to maintain the
segregated pattern.

The Chicago record shows one in which optional zones were built
between side-by-side black and white schools to permit white chil-
dren to escape their neighborhood school which happened to be
black.

Mr. HYDE. The result today is you have 85 percent minority in
the public school system in Chicago, and you've got 15 percent
majority, which is a contradiction in terms, and we are going to
homogenize those 15 percent, which isn't going to work.

Mr. ATKINS. I think nobody would sanely recommend that a
desegregation plan in Chicago be one which woulc 'esult in each
and every school having 85 percent minority, 40 percent black and
37 percent Hispanic, and the rest be white. Nobody is going to
suggest that, so that is a strawman, Congressman. That's not the
proposed remedy for Chicago.

Mr. HYDE. The white flight from the school system is a reality.
Mr. ATKINS. But it is not being caused by desegregation, because

you have had none in Chicago, and we both know that. There
hasn't been a single act of desegregation in Chicago from the
period of 1960 when we started trying to get some through our
branches in Chicago, up until 1981, despite a Federal Justice De-
partment consent decree which was supposed to produce a little
bit.

Mr. HYDE. Can Professor Glazer answer?
Mr. GLAZER. I know a lot has been said, and I am going to say

very little, but one of the things I am going to say is that when
black teachers went into black schools because they wanted to, or
because the principal wanted one or felt it was a good idea, this
was declared unconstitutional by Judge Garrity in Boston. In other
words, the issue was even the kind of distribution of teachers by
race that might be considered by all of us, I think, desirable and
nonobjectionable, based upon individual values and individual
choices, has also been used as the basis for finding the Boston
public school segregatory.

Mr. ATKINS. That is absolutely inaccurate.
Mr. GLAZER. That is absolutely true. It's in Judge Garrity's deci-

sion, and I refer you to the decision, which of course you know very
well. He referred to the case of a former colleague of mine testify-
ing-and you remember who he was. He then was the desegrega-
tion adviser for Cleveland, and a black man who was involved in
trying to get the best teachers into the schools where they would
serve best.

And Judge Garrity used his testimony to impugn the Boston
School Committee, which he had many other grounds to do, to say
it was therefore segregating teachers, when it was trying to provide
a black male teacher in a school where it would be a good idea, and
where blacks are asking for it. I just want to say that is in Judge
Garrity's decision.

The second point I want to make about segregated schools lead-
ing to racial segregation, residential segregation, that is just not
the way it happens. It didn't happen that way in Boston. Blacks
started moving in. They started moving into Jewish areas. Those
areas then changed over from black-from Jewish to black. That's
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the way it's happened in every other city, Cleveland, Chicago,
Cincinnati.

Mr. HYDE. The 24th Ward in Chicago was a bastion of Jewish
politics and culture. It now has been totally black. It's happened in
Chicago, too.

Mr. GLAZER. The residential concentrations themselves reflect
discriminatory action as one can find, but they were not choices
because of school. It was not the case that if a black lived in the
white area, as they did in many cases, that they could not attend
the white school. That's not what happened in the North. And
therefore it is, quite in error to assert these patterns of racial
concentration were created by school factors. I think one has noth-
ing to do with the other. And I think there is a dispute among
social scientists on this. But I think it is to be quite in error for
this point of view to prevail.

Even in the Boston situation, where I think far more segregatory
actions by the school committee were found than in let s say
Dayton or Columbus or other cases-even in Boston, an analysis by
a demographer showed that if the Boston schools' zones simply
consisted of the areas around them, period, done by a computer,
they would have been more segregated than they were when the
case started. They were less segregated than if they had been
simple community schools.

Why? Because there were mechanisms to move out of segregated
schools. There were schools which one could go to by choice, and so
on. So the notion that the school committee through its actions was
making the schools more segregated than a simple neighborhood
system would have made is simply not so. Now, I know the judge
found differently, and we respect the judiciary, but I have looked at
that situation, I have looked at his evidence, and it just ain't so.

Now, these may be incidentals. I think probably the crucial issue
is regardless of how this came about, what are remedies that more
or less a substantial majority of Americans can agree on and I feel
the free choice remedies, the free opportunity remedies, the
remedy that says no one is going to be confined to a school he
doesn't like, will find more general acceptance than the remedies
that say, "You must go here because you are white, and you must
go there because you are black."

Mr. HYDE. If the Government will provide transportation. It's not
enough to say that you can go to this school, if you can't get there.
So you must provide a voluntary busing-type situation.

Mr. GLAZER. I'm speaking only of the principle, obviously. It
must be supported with free transportation. It must be supported
with information, knowledge, and so on.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chambers?
Mr. CHAMBERS. I just want to respond briefly to those proposi-

tions. All of the cases that I know of in the North that have
required school desegregation have been cases where the court
specifically found, contrary to the suggestion just made, that the
school board had purposely segregated the schools. In those in-
stances, with this proposed constitutional amendment, the court
would have been without any authority to direct any type of relief.

Mr. Glazer suggests there ought to be freedom of choice. What
type of remedy would be available if the court finds purposeful
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segregation and freedom of choice or magnet schools don't desegre-
gate the schools? Is he suggesting now that we leave all those
schools racially segregated by State action? What happens to the
community that is racially segregated by State action?

If the courts are powerless to act, is he suggesting that we leave
those schools, those communities, racially segregated? What is
being proposed, because the free choice plans that we have seen
simply don't work, is that we permit and authorize by a constitu-
tional amendment a racially segregated society, and that is not
what I think the Constitution is about, or what we ought to be
about as we develop policies for our Government.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Mr. Washington?
Mr. WASHINGTON. Just one final question, Mr. Atkins. You com-

mented recently on the Justice Department's response to the Chi-
cago desegregation plan. Would you comment for the record on
that, Mr. Atkins?

Mr. ATKINS. The question, Congressman, requires me to set the
stage for those who may not be as familiar as we are with what
happened. Last year, the Justice Department filed a lawsuit
against the Chicago board and superintendent, claiming or alleging
that there had been widespread segregation caused by deliberate
actions of those officials.

That lawsuit was simultaneously settled by a consent decree filed
with the Federal court, the principal provisions of which called for
the development of a desegregation plan which will go into effect of
September of 1981; and that the plan would meet constitutional
standards. That consent decree was accepted and ordered into
effect by the judge of the Federal court there.

What has happened subsequently is that Chicago has resisted
every effort to comply with the schedule it agreed to in the consent
decree, and the Justice Department has caved in to the Chicago
delaying tactics. Now, that's the short story. The most recent
action by the Justice Department was to join with the Chicago
board in an extraordinary request to the Federal court that it
approve Chicago's shameful delay in coming up with the desegrega-
tion plan, which it had said it would do. And our view is that in
this administration, none of these amendments are necessary.

They don't need a Mottl amendment, they don't need a Johnston
amendment, they don't need an East amendment, because they're
not going to do anything, anyway. The Justice Department has
made it perfectly clear, as the saying goes, that school desegrega-
tion is not something about which it gives a damn.

However, for those who, as Professor Glazer has, views these
subjects in academic context, theories can't flow without relevance,
without any particular requirement that they be supported by fact.
That's the difference in what he is talking about and what Mr.
Chambers and I have talked about. We have litigated cases and
had to look at facts. He has thought about what would be a nice
situation in an academic vacuum, and I could agree with him in
terms of the vacuum.

But I contend that to say that for instance the Jewish communi-
ty that was in Dachau was there by choice is to use a distortion of
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language. Had there been a school built in Dachau, it would not
have been voluntarily Jewish.

Neither are the schools built in Chicago voluntarily black on the
south side, because the south side of Chicago is not voluntarily
black. We have to see the whole picture.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Chicago is in the same category as Cleveland
and Boston. Public officials have been the real key to the obstruc-
tion of desegregation.

Mr. ATKINS. Not only obstruction of desegregation, Congressman;
but unless public officials have been involved and have created the
problem, Federal courts have no jurisdiction to order a remedy.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I yield.
Mr. HYDE. By the way, Congressman Marty Russo's wife teaches

in a virtually all-black high school. I am going to have to talk to
her about integrating the teachers.

Mr. WASHINGTON. That's an interesting tidbit for the record.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HYDE. Well, she's a resource person for this committee.
Professor Glazer, you are an academic, and by definition an ivory

tower type.
Do you find living in Boston is living in a vacuum on the busing

issue?
Mr. GLAZER. I live in Cambridge, apd even that's not living in a

vacuum, because Cambridge is beginning in a modest way a deseg-
regation program under state pressure, nonjudicial.

But I have testified in some of these cases. I have examined
them. I read the newspapers. And I think I have not spoken from
the point of view of a vacuum.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, those bells you hear over your head tell us
that this very, very creative dialog must be ended, and we thank
the witnesses very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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COMMItrEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Don Edwards, Kastenmeier, Schroeder,
Washington, Hyde, and Lungren.

Staff present: Janice E. Cooper, assistant counsel, and Thomas
M. Boyd, associate counsel.

Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
We begin today's hearing with two distinguished colleagues, Con-

gressman Parren Mitchell and Congresswoman Bobbi Fiedler.
Congressman Mitchell, our distinguished colleague from Mary-

land, has been a tireless and effective advocate for human rights in
this House for many years and has been a source of great assist-
ance to this subcommittee in many of our endeavors.

Mr. Mitchell, we welcome you here today and you may proceed.
TESTIMONY OF HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL, A REPRESENTATIVE

IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the subcommittee.

To my left is Miss Arnita Hannon of my legislative staff.
First of all, I want to thank you for allowing me the opportunity

to testify before the subcommittee this morning.
Second, I want to commend you for putting on these hearings.
I must say at the very outset, I think the efforts to thwart the

regular legislative process through subcommittee hearings and full
hearings is not a desirable thing and I am greatly distressed over
the attempts of some Members of Congress to thwart the regular
legislative process by various techniques that I will speak about
later.

I have a written statement. I would ask unanimous consent that
that be submitted for the record in its entirety, and I speak to some
of the salient points.

Mr. EDWARDS. It is so ordered.
Mr. MITCHELL. For a number of years we have been going

through many, many attempts to achieve school desegregation,
some of them voluntary and some of them mandatory. However,
this problem of busing to achieve school desegregation remains a
very complex and controversial issue.

(85)
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I think this Nation and Congress face a real dilemma. The dilem-
ma is that on the one side all of us advocate that America's
objective is to achieve a desegregated society. On the other side, the
other part of the dilemma is that there are those who would use
various tactics to avoid achieving a desegregated society.

It raises serious questions in my mind as to whether or not this
Nation is really committed to all the principles embodied in the
Constitution, in the Bill of Rights, whether it is committed to the
ethos of the American society, which says we shall have a desegre-
gated society. I have serious questions about that, particularly in
the light of some of the more evil and venal propositions that are
being advanced against busing to achieve school desegregation.

I serve on the Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Committee, I
serve on the Housing Subcommittee thereof. I also serve as the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Housing Minority Enterprise
and Economic Development for the Congressional Black Caucus.
For as long as I can remember, even before coming to the Congress,
I have struggled to try to achieve decent desegregated housing in
this nation. Some of the members of this subcommittee, some of
the Members of Congress have fought against red lining, have
fought against condo development, fought against all of the at-
tempts that are made to continue discrimination in housing.

I run what is called a brain trust on housing. We meet quarterly,
people from all over the country. They are not paid to come, they
come at great sacrifice. They address the issue of housing problems
and other issues.

From those brain trust meetings that have been going on for 10
years, to me it is patently obvious that, despite the advances that
have been made under civil rights legislation, there are still some
groups, blacks, and Hispanics, who are simply denied an opportuni-
ty to live where they want to live, where they can afford to live. To
me it is patently obvious there are some groups in America, despite
existence of a fair housing law, who are denied the wherewithal to
achieve home ownership.

There is still discrimination in the banks. It also appears to me,
based on the testimony and the hearings that we have had in our
subcommittee and in our task force, that there are demographic
variables which affect the whole matter of whether you have segre-
gated housing or not. Thus we come to the problem that some
scholars allude to, whether or not you achieve desegregated hous-
ing first and, if you do that, then desegregation of the schools will
take place, or whether or not you achieve desegregation of the
schools and then you will achieve a desegregated housing pattern.

I would submit to the committee that there is reciprocity, it has
to be done simultaneously. You have to push on both these fronts
in order to achieve what I hope is the objective of America, that is
a society in which race and creed and religion is not a factor for
discrimination.

A lot of arguments have been made saying that the matter of
desegregation of schools really leads to white flight. That is simply
not true. We have an abundance of evidence to point out that when
schools are desegregated in a meaningful fashion, there is a greater
tendency for residential integration to increase rather than br
white flight to increase.
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I would commend to the subcommittee an article written by Dr.
Wiliam Taylor, with the Center for National Policy Review, in
which he logically, cogently advances this argument, that if indeed
you move toward desegregation of the schools, you will not have
white flight.

I think it is also very clear that whenever anyone labels a
neighborhood a black neighborhood or white neighborhood, then
you set into motion a whole series of things to perpetuate racism
and prejudice and discrimination.

There is no question that, despite the passage of fair housing
legislation, despite all the protections we have under the law, real
estate interests continue to steer people. If it is a white person they
will steer them away from the neighborhood that is defined as
being primarily black, and if it is a black person they will attempt
to steer them away from the neighborhood that is labeled primar-
ily white.

So much furor has been raised about this, the matter of busing to
achieve school desegregation. I think it is blown tremendously out
of proportion. Only about 7 percent of all the children in our public
schools are bused each year, and that is a minute portion of the
large number of students bused on a daily basis. I think it has been
placed entirely out of proportion by those who argue that the
courts have gone berserk, and that people don't like busing to
achieve school desegregation. They forget that busing occurs under
court order only if there is illegal segregation, and an intent to
segregate, or only if there is no other remedy for relief of that kind
of situation.

I am appalled by the House of Representatives in which I serve,
approve the amendments that are constantly proposed to curtail
the Justice Department from enforcing the law. I am appalled that
we would have a discharge petition which far to many Members of
the House have signed in order to force this issue and to thwart
the will of this committee and the orderly process of legislation.

I am appalled by these things because I think, without any
question, we do violence to the issue of separation of powers on
which America is built; we certainly do violence to the Constitu-
tion.

For example, what in the name of God would happen if we went
through with a discharge petition calling for a constitutional con-
vention? There are no precedents. We don't know what would
happen; given the mood of some of the people in the Congress and
in the Nation, you might see an attempt not only to stop busing to
achieve desegregation, I remain convinced there are those who
would like to change the 13th, 14th and 15th amendments. There is
an enormous danger, it seems to me, in attempting to force a
constitutional convention on this issue.

As I understand, there are two pieces of legislation before you,
H.R. 761 and 1180 by Congressman Ashbrook of Ohio and Congress-
man McDonald of Georgia. Of course I bitterly oppose both of thosepieces of legislation. I submit to you that they are irresponsible.
They are certainly irresponsible in the sense that they usurp the
powers of the Federal courts.

Ladies and gentlemen, if there is one thing that has held this
Nation together, it is the traditional separation of powers, and I
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think it is highly irresponsible for anyone, be it a Member of
Congress or not a Member of Congress, to propose to usurp the
powers of the Federal courts.

I further submit that I think we must continue to use all the
methods available to us. Of course busing is only one method.
There are other methods. The magnet school concept, for example,
has been implemented. We have achieved some degree of school
desegregation. But I for one would not rule out the use of busing if
we intend to really achieve an integrated society.

I would hope that as a result of these hearings that somehow or
another this subcommittee will become the impetus and your full
committee will become the impetus for resuming the position that I
think America should take, the position that says in essence:
Where there is inequality, we must act to end inequality; where
there is injustice, we must act to end injustice; where there are
factors present which thwart the full achievement of people in
terms of being equal full citizens in this society, then we ought to
get rid of those factors as best we can.

I do thank you for allowing me to be here and I would like to
respond to any questions that you might have.

[The statement of Congressman Mitchell follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I deeply appreciate the opportunity to testify before
your Subcommittee on an issue which is so vital to our children, parents, neighbors,
and affected institutions, which provide our foundations. You and the members of
this body are to be commended for focusing attention on the impact of school
desegregation initiatives, particularly in the face of attempts to thwart your author-
ity to fully consider said issue.

While we are well aware of numerous voluntary and mandatory techniques to
achieve school system desegregation, the use of busing continues to be the more
complex and controversial topic. Indeed, busing, or the elimination therein, remains
the core of our dilemma, since, purportedly, the goal of desegregation is generally
shared by most people. I continue to seriously wonder if there does not exist a
contradiction in supporting such a goal and opposing the use of busing as a tool to
achieve this objective.

As a Member of the Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Committee's Housing
Subcommittee, I continue to work with my colleagues there for the betterment of all
neighborhoods, with decent, affordable housing being at the base of this attainment
for members of every economic stratum. Unfortunately, serving in this capacity,
along with my position as Chair of the Congressional Black Caucus' Housing Sub-
committee, I know that the reaching of this objective remains a dream. Decent,
desegregated housing, and attractive, stable neighborhoods for all of our citizens
would provide one of the optimal bases to precipitate the natural integration of our
school systems. I do not believe that there is one among us who would not like to
see this. Moreover, we have worked, and continue to work for this. We push to
combat redlining, condominium conversion, banking practice discrimination, and
other policies which militate against the availability of decent residences for all our
nation's families. We unabashedly champion the provision of adequate numbers of
subsidized housing units for our families with school aged children, with the hope
that the availability of sufficient educational facilities will become a natural part of
the immediate environment. Despite our efforts, many of us constantly hear horror
stories concerning just how prevalent the continuation of many of our enemies is.
During the quarterly Housing Braintrust, which I conduct, and through direct
dialogues with constituents, I hear many residents, both inner city and rural, attest
to overt and covert housing discrimination. Indeed, in some areas of our country
such policies are almost accepted as facts of life. These facts-that some racial
groups simply will not be allowed to live peacefully in some neighborhoods; that
some racial and/or religious groups may never be able to obtain home-ownership
loans and loans to improve property in certain neighborhoods; and, that some racial
groups will never move to fully integrate some attractive neighborhoods due to
other demographic variables, are sometimes startling. Unfortunately, these inci-
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dences cannot be wished away, and we must not deny our children equal education-
al opportunities during the time which we adults are taking to address the funda-
mental impediments.

As a Representative from an urban area, I am aware that many scholars suggest
that the feasibility and advantage of stable, ingated neighborhoods as an alterna-
tive to intermetropolitan busing should be explored. I have no argument against
such exploration; in fact, I endorse this. Again, however, while we are exploring, we
cannot ignore the fact that such neighborhoods are still not as prevalent as should
be, and we cannot jeopardize the access to adequate schools for our children.
Additionally, if we can explore such concepts as alternatives, we should not discount
the fact that there may be reciprocity. Specifically, other scholars profess that
desegregated schools are a prerequisite for the achievement of residential desegrega-
tion. If we look at the long-range implication here, the unarguable, inevitable
association between metropolitan-wide school desegregation and housing desegrega-
tion could well lead to a diminished need for busing. The necessity for integrated
housing patterns is precipitated by busing, and such results can be beneficial (No-
vember, 1980-Center For National Policy Review-Catholic University, study by
Diana Pierce).

Let us look further, and combine the objectives of integrated neighborhoods and
school system desegregation. Additional studies by the Center ForNational Policy
Review, and specifically an article by its Director, William L. Taylor, reiterate the
fact that "when schools are desegregated on a metropolitan basis, the process
actually leads to increased residential integration rather than to 'white flight' So
the growing evidence contradicts such assertions that desegregation efforts merely
exacerbate the move toward suburbanization. In fact, Tay or cites the pattern of
residential integration as precipitated by school desegregation in such communities
as diverse as Racine, Wisconsin; Wichita, Kansas; Riverside, California; and, Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina. On an additional note Taylor documented the
comments of the Wichita School Superintendent, Alvin Morris, regarding the fact
that black students live in practically all the school districts' 74 attendance areas as
compared with only seven or eight before desegregation. Morris stated, "I think this
was brought about predominately by our integration plan."

The Taylor study should jar the thinking of all of us who are concerned about
housing patterns and stable neighborhoods. The courts have recognized the fact that
when schools are labeled by official practice or custom as 'black" or "white,"
families tend to cluster around them on the same racial basis. A positive conse-
quence of school integration comes as real estate brokers become less and less apt to
steer home-seekers along racial lines. Then we are moving toward one of the
solutions for no longer having to bus-the prevalence of integrated, stable neighbor-
hoods which might foster the growth of schools which would attract children from
various social, economic, academic, and racial backgrounds.

My close work in the area of housing gives me a special interest in housing
patterns as they relate to school desegregation efforts. However, I am glad that the
Subcommittee will be examining the impact, effect, circumstances, and costs of
desegregation initiatives. Such analyses will, hopefully, break the growing mentality
that busing runs counter to the protection of our children's general welfare. Specifi-
cally, I am disturbed by the charges against this mechanism which are evident in
my constituent mail. And, if these intense hearings accomplish nothing else, I do
hope that they provide the much needed clarity surrounding the busing issue.
Surely, the short-sighted efforts to eliminate the remedy altogether just do not
fairly serve our constituents with all of the facts, and I think my Colleagues will
agree that we do owe them that much.

Along this avenue, we have to tell our constituents that, under current law, a
court may order busing only if it determines that a school system is illegally and
intentionally segregated, and no other alternative remedy will effectively eliminate
the segregation. Therefore, my earlier mentioned optimism about a purported na-
tional consensus to eliminate segregation can never stand on its merit if we and our
constituents do not at least speak to the need for additional alternatives and ways
to improve the use of busing as a remedy. We must also be honest enough with our
constituents to inform them that the continued incorporation of the amendment
into the Justice Department authorization bill to preclude this department from
participating in court action seeking to impose busing as a remedy, does not change
the standards under the current busing law. As we in the legislature know, the
amendment places no restrictions on the courts or private litigants, and does not
prevent the courts from ordering busing when it is required. However, the amend-
ment sets dangerous constitutional precedent which goes beyond the parameters of
school desegregation and into, a violation of the separation of powers doctrine; a
violation of the 14th amendment, and, a threat to the entire federal aid-to-education
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program (refer to analysis by The Association of The Bar of the City of New York
Committee on Federal Legislation-included in packet). Let us also inform our con-
stituents clearly that similar constitutional questions will be raised as this very
Subcommittee considers H.R. 761, and H.R. 1180, both of which would, ostensibly,
extinguish federal court jurisdiction in cases involving federal court-ordered school
busing. Both Congressmen Larry McDonald and John Ashbrook, respectively, are
attempting to usurp the powers of the federal courts, and have introduced these
measures as alternatives to their initial call for a constitutional amendment to
accomplish this end. The Members' efforts are intensified further by their attempts
to utilize the Discharge Petition to deny adequate review by Members of this House
who are charged with such responsibility. I find such efforts irresponsible, and I
truly question any purported commitment to school desegregation from these Mem-
bers or their supporters.

I believe that our sincere commitment to providing equal educational opportuni-
ties for our children should best be demonstrated by continuous work in improving
both mandatory and voluntary methods. For example, the concept of magnet schools
which specialize in special subjects and, therefore, attract a variety of students, has
worked in many areas and we should work harder for more of these. Moreover, our
local residents can ensure that both mandatory and voluntary desegregation plans
are tailored to the needs of their community from inception, and rechannel the
energies spent fighting the busing of less than 7 percent our children for desegre-
gation into improving the facilitation of this necessary remedy.

Let me close by stressing that we have no right to impede the facilitation of equal
educational opportunities for our children. Our personal prejudices, well cultivated
due to our adult stage of life, cannot obstruct the choice for our children to live and
grow in an atmosphere which will be free from such ugliness. If wk stand in the way
of such tools as embodied in comprehensive school desegregation plans-to include
busing-we never will foster an atmosphere of choice for our youth. I do hope that
we heed these warnings since academic pursuit continues to provide one of our
strongest foundations. We cannot progress in its absence. We can only stagnate.

Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much. As usual, your eloquence is
deeply appreciated.

Before I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin, I think we
should point out that these hearings are on no particular piece of
legislation. The two pieces of legislation you mention are indeed in
another subcommittee. However, most of the constitutional amend-
ments, including Mr. Mottl's constitutional amendment, have been
referred to this subcommittee.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank you for that correction. No matter where
they are, in my opinion they remain pernicious pieces of legisla-
tion.

Mr. EDWARDS. I am not surprised that you feel that way, Mr.
Mitchell. We are examining in depth the whole problem of school
desegregation. The last time this was done was nearly 10 years ago,
by the House Judiciary Committee and Senator Mondale s subcom-
mittee in the Senate. We think it is high time to bring the entire
subject up to date.

Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. With that I recognize the gentleman from Wiscon-

sin, Mr. Kastenmeier.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to commend our colleague on his presentation. We

know he has been a leader in this field for many, many years, and
a source of very great expertise.

I would say parenthetically that, yes, the two bills that are not
in this subcommittee, on jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, are in
fact in the subcommittee which I chair. And I was very pleased to
see in the last few weeks that the American Bar Association, not a
liberal bastion, would overwhelmingly reject the notion that we
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should strip the Supreme Court of the United States or the lower
Federal courts of the jurisdiction to deal with not only busing but
other issues as well.

Given the perspective of many years now of busing-and it does
appear that the target of opponents of school busing is court-
ordered busing-do you believe that you can defend the court in
every case as having wisely decided what plan to implement?

Mr. MITCHELL. Congressman Kastenmeier, of course I am not
familiar with all of the cases, but in those instances that I am
familiar with, I think the Federal courts have acted very wisely in
ordering busing only as the last resort. When the court runs into
deliberate intransigence on the part of local school boards and local
authorities and, after a period of suggesting, pleading, recommend-
ing, that intransigence remains, it is my impression, it is my best
recollection that busing has been the last resort to be employed,
and it should be the last resort.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. What other options might have been availed
of if not busing?

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, I referred to the magnet school concept.
That has worked in my city of Baltimore and it has worked in
other parts of the country. This is where you bring together several
disciplines, several approaches, and children because of their inter-
est in a particular discipline, a particular approach, move to that
magnet school. It serves an entire regional area of a political
subdivision. That is very successful.

I must also point out that it certainly seems to me that where
our enlightened southern school districts have moved in terms of
voluntary segregation it has worked; it has worked because there
has been a commitment on the local head of the political subdivi-
sion, be it a city council, mayor, or what have you, a commitment
on the part of the local school board that it is going to do the right
thing.

I am constantly amazed that we have achieved as much school
desegregation as we have in our Southern States on a voluntary
basis now. That stands in sharp contradistinction to the kind of
resistance that has occurred in California, the Far West, Midwest,
and in other portions of our Nation.

I guess the bottom line, Mr. Kastenmeier, goes back to the ques-
tion I raised: Are those people in charge of the entire educational
process in a local political jurisdiction, or jurisdictions if you are
talking about metropolitan busing, are they really committed to
the idea that this society ought to operate absent identification
based upon race or religion or any other outward sign that has
been used by people to discriminate against various groups?

It is a question of commitment. Nothing will work, nothing will
work unless there is a real commitment, nothing short of court-
ordered busing will work unless there is a real commitment at the
local level.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. For example, if you were brought in as an
arbitrator in an area, whether Boston or some other place where a
great deal of bitterness and resistance built up over the prospect of
court-ordered busing, do you think any other solution might have
been resorted to other than that which, for one reason or another,
produced such very great resistance and bitterness?

88-140 0-82---7
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Mr. MITCHELL. I am reasonably certain that other solutions were
offered before busing was ordered by the courts. I think the busing
orders came down only because there was a rejection of other
possible solutions.

Again, it would seem to me if there is so much bitterness, then
that is all the more reason for attempting to achieve some kind of
school desegregation, because for as long as you allow people to
remain bitterly polarized, over the long haul you make the job
much more difficult of achieving a desegregated society.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. My last question is: If there is a minority
group in a given community, not necessarily a racial minority
gloup, that desires not to be integrated because of, let's say, cultur-
al or language affinity, should the school systems be integrated,
notwithstanding their resistance?

Mr. MITCHELL. I believe that they should. By way of illustration,
if you take that out to its furthest analysis, could we have those
who are of Czechoslovakian origin say, "We don't want to be bused
because we are Czechs," those of Croatian origin saying, "We don't
want to be bused because we are Croatians," you arrive at an
absolutely ridiculous kind of arrangement which I do not think is
workable.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. The same would go, we don't want to be bused
because we are Spanish-speaking or we don't want to be bused
because we are black?

Mr. MITCHELL. Let me point out, a number of members have
talked on the floor, saying "My people" -strangely it is black
people become their people when talking of school desegregation-
'My people don't like it.'

Well, you have to remember when we were caught up in the
struggle, in the crucible of moving through that civil rights decade,
it wasn't a monolithic response from the black community. Any
number of blacks said, "Oh, you are stirring up trouble; you should
enter gradually." The black community is not a monolithic commu-
nity.

I certainly don't think the Congress nor the courts should accept
the arguments proffered by such groups.

Mr. EDWARDS. The gentlewoman from Colorado, Mrs. Schroeder.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I want to pursue a bit further the situation in

Baltimore. You say in Baltimore they have put in a magnet school
concept?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, several magnet schools.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. That has worked to desegregate the school

system of Baltimore?
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes; it has. One is in the Mount Washington area

of Baltimore, where the curriculum is so diversified they can pull
students from all around the city.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That was not done by court order?
Mr. MITCHELL. No; that was not done by court order.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. You do elect your school board?
Mr. MITCHELL. The school board is appointed by the mayor.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. But it could have been a political problem for

the mayor if the school board had done something people didn't
accept?

Mr. MITCHELL. Oh, I am sure that it could.
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Let me say my best recall of the situation in Baltimore when the
Brown decision' first came out was the then-superintendent of
schools, h's name escapes me, said, "This is the law, we are going
to abide by it." That set a tone, it seems to me, that was enormous-
ly beneficial to us.

Mrs. ScHRoRDn. I guess one of my problems in this whole area
is, we all know that the court doesn't have a, whole basketful of
tools that they can implement. They really don't control the teach-
ers, magnet schools and other alternatives. So they get forced into
busing. They don't know what else to do.

The real challenge is, how do we get school boards -to respond so
the court doesn't get dragged in? In other words, when the school
board isn't responding, the only alternative left if you want to
enforce the law I think is the court; I do not know where else you
would go.

Mr. MITCHuL. I think you are precisely right. And frankly, I
would like to see a situation in which the Federal courts are not
involved in this at all. I would certainly like to see local school
boards, local political jurisdictions, come up with a solution, work
away at it, sell it, have educational seminars in the community,
enlighten people as to what is involved and bring about that which
is consonant with the democracy in which we live.

Congresswoman Schroeder, it is only when that does not occur
that the courts, as you indicate, are forced to enter into the issue.

Mrs. SCHROEDKR. The thing that disturbs all of us about the
courts is they are based upon an adversary type of setting, where
you force the polarization of the issues. What I have never been
able to figure out is why some school boards try to find a way to
desegregate the schools and other school boards wouldn't.

What was the motivating factor in Baltimore that appeared to be
absent in other communities?

Mr. MrrCHELL I do not think there would be one single factor;
there might be a series of factors.

What do you want your community to be? A community of
tranquility and peace, or do you want a community of constant
tension? I think a local school board might look at that.

I think a local school board might look at the matter of whether
or not the housing pattern can be worked on so that you can
achieve school desegregation without a great deal of difficulty. I
think there are a number of variables that would enter into the
picture.

Let me just say this: When the courts order something, inevita-
bly there is some hostility. But I quite frankly would rather live
with the hostility on a temporary basis for as long as we are
moving toward the end objective of what America should be.

Many, many years ago, before most of the people in this room
were born, the court ordered the University of Maryland to admit
me. I must confess I was not received with open arms on the
campus at College Park. I must confess that there were some idiots
there who attempted to make life miserable for me. The hostility
not only was on the campus but it was in the classroom.

A professor once referred to a "niggardly approach" and some
oaf who didn't know what that word meant thought he was using a
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racial epithet. I can live with that as long as I know we are moving
toward what is the ethos of this American society.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I agree with you and I must say that my
frustration has been-and I think we even see it happening in this
House, in the Senate, in politics everywhere-that we will allow
people to erode constitutional rights because of a fear of political
retribution. Whether it is the local level, State level, or national
level, that has become a real crisis, with the result that everything
gets dumped on the courts. In so doing, we succeed only making
the courts an object for everybody to attack. That is not really fair.
In the separation of powers, we are giving them undue responsibili-
ty of enforcement of constitutional rights.

Mr. MITCHELL. Precisely.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I think it is incumbent on everyone at all levels

to make sure officials become more responsible and don't always
take the politically easy route. That is the challenge I think Amer-
ica has in the 1980's.

Mr. MITCHELL. I certainly concur. I said those who use another
approach are acting irresponsibly. I think those who use that other
approach are really grave threats to our system of government.
The more they persist along those lines, the more they unravel the
very fabric of democracy. Not only do we bring about contempt for
the courts, polarize people, keep people in a lesser status, they do
all of those things that are inimical to the best interests of the
American democracy, it seems to me.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you very much.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I also want to join the chairman, Mr. Mitchell, in commending

you for excellent testimony, not just today but your testimony over
your career, so to speak.

Representative Schroeder raises the question, why did Baltimore
desegregate relatively peacefully, yet other locales are in chaos,
turmoil? Wouldn't part of the answer be in the nature of the
leadership that you find in the various subdivisions?

It is my impression, the impression of my people, that if the
political leaders in many cases would lower their voices and have a
more cooperative attitude toward resolving the problem, in many
instances they would not get to the courts, and when they did get
to the court-as a last resort-the final conclusion about busing
would be more acceptable. But clearly, many political leaders in
this country have simply used this as a method of whetting the
appetites, rubbing raw the source of discontent, and making politi-
cal capital out of it.

Would you respond to that?
Mr. MITCHELL. I certainly agree with what you have said, I agree

with it entirely.
There are political opportunists who seize on this issue, not in an

attempt to bring about a solution; rather, they do that in terms of
their own political aggrandizement.

We had a situation in Boston in which you know one lady
inflamed the busing issue in Boston. And every attempt that was
made by the mayor and others to defuse the situation to try to
make it work, that lady was out there polarizing people further.
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That lady served with us briefly in the Congress. I think she has
now faded into obscurity as far as I know. That is the price that

-riostpolitical opportunists pay for attempting to exploit an issue
for their own selfish political interest.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Which raises the key question which you
noted; that is, notwithstanding the constitutional basis for imple-
menting school desegregation in this country, does this country
have a commitment to the whole concept of desegregation? I do not
know the answer.

There are constituent parts of the country, obviously, quite a few
people, who seem to want to make capital out of certain conclu-
sions-I do not know how arrived at-as to where the so-called
black community stands relative to busing. I am not certain where
they stand on the question of busing, but clearly they stand for
desegregation, and clearly they stand for whatever tools are necei-
sary to bring it about within reason. Whether or not this country
has a commitment to desegregation or not, I do not know.

Mr. MITCHELL. I must confess that during the past 4 or 5 years in
this Congress, a great deal of my confidence about the commitment
of the Nation has begun to wane. I just feel sick on occasions when
I see this legislative body, a part of the highest legislative body in
the world, take a racial issue, that is in quotes, and whip it day
after day after day, putting asinine and stupid amendments on
pieces of legislation, where they shouldn't be placed.

I must confess that for the immediate present my confidence in
the Nation's commitment has waned. Over the long haul, however,
I would like to believe, and I do believe, that the vast majority of
Americans are going to be decent people. I would like to believe
over the long haul they will see how they have been manipulated
and-used by political opportunists. So I think if we keep plugging
away at this, over the long haul that commitment will be back in
place.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I am inclined to want to agree with you, and if
you continue to press forward certain theses as you did this morn-
ing, for example, that desegrated schools lead to or could lead to or
has led to desegrated housing--

Mr. MITCHELL. Sure.
Mr. WASHINGTON [continuing]. Which puts the quash on the so-

called white flight concept; those kinds of responses to the so-called
racist arguments are the kinds of responses with which I think we,
if anything, -can erode this antagonism toward desegregation. I am
intriigued with that concept.

You directed us to several studies, did you not?
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. They are delineated in my testimony, which

I hope is before you. We submitted it prior to the 48-hour deadline.
Of course, if you need further information, I would be delighted

to supply it to you.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you very much.
1 yield whatever time I have.
Mr. EDWARDS. I just have one question, Mr. Mitchell.
Why do you think that here in the House the people who op-

posed a fair housing bill would also find themselves opposed to the
desegregation of schools?
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It seemed the best argument we had for a fair housing bill was
that "OK, you don't like busing, but segregated schools are caused
by segregated housing; how are you going to handle it?"

Why do you suppose we have this dilemma?
Mr. MITCHELL. I of course cannot get inside the minds and hearts

of those people. But I would like to respectfully suggest that there
are some persons who will oppose anything that suggests moving
toward full equality in this nation. They will do so under many
guises with many explanations, but it is not illogical for me to
assume that the person who fights against school desegregation
would also fight against any other form of affirmative action; also
the fight against fair housing.

I am trying very carefully to skirt the word a, "racist core," but I
have not skirted it, so it is out. I think despite all their pronounce-
ments to the contrary, because of their background, their experi-
ence, a whole lot of things, they remain essentially persons who
cannot accept the idea of full equality for blacks and Hispanics and
others.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Does the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Hyde, desire time?
Mr. HYDE. Thank you.
I apologize for being late. I had another meeting at 10. I couldn't

get out any sooner. But I have your statement, Mr. Mitchell, so I
ave not missed your words, although I missed your delivery,

which I regret.
I note that you say:
The members' efforts are intensified further by their attempts to utilize the

discharge petition to deny adequate review by members of this House who are
charged with such responsibility. I find such efforts irresponsible.

I have kind of a little different view, I think if it weren't for the
discharge petition we wouldn't be holding these hearings, and that
certainly legislation which has merit has been known to be bottled
up in subcommittees. That is one of the powers of subcommittees
and something that is jealously guarded, the power to hold things
in subcommittee.

I could cite legislation of my own, which provides ground rules
for a constitutional convention, that I filed for several years that
never sees the light of day. But it takes a discharge petition to
surface these things. You certainly are aware of that, are you not?

Mr. MITCHELL. I am well aware of the fact but I think the
discharge petition short-circuits the legislative process of this
House. Now I said it was irresponsible, and I insist that it is
irresponsible. You take another position, that is your right.

Mr. HYDE. Well, thank you. It is my view that the discharge
petition sometimes facilitates the exercise of the democratic proc-
ess which, after all, is the right to vote. We have agreed and I
think you have agreed that the right to vote is paramount, very
important, more important really than anything because if you
can't vote on something, you can't implement your views. Isn't thatright?r. MITCHELL. Of course that is right, but let me add very

quickly, it may facilitate a process but if the intent of that process,
if the ultimate objective is something inimical to the best interests
of people, I do not find that very beneficial to use that process.
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Mr. HYDE. Isn't the majority in our democratic pluralistic system
supposed to decide that? Is it up to the subcommittee chairman or
head of a caucus to determine that, or shouldn't a majority vote
determine that subject to the Supreme Court's decision of whether
or not what they have done is constitutional?

Mr. MITCHELL. Now you are getting into an issue which it seems
to me you ought to be awfully aware of. Why do people sign
discharge petitions?

Mr. HYDE. To get a hearing on important legislation.
Mr. MITCHELL. Not necessarily. Some do it out of cronyism with

the other members, some do it out of a bargaining process; "I will
sign this if you will agree to support this." It isn't a pure process.

Mr. HYDE. It is not always irresponsible, either. It may be the
only way to get a hearing on an important piece of legislation.

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, on this one it is irresponsible.
Mr. HYDE. OK.
Would you say Senator Weicker's filibuster which prevented the

Senate from dealing with a very important issue, from voting, if
you will, on an important issue, was irresponsible?

Mr. MITCHELL. I certainly would not. I admire the man.
Mr. HYDE. Highly irresponsible.
Mr. MITCHELL. I think he is one of the few who will stand up for

that which is right. You have to remember, Mr. Hyde, that there
can be votes-for example, if you want to go back in history, I
wonder how long it took people to determine whether or not we
would have the 13th, 14th, and 15th amendments. There would be
those who would filibuster against it. I think the desirability of
those amendments is more important than a process that you just
alluded to.

Mr. HYDE. Well, I just have a different view and I think we have
laid it out.

My view is, let the people vote on something, don't use devices to
stultify and to suffocate important public policy issues. And if it is
breaking a filibuster so you can vote on an issue, if it is using a
discharge petition to surface some important piece of legislation,
that is more a fulfillment of the democratic process than trying to
use parliamentary devices and the power that the subcommittee
structure gives you to put things in a drawer and let them gather
moss. But-you have a different view.

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, I certainly do. Because I always look at what
the objective of any piece of legislation is. Is it essentially good,
bad, or is it evil or decent?

I would further submit to you and to the members of the subcom-
mittee that when you have pieces of legislation which are clearly
designed to thwart democracy, then we ought to fight them by any
techniques possible.

Mr. HYDE. Sure. That is your judgment and other-people may
feel it is the very essence of democracy.

Let me ask you another question. I understand thoroughly the
desire for integrated neighborhoods which our chairman encour-
aged in the Fair Housing Act and the desegregation of schools as a
sort of cutting edge to desegregate society. That is a noble end but
doesn't it run counter to the spirit of the Voting Rights Act, where
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it becomes illegal to desegregate, so to speak, because that dilutes
minority voting strength?

I have difficulty in trying to maximize a racial group so it can
vote with the notion that we should disperse everybody, which
really dilutes that minority group's vote. If you could reconcile
those two notions?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, I think that is hogwash. There is no attempt
made--

Mr. HYDE. Excuse me. What is hogwash?
Mr. MITCHELL. The idea.
Mr. HYDE. What I have just said?
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes.
Mr. HYDE. I think you are a rude person.
Mr. MITCHELL. Well, be that--
Mr. HYDE. And I think most of what you say most of the time is

hogwash.
Are we even now?
Mr. MITCHELL. You can be even with yourself. Let me--
Mr. HYDE. I wouldn't want to be even with you. That would leave

me too far behind.
Mr. MITCHiLL. I thank you for your gracious response.
Mr. HYDE. I thank you for your gracious characterization.
Mr. MITCHELL. Let me just suggest to you that there is nothing in

law that wants to disperse people. The law merely--
Mr. HYDE. Desegregation wants to disperse people.
Mr. MITCHELL. Wait, wait, wait. No. The law merely says that

the person has the right, that he shall not be denied. That is all.
Mr. HYDE. Thank you for your--
Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you.
Mr. HYDE [continuing]. For your courtesy.
Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you for your reciprocity and your courtesy.
Mr. HYDE. You bet.
Mr. EDWARDS. We welcome the gentleman from, California. Does

the gentleman desire time?
Mr. LUNGREN. No.
Mr. EDWARDS. We have more witnesses. Unless somebody else

desires to be heard, we thank you very much, Mr. Mitchell.
Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you for the opportunity.
Mr. EDWARDS. We now welcome my colleague from the great

State of California, Congresswoman Bobbi Fiedler. Ms. Fiedler has
been much involved in this issue in Los Angeles and she brings to
us her invaluable expertise as a former member of the board of
education of Los Angeles.

We are pleased to welcome you here today, Ms. Fiedler. Without
objection your statement will be made a part of the record and you
may proceed.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Chairman, does the witness have a writ-
ten statement?

TESTIMONY OF HON. BOBBI FIEDLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Ms. FIEDLER. No, I do not have a written statement.
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, might I first thank

you for the opportunity to come before you and to testify based
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upon my personal experience on the issue of mandatory busing in
Los Angeles.

I believe that nowhere in the country has the absurdity of man-
datory busing been better exemplified than in the city of Los
Angeles.

Going back to 1954, in the famous Brown v. Board of Education,
where the effort was made by the court to order the elimination of
the dual school systems that existed in the South, during a period
of time between that decision which I personally believe was a just
decision, the law became totally twisted.

And I believe that in Los Angeles, in the Crawford case, we have
an example of how, historically, the law can change, from the
effort on the part of the court to limit the dual school systems that
existed in the South to an effort orr the part of the courts to simply
eliminate the segregation which does exist in many communities as
a result of neighborhood housing patterns, but which was not af-
fected by the decisions of the local school board.

In Los Angeles we have what is traditionally known as a racially
neutral neighborhood school assignment policy. The efforts to try
to desegregate Los Angeles started really about 18 years ago, when
a court suit was filed by the ACLU and went through long years of
litigation.

The court suit was not filed in the Federal court, it was filed in
the State court of California. There was an -assessment made ini-
tially by the plaintiffs; two suits were filed, but the one activated
was one in the State court because it was believed at the time that
it was filed initially, that in Los Angeles there had not been
deliberate intentional segregation based upon race, and consequent-
ly efforts might be more fruitful in the State court

They went through the State courts in 1976; in June of that year
a decision was handed down which in essence said that segregation,
regardless of its cause, whether mandated by a school board or
whether it existed as a result of neighborhood housing patterns,
had to be eliminated in the city of Los Angeles.

At that time the demographics were 60-percent minority, Los
Angeles was an area which was changing very slowly from a ma-
jority Anglo to a majority minority, and 40-percent Anglo.

In the intervening time, since the debate on mandatory busing
first began in Los Angeles, there has been massive flight from the
school system. That flight was not just white flight, it was what I
call middle-class flight. Those families who determined that they
were economically in a position to withdraw their children from
the public school system made the decision to do so because they
felt that the mandatory order which ultimately was implemented
was not consistent with the best interests of their children, and
therefore they withdrew them on a wholesale basis. And today we
find a school system, only several years after the implementation
of mandatory desegregation, which is 77-percent minority and 23-
percent Anglo.

Los Angeles is a unique school system in a lot of respects. We
have one of the largest Korean populations outside of Korea, one of
the largest Vietnamese populations outside of Vietnam, a very
large Hispanic population. It has gone since the time of the first
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desegregation discussions in 1976 from 30 percent plus hispanic to
now it is the majority in the Los Angeles school system.

In fact, in a recent order by Judge Lopez which stopped manda-
tory busing in Los Angeles, he ordered the school board to no
longer refer to schools as racially isolated minority schools, and he
also ordered the school system to no longer refer to those students
who are not Anglo as a part of the minority because in fact they
make up a majority of the school system.

So we have seen a massive change in a short period of time.
There was an effort initially in 1978 to implement a plan which
included 112,000 students from 165 schools. Unfortunately, between
the time that the plan was developed and the time that the schools
opened, we ended up with only 17,000 students actually riding the
buses. That is how dramatic the change was.

In Los Angeles we had a school system which is 710 square miles,
that is equivalent to the 11th largest State in the country. And
when the busing program began, we were transporting children up
to 3 hours a day, an hour and a half each way, and the average bus
ride was an hour and 15 minutes long.

So you can see perhaps, unlike other communities where the bus
transportation was for shorter distances such as occurred in Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg, that in Los Angeles the transportation and the
length of time children spent on the buses was tremendous. Many
children were getting on buses as early as 6, 6:15, 6:30 in the
morning and not arriving home until 4:30 or 5 o'clock in the
afternoon.

The resistance was very strong. The resistance was immediate, as
soon as the desegregation discussions began. We found in Los Ange-
les that following the implementation of our mandatory desegrega-
tion program that we had more segregated students, 50,000 more
segregated students than we had prior to the implementation. That
is how dramatic the effect was in Los Angeles.

We faced many different kinds of programs there than exist in
other parts of the country. We have a large Hispanic population;
consequently, we have a large number of students who needed
bilingual instruction. Well over 200,000 schoolchildren in the
system today require it.

Unfortunately, because bilingual instruction is new and there
has been some resistance, for some time we had not been able to
put on staff to meet the needs of the children. So the limited
number of bilingual instructors were dispersed throughout the
school system away from the more densely populated areas of the
city where there was a high need for language proficiency in
English.

Unfortunately, we had to divide the teachers; consequently losing
a good deal of the impact of the development of a newly emerging,
and I might add to some degree successful, bilingual program.

The school district has spent to date well over a quarter of a
billion dollars on the desegregation program. We made a major
effort to try to implement voluntary programs. Even though there
was a substantial amount of interest on the part of the community
in these programs, the court continued to put lids on the level to
which we could develop them.
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For instance, we have a program which had nearly 20,000 stu-
dents being transported in a voluntary program which was called"permits with transportation." We had suffered a major damage
from the earthquake in 1971. Many of the older schools which
needed to be reconstructed at that time closed out space to some of
the students. They were given the opportunity to be moved into
other parts of the city, primarily the San Fernando Valley, where
there was an overabundance of space.

Many students took advantage of that program and were getting
a very fine education and developing an interest. Because it was
successful, we had constant requests to expand the program, but
the courts put a lid of 20,000 students. Therefore, there began to
develop waiting lists.

We found the same situation in the magnet schools. The board in
fact was limited to the expansion of the voluntary programs by the
court to a certain number and magnet schools which were devel-
oped and which had long waiting lists of both minority as well as
Anglo students were unable to develop to their fullest at that
period of time.

In the meantime the debate went on in court. The debate has
continued to go on in court and other activity began to take place
in the school system between 1976 and 1978.

Since California law was different than Federal law, we deter-
mined that in order to stop mandatory busing we needed to change
California State law. So 3 years of effort went into altering the law
to bring it into compliance with Federal law.

What we did essentially was pass through the State legislature a
bill that required California law -to come into compliance with
Federal law; where mandatory busing would be required under
Federal law, that too would be the law in the State of California;
where it would not be required under Federal law we would not be
required to implement it.

After 3 years, a good deal of effort-I might add I noted today
with interest that one of the people who is going to testify before
the committee is Mr. Orfield, who happened to be one of the
individuals who was brought into the Los Angeles case, and it was
as a result of some of his testimony and testimony of other experts
during the development of the plan that there was some discussion
of metropolitan busing.

After 2 years of people in the State legislature saying, "I really
feel bad for the people of the city of Los Angeles, but it is not my
problem," suddenly it became a problem of nearly half the State of
California. So a majority of the legislators finally saw fit to bring
an amendment out and it was ultimately passed by the people of
the State by nearly 70 percent.

It was a result of that change of law that the Los Angeles school
system went back to continuing court debate and was able to
successfully end the mandatory busing program in gust the last few
months. Most of you may have read about the fact that it was
ended.

They have now begun to develop and expand the programs that
have been successful in Los Angeles in attracting students from
diverse racial and ethnic groups. They are expanding the PWT
voluntary busing program, which I described before, that is trans-
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porting students from primarily minority schools to majority
schools. That program, in the last few years, began to attract some
Anglo students to it whose families were willing to transport their
children to the minority schools that they felt had excellent pro-
grams.

We, like other large urban school systems, have some very good
schools that are a majority minority. We also have some that are
not as effective in teaching the children of the school system. We
also have begun to expand the voluntary program in the magnet
schools which met with great success. They were academically
enriched programs; there was a good deal of assistance in develop-
ing faculties with special expertise. Those programs are expanding
at a very rapid rate.

I believe, as Representative Mitchell indicated, that that is one
way which we can effect integration in our public school system
without the disruption that mandatory busing has resulted in, in
many school systems, certainly in the school system in, in Los
Angeles.

There is also another very interesting and innovative program
which is developed by the community, I might add, in an area
called the Wilshire corridor. I think that program, which has not
received much national publicity, is worthy of note. It takes into
consideration the combination of an integrated community in an
area that is changing, it was primarily initially a majority Anglo.
It began to change, it became integrated, which is its current
status, maintaining a fairly balanced racial and ethnic makeup.

The people of that area felt they wanted to stabilize their com-
munity. They came to the board and asked for our support, and
they have implemented now a very interesting combination of
magnet schools that go all the way from the elementary school to
the senior high school, that permits people in each one of these,
say-it is probably an 8- to 10-mile-square area-to participate in
any one of the other schools that they may choose to that has a
special program.

That, I think, is the kind of program that is a model which might
be utilized in other parts of the country- where school boards are
interested in providing an integrated education, but where they do
not want to get embroiled in a mandatory program as a means by
which to achieve it.

In the short period of time we have here, it is difficult to cover
an 18-year history. I am confident that in the near future we will
see the stabilization of the school district in the city of Los Angeles.
I think we will still see a certain amount of demographic change.

Los Angeles is affected by the country of Mexico and constant
immigration coming in. We also are an area that tends to attract
people from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds. I think we will
continue to be both integrated and yet tipping more towards a
majority of what is classically considered a minority school system.
But I think that with a continued commitment to the children of
the school system, with the awareness on the part of the communi-
ty as a whole that there is a need to equalize the resources for
children across the system, that there is a need to concentrate our
efforts on improving the quality of education for all of the children,
regardless of their racial or ethnic background, and with a height-
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ened consciousness on the part of the community of the city of Los
Angeles that children in parts of this community had not received
the kind of quality education that they would like to receive were
they their children, that there will be a change of attitude that has
occurred.

In that sense, I might add, I think mandatory busing and the
discussion and the debate has been fruitful in that it has focused
on the need to improve the quality of education in the school
system. Los Angeles has a tremendous challenge ahead of it. It was
a unique system, the largest system in the country that had been
desegregated, the largest number of students, the largest amount of
resources poured in and a good deal of disruption.

Nonetheless, I think at this point in time, since the mandatory
program has ended, that there is a strong feeling of hope for the
future.

I brought with me today just a couple of headline articles to
show you that school systems can turn around. This is one from
the San Fernando Valley. It says "End of Busing Turning Enroll-
ment Tide Upward, Schools Report."

Another from the Los Angeles Times, "White Students Who Fled
Busing Begin Returning to Schools."

I think when you begin with the demographics of a 77-percent
minority school system, that the return of a substantial number of
Anglo students is important to any effort for desegregation, wheth-
er it be majority or minority.

Los Angeles, being as large as it is, tended to discourage the
flight outwards to other school systems. There was some outward
flight but many families did choose to stay within the school
system, physically, geographically, and many of those who deter-
mined they would attend private school, which are part of that
large block of white students who did flee, now are in a position to
return to that school system. In that I think that is favorable for
everybody concerned.

Public support for public education has been strongly eroded
through the last 5 or 6 years. A growing awareness of the status of
quality public education has occurred. But I think we are on the
right foot, that we are headed in the right direction.

I hope in the future the public schools not only in Los Angeles
but across the Nation will begin to deliver the kind of quality of
education that the children deserve, and we can move away from
the debate and discussion on mandatory busing, desegregation
techniques, and toward an effort to improve the quality of educa-
tion. For ultimately it is my personal belief that integration will
occur in society when we have economic equality and that cannot
occur unless the children of this country receive the highest qual-
ity education so that they can compete with other children from
other walks of life.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Would you like those articles inserted in the record?
Ms. FIEDLER. I think that would be fine.
Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection it is so ordered.
[The information follows:]
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[From the Los Angeles Times, Sept. 13, 1981]

END OF BUSING TURNING ENROLLMENT TIDE UPWARD, SCHOOLs REPORT

(By Mark A. Stein)

No longer threatened with mandatory busing, a significant number of students
are leaving private classrooms and home tutorial programs to return to public
schools, according to early registration figures from elementary and junior high
schools in the San Fernando Valley.

However, many school administrators said most Anglos still seem hesitant to
return to their neighborhood public schools, perhaps because of the history of
conflicting court rulings in the desegregation case that resulted in mandatory
busing in the first place, as well as continuing uncertainty over it.

"Some old faces that have been away are coming back," said Andrew Anderson,
principal of Nobel Junior High School in Northridge, aftere the first few days of
pre-enrollment last week.

School will start Tuesday, with teachers returning Monday.
Three years of mandatory busing ended last year, following a state Court of

Appeal ruling upholding Proposition 1, the anti-busing initiative. The state Supreme
Court declined to hear an appeal of that ruling.

Anderson said enrollment at his school, typical of those surveyed by The Times,
fell to 1,600 students from 2,200 after the start of mandatory busing last year.
Enrollment should climb back to about 1,800 this year, he said, with most of the
gain coming at the expense of private schools.

"The people are coming back, bless their hearts," he said.
Similarly large gains of neighborhood children were reported at other larger

schools. A district spokesman said his own survey of schools in the West San
Fernando Valley showed that Hale Junior High in Woodland Hills expects 250 to
300 additional students, Lawrence Junior High in Chatsworth expects 175 and
Parkman Junior High in Woodland Hills expects 150.

"We've been flooded here," said Ruben Holguin, principal of Portola Junior High
in Tarzana. "The way things look, we'll be getting about 100 (new) students a day in
the final days."

Holguin said enrollment at this school will leap from 986 last year to more than
1,500 this year. Half of that gain is in neighborhood children returning from private
schools, he said, with the rest coming from inner-city schools through a voluntary
Permits With Transportation busing program.

Frost Junior High in Granada Hills, which lost nearly half of its 1,380 students in
the month after mandatory busing was announced last year, should be back to an
enrollment of about 1,100 this year, according to Principal Gerald Horowitz.

Elementary schools also report seeing students return from private schools and
tutorial programs, though the increases are less dramatic than those at the junior
high schools."It's not a flood, but there are quite a few children who are returning," said Raye

Curtis, principal of Fullbright Avenue Elementary School in Canoga Park. "My
teachers are spotting quite a few children they had before. A flood? No. But a nice
number."

Curtis said she expects about 300 to 325 students this year, compared to fewer
than 290 last year.

Al Sirof, principal of both Anatola Avenue Elementary School in Van Nuys and
Garden Grove Elementary School in Reseda, said the "slight increases" in enroll-
ment at his schools are due "primarily to the lifting of mandatory busing," at least
according to the parents he has spoken with.

"We haven't asked, but in many cases where students have reenrolled from
private schools or home tutorials, parents said the end of busing was the reason," he
said.

Other parents appear to be more cautious about rejoining the public schools,
administrators said.

"I really think a lot of people are waiting to see what the judge's decision will be
before they make a commitment for this fall," said Owen L. Knox, superintendent
of Administrative Area 9, which includes schools in the middle of the Valley.

He made his comment before learning that Superior Court Judge Robert Lopez
had let stand the voluntary desegregation plan drafted by the school district.

Even with the Lopez decision, apprehension still exists.
"Many parents, who are afraid the situation never will be straightened out (and

fear) there will always be the threat of busing, have left their kids in private
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schools," said Arthur Arutian, principal of Limerick Avenue Elementary School in
Canoga Park.

Arutian said he knew of only about 20 students so far who have returned to his
school from private institutions. He expects a total enrollment of more than 950 this
year, of which about 600 will be from the neighborhood and the rest bused in
voluntarily.

Shel Ehrlich, public information officer for the Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict, said about 3,600 students, most of them from the San Fernando Valley, have
signed up for a voluntary busing program that will continue to send them to slicols
to which they were mandatorily bused last year.

No racial breakdown of those students was available, Ehrlich said. However, The
Times' pre-enrollment survey of Valley schools indicates that most of those students
voluntarily bused are minorities.

The demise of mandatory busing has swollen the enrollments of schools with
large minority populations, too-but not because students are flocking back from
private schools, instead, it is simply because students bused out last year are staying
at their neighborhood schools this year.

IFrom the Los Angeles Times)

WHITE STUDENTS WHO FLED BUsING BEIN RETURNING TO CIM SCHOOLS

(By Kevin Roderick and Gerald Faris)

White students who left the Los Angeles city schools the last three years to escape
mandatory busing began to return when the fall semester opened Tuesday, accord-
ing to preliminary figures supplied by principals.

Anti-busing members of the Board of Education had predicted a heavy return of
white students that would revive rapidly declining enrollments in suburban San
Fernando schools. However, district officials refused to speculate on the extent of
the return of whites until better enrollment figures are reported later this week.

GREATEST GAINS

At the same time, transportation snafus plagued magnet schools and other volun-
tary desegregation programs on the first day of classes.

Principals at many predominantly white schools reported an influx of students
returning from private schools and the makeshift home tutorial programs that were
started by anti-busing families in the San Fernando Valley suburbs.

Junior high schools, were much of the anti-busing fervor was focused, had the
greatest enrollment gains Tuesday. Nobel and Frost junior highs in the valley
enrolled at least 385 newly returning students, according to preliminary figures.

Portola Junior High in Tarzana, which contributed students to mandatory busing
for the two years prior to last fall, added nearly 350 students from its neighborhood
Tuesday, Principal Ruben Holguin said.

Board of Education member Roberta Weintraub greeted students at the school
Tuesday morning and hailed their return as a significant gain for the school
district. She said their presence will forestall pressure on the board to close San
Fernando Valley schools with low enrollment to generate money for building new
classrooms in overcrowded inner-city schools.

"The returning students will save these schools," Weintraub said.
Attendance will be reported- to district offices later this week and final figures

will be available in October. Enrollment last year was about 538,000.
Even the district's smallest school, Highlander Road Elementary in Canoga Park,

gained some students Tuesday. But apparently not enough to meet a board commit-
tee's guideline that schools below 250 enrollment should be closed.

REACHES ONLY 103

Principal Doyle Parrish said enrollment Tuesday pushed to 103, including about
25 Ventura County students attending on a permit. But only about 60 to 65 students
are from the Highlander Road neighborhood, and kindergarten enrollment from the
neighborhood-the best indicator of future attendance-was only seven, he said.

Another 20 students are expected to arrive at Highlander Road today on a
voluntary busing program from Shenandoah Elementary in the Pico-La Cienega
area, Parrish said. But the bus scheduled to pick up students Tuesday morning was
50 minutes late and most of the youngsters gave up and went home, he said.
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Hamlin Street Elementary in Canoga Park, another school considered too small
last year, added about 50 neighborhood students and may have gained enough to
nudge enrollment over 300 and avoid the threat of closure.

Parents continued to complain Tuesday that new bus routes assigned to students
in magnet schools, the "permits with transportation" voluntary busing program and
busing to relieve overcrowding, keep children on the road too long or leave them on
busy streets or unsupervised school playgrounds.

Ellen Hoffman, interviewed on a Reseda street corner Tuesday morning while her
son Garrett waited for a bus to the Center for Enriched Studies magnet school in
Los Angeles,said the bus stop was two miles from home and used to be just around
the corner.

"If they don't make some changes this week I will take him out," Hoffman said.
District officials have agreed to review the route assignments to correct obvious

errors but they say the board has put a cap on the money available for bus
transportation.

Two magnet schools with few applications-an agricultural center at Narbonne
High and a marine science program at San Pedro High-have already been closed
in an effort to save money.

"We may have to consider the consolidation of some (other) magnet schools to get
.. . costs down," Weintraub said.

About 17,500 students were expected to enroll in 84 magnet schools, including 20
new high school magnets. About 20,000 students were expected in the "permits with
transportation" program, 3,600 in a voluntary schools pairs and clusters, and about
5,500 in busing to relieve overcrowding.

Mr. KASTENMEJER. I have a question to clarify in my own mind
the situation in Los Angeles. Has the countywide court-ordered
busing decree been vacated or modified?

Ms. FIEDLER. It has been modified very dramatically at this time.
So that the mandatory component of the plan is not being imple-
mented. The voluntary component is. The only area where there is
any mandatory component at all at this point is in the area where
there are overcrowded schools.

Again, Los Angeles is unique. We have some severe overcrowding
primarily in the Hispanic area of the city, down adjacent to-kind
of the East Los Angeles area. Many of the schools for years could
not have additions built because one of the initial orders that was
handed down said that to build a school in a segregated community
was to continue the act of segregation. Therefore, even though
those happened to be the communities where the population was
expanding dramatically, no schools could be built.

Fortunately, the recent order that was vacated said we can now
begin to build schools. That is something that needs to be done,
particularly in the East Los Angeles area. The crowding is abso-
lutely acute. You can't imagine how serious it is. The busing which
is continuing is a form of busing which will continue only so long
as the overcrowding continues.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Your general presentation has not been a
critical one, it has been more an analytical account of what hap-
pened. But was the original criticism that the court-ordered busing
at the outset was too radical, produced too much change too quick-
ly for the people to accommodate to?

Ms. FIEDLER. There were a couple of issues. One, there was never
a finding of deliberate segregation in Los Angeles. There was no
question that demographically there were schools that were a ma-
jority of one race or another, but the school sytem was a majority
of one race or another. That had occurred over a period of time; it
was not as a result of a decision by the school board.
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That was one criticism, it was a requirement to be implemented,
in spite of the fact there had been no illegal segregation in terms of
the Federal constitutional standard in Los Angeles.

The other is the fact that I believe that mandatory desegregation
does not work. I do not believe it achieves integrated schools in
cities, certainly not a city like Los Angeles, because of the tremen-
dous amount of flight from the public school system and a tremen-
dous amount of resources have to be poured into it, and it is an
area of 710 miles.

There are many other issues I could bring into it, the impact on
the educational program. We unfortunately had to also undergo
the desegregation of our faculties at the same time. Between the
combination of student desegregation and faculty desegregation, we
faced a tremendous amount of disruption and disability in the
school system.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. But wouldn't you agree that where there is in
fact de facto segregation, there must be ultimately some mandatory

,tool to deal with it?
Ms. FIEDLER. No; I do not.
I think if there is de facto segregation, it is the obligation of the

school board to provide opportunities for integration within a vol-
untary framework, but not within a mandatory framework. And
the comments I believe made by Congressman Mitchell before I
supported wholeheartedly in that the magnet school programs,
which have worked effectively in Baltimore as he indicated and in
other areas, are very viable tools.

When you try to implement a mandatory busing program-and I
will speak specifically to the city like Los Angeles-and you push
out a large number of students, particularly a system which is
changing demographically, you reduce the opportunity for either a
desegregated education or an integrated education, because you
lose students that you need to create any level of integration at all.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. But where a school district has in one sense or
another not been forthcoming in terms of a plan, do not parents-
should they not have access to the courts to compel it?

Ms. FIEDLER. Absolutely they should.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. You believe they should?
Ms. FIEDLER. They should have access to the courts definitely.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. And whatever the courts do is generally man-

datory? That is to say, if the court orders something as a result of
that, one way or another, that is presumably what you oppose?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes; I do. But I do not believe that, because some-
body goes to the courts, they necessarily receive a decision or push
for a decision requiring mandatory busing. I think they definitely
should have access to the courts, and I think that the courts should
review the case. I think, however, it is the obligation of the courts
to make decisions based upon facts put into the law and upon the
fact of whether the implementation of one kind of a program or
another will have a certain outcome.

In Los Angeles the outcome of the program which was required
by the court to be implemented was more segregation, not less.
Therefore, I think it is incumbent upon the courts to consider
programs based upon what the final ultimate outcome is going to

88-140 0-82--8
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be in terms of their implementation rather than based upon
theory.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Your quarrel then is with the nature of the
court order rather than the fact that the court did order some-
thing?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes; it is.
I disagreed with California State law but I do not think, because

I happen to personally disagree with it, that people should not
have access to courts. I would never want to deny them that and I
would never want to be denied that. If it weren't for my access to
the courts and the access of those who feel differently about the
issue, we would not have been successful in the city of Los Angeles
in changing the existing order.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Hyde?
Mr. HYDE. I have no questions other than to thank the witness

for a very important contribution and to request that she, at some
-point, please supply a written statement because it would be most

useful to all of us to study it, to have something in front of us to
underline and mark in the margins. Your testimony is important,
but I really think you could make a great contribution to this
important debate because you have been in the-center of it and you
have been an effective mover and shaker in this issue.

If you would provide us with your reasoned statement, I would
like to not just have heard it once, I would like to read it and
reread it.

Ms. FIEDLER. Thank you very much.
Mr. HYDE. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mrs. Schroeder?
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Yes. I also want to thank the gentlelady for her

testimony.
What I think I hear you saying is that your basic dispute is not

with the Constitution of the United States, but with the California
]a as it was being implemented.

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. You wouldn't tamper with the Federal Consti-

tution?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, I would.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. You don't like the Federal Constitution either?
Ms. FIEDLER. I would-I definitely would support a change in the

law as it is being interpreted. However, my debate in the city of
Los Angeles, which is what I was dealing with here, was a debate
centering around a change in the California constitution, which is
what we happen to deal with there.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But you would also advocate one in the Federal
Constitution?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Then what I think I hear you saying is you

would not deny people access to go to court on constitutional reme-
dies?

Ms. FIEDLER. Right.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. But you would limit the remedies the court

could give out?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. And you would not allow them to order manda-
tory busing?

Ms. FIEDLER. I would, yes.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. What would you allow them to do?
Ms. FIEDLER. I think that they could-it is my opinion that

school districts should develop policy based on racially neutral
assignment policies.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. What is that?
Ms. FIEDLER. However, I also believe integrated educational op-

portunities should be offered to students, but I think that is up to
the individual.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But the court doesn't do that?
Ms. FIEDLER. I am not certain that the court needs to do that. I

think the court needs to protect the students under the equal
protection clause of the 14th amendment to make certain they are
not assigned based upon their race or ethnicity.

You were not here during the portion of the time that Nathan
Glazer testified on Friday. If you review his testimony, you will get
a fair representation of some of the positions I happen to hold.

I do not believe children should be assigned to schools on the
basis of race. I did not think it was right when it was used as a
means by which to assign students to dual school systems and I do
not believe it is right to be used as a means by which to desegre-
gate students.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. So you would allow the courts to go in to
reassign students; you would allow them that remedy?

Ms. FIEDLER. I think it is a responsibility of school districts to
assign students. If there is a violation of the law, I think that has
to be raised to the courts clearly.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. OK.
Ms. FIEDLER. What you are talking about is a remedy.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. What is the remedy? I do not think the parents

just want to be able to walk into court, tell the judge, and he
wrings his hands and says "That is right, isn't that terrible? I can't
do anything." I am trying to find out what would you allow him to
do.

Ms. FIEDLER. I indicated to you I believe the voluntary programs
are the way in which to achieve integration and that those pro-
grams--

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But the court can't set those up.
Ms. FIEDLER. May I continue?
And the way-a few of the voluntary programs are, as Congress-

man Mitchell indicated, magnet school programs; we called our
program permit with transportation, open enrollment type pro-
grams.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I agree totally.
Ms. FIEDLER. A host of integration programs.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. But as the school board put those on, the court

didn't?
Ms. FIEDLER. Of course.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. OK. But assume the school board wouldn't do

that, you have an obstinate school board that says "No, we are not
going to have any of that social experimentation or tampering," or
whatever rhetoric they want to use; they stand firm, get reelected,
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and a certain number of parents feel their constitutional rights are
being violated; they go into court, which you would allow them to
do.

What is the court's remedy?
Ms. FIEDLER. I just indicated to you what I believe the remedy is.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. You are saying the remedy is voluntary?
Ms. FIEDLER. That is correct.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. How does the court make--
Ms. FIEDLER. Through the court's authority. That is exactly what

we are living with right now in Los Angeles, we are living with a
court that has made a decision to permit the school district to
implement a voluntary program, and that is the authority of the
court.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But you were implementing that before, right?
Ms. FIEDLER. Only a portion of it; we were not able to expand it,

we were not able to build schools in communities, we were not able
to use self-determination, so to speak.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. You were a willing school board?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, but the court was not.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is what I am trying to say. What do you

do when-turn it around-you say the board is not and the court
is?

Ms. FIEDLER. The court has the authority ultimately.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. To build schools?
Ms. FIEDLER. No, to order the school board to take certain

courses of action based upon the assessment of the court, and of
course the school board, on the other hand, has the authority to go
back to a higher court if necessary, if they disagree, or to go back
and negotiate with the court.

Mrs. SCHROEbER. Well, I guess maybe it is a new kind of remedy,
but if a court finds a will invalid, they are not allowed to sit down
and write a new one; it is like that, if you see what I am saying.

We have always restricted the remedies basically that the courts
have been allowed to do because we haven't wanted them-if they
say "This contract is invalid," we don't want the judge to sit down,
coming up with some new contract to bind the parties.

We are all concerned about children and bettering their educa-
tion-I know you are, I know you have worked very hard in that
area. My frustration is, what kind of remedies do we allow the
court within that limited framework unless we pass a constitution-
al amendment to expand courts' remedies in that area?

Let me ask another question. You were saying there has been
many students coming back into the Los Angeles school system,
which I think is very positive. If we go to tuition tax credits, do you
think that would stop it at all or do you think there is a commit-
ment to continue to move in that direction?

Ms. FIEDLER. I do not think tuition tax credit would substantially
alter the direction of individual parents who decided they could
afford a private school. I think that is a whole other subject. I
believe that the reason that the parents are returning their chil-
dren to the public school system is that they basically believe in
the public schools, as I do, personally. And consequently, they
believe that the resources are better in the public school system.
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What they do not want is their children assigned to schools that
they don't want them in. But as long as they are able to make
their own decision regarding where they attend school, they prefer
public schools, and during the entire debate on the subject, this is
something that came through very loud and clear. Private schools
have a place, parochial schools certainly have a place, but I think
the overwhelming majority of people, certainly in my city, prefer to
have their children in the public school system if they can do it
with the caveat I mentioned.

It is going to be interesting to watch what happens in Los Ange-
les. We do not have a demographic study. We are merely looking at
this point-because obviously school is just starting-but they are
looking to see what is going to be the outcome of this year's return
and the next year following that ought to show an even steeper
incline in the number of students in it. I feel quite optimistic about
that.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I have more than used my time. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lungren?
Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As I understand your testimony, Ms. Fiedler, what you are basi-

cally saying is that people should have a right to access to the
courts to undo what they perceive to be an inequality in education-
al opportunities for their children, but you would eliminate one
remedy which you believe to have been a failure, that is mandatory
busing?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
If I might just add to it, I would put more emphasis on education

and less on transportation. I think when you divert large sums of
money into a transportation program without the benefit of focus-
ing in on the outcome educationally for the children and what the
trade-off is, because there is a trade-off-there are only so many
dollars that can go around. I think that has been very unfortunate,
because I think over the last 15 years, had there been more concen-
tration directly on the outcome educationally for children, that
integration within our society would have been benefited because I
think we would have achieved higher levels, or children would
have achieved higher levels academically, and therefore more inte-
gration could take place from an economic standpoint as well.

Mr. LUNGREN. I just wanted to clear up some of the semantics I
think we were getting into a few moments ago.

You are suggesting some courts can require in essence, a manda-
tory requirement that they do something to affirmatively cause
equal educational opportunities for people of all races, but can
allow them to do that in a voluntary framework, voluntary mean-
ing that there is a voluntary participation? _

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mr. LUNGREN. That is provided, or opportunity for participation

that is provided for all parents and children, whether minority or
majority?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, as long as, I might add, there has been no
deliberate intentional segregation. I think that is a whole separate
issue.
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Mr. LUNGREN. In drawing up the voluntary program, you are
talking" about magnet schools; the simple concept is a school to
which you would give additional resources perhaps to make it; if
you have a small school district, a major or the major academic
high school in the unit, would be located in a neighborhood which
is predominantly minority?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes. I think a good example of that is the Bronx
High School of Science in New York. Children compete from all
over the city to attend that school because they believe it has an
excellent academic background. New York happened to be one of
the school systems that has been doing that for years and years,
not for integration but nevertheless the concept has achieved inte-
gration as part of the concept.

Mr. LUNGREN. So the target or magnet for drawing Anglo or
majority students would be the quality of the education in a specif-
ic field?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mr. LUNGREN. In a particular location that was surrounded by a

minority neighborhood, correct?
Ms.. FIEDLER. It might be that or it might be in a predominantly

Anglo community. It should be located in such a way that students
from all walks of life can attend.

Mr. LUNGREN. So if a child wanted to go there from another
area, the transportation would be involved as a result of a volun-
tary decision made by that child and the parents?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mr. LUNGREN. Rather than a mandatory requirement imposed by

a court order saying that you must be bused from your neighbor-
hood to another school, not for the purpose of some educational
achievement but because you happen to be of one race or one
color?

Ms. FIEDLER. That is correct.
Mr. LUNGREN. That is the essential difference that you are

trying to articulate here?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mr. LUNGREN. Some have said that magnet school systems in

and of themselves are elitist and go against the idea of an integrat-
ed school district. What do you say?

Ms. FIEDLER. I think that is really preposterous. Any school
system that can help to improve the quality of achievement on the
part of a student should be offered to students. It is unfortunate
that people believe because students come from one racial or ethnic
background that they should not or could not achieve. It surely
moves into the same kind of attitude that created the original
intentionally segregated schools to start with.

Mr. LUNGREN. Before, instead of saying white flight, you referred
to it as middle-class flight in the Los Angeles school district. You
mean by that that included middle-class minority citizens fleeing
from the school district?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mr. LUNGREN. Obviously not as a total percentage of the result-

ing student body, but you are talking about in terms of absolute
numbers.
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Ms. FIEDLER. Yes. We lost about 13,000 black students the first
year. It was more difficult to determine the number of Hispanic
students that we lost, although I happen to know that we did
because I was often brought into the Hispanic communities to talk
with groups of parents who were very concerned about the prob-
lems that they were having and there was a substantial amount of
flight. It is difficult to document because, as one group would leave,
we were getting so many new ones. We got typically 10,000 to
13,000 new Hispanic students evch year. It would be difficult to
determine how many left and how many came in.

Mr. LUNGREN. Just on a point--
Ms. FIEDLER. If I might add, there were many areas where the

families of minority students were economically in a position to be
able to move. We have a very diverse community ethnically and
economically in the school system. There were many choices that
were open to those with higher levels of income in Los Angeles. It
may have been true in other areas where they tended to be more
congregated in more poor communities.

Mr. LUNGREN. Just one last point. I want to make sure your
position is clear.

In California, because the California Supreme Court interpreted
our California constitution to require courts to impose mandatory
programs where there was de facto as well as de jure segregation,
we, in order to overcome that in the democratic process, passed an
amendment to our State constitution which now requires that
State courts can demand no higher standard of school districts in
the State of California than the Federal courts have demanded; is
that correct?

Ms. FIEDLER. That is correct.
Mr. LUNGREN. But in terms of the question as to whether we

ought to amend the U.S. Constitution to deny courts the remedy, a
single remedy of mandatory busing in cases, even where there was
de facto or de jure segregation, you would support that effort?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Washington?
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Ms. Fiedler, for very excellent testimony. I agree

with at least part of it, the last part, in which you agree with Mr.
Mitchell that certainly the stress should be upon quality education.

Are you familiar with Mr. Orfield's testimony?
Ms. FIEDLER. I have it, but I haven't had time to read it.
Mr. WASHINGTON. I would like to have you respond to a state-

ment he makes on page 16 of his submission. He says:
In most cases, after desegregation becomes inevitable, school officials try to make

the best of it and to preserve public support for public education. The better boards
and administrators decide that if the change is to come they should design it and
use the opportunity to start some new educational programs. Los Angeles school
officials have been peculiarly eager to create the maximum possible chaos and
confusion and to issue dramatic statements that could only undermine public confi-
dence in public schools and encourage white parents to withdraw their children.

Worse yet, the school board president used the first day of school to issue a vulgar
attack on the board's only black member, an act that could only further inflame
race relations in a period of extraordinary sensitivity. I cannot recall a similar
action in any school district in any part of the country. Those of us who work on
race relations know the great importance of symbolic actions on sensitive racial
issues. The symbols chosen by the Los Angeles school officials have encouraged and
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supported resistance to desegregation, whatever the cost to the schools and the
school district.

Would you respond to Mr. Orfield?
Ms. FIEDLER. I would be delighted to.
If Mr. Orfield's statement was a statement of an objective observ-

er, I would feel differently about it. However, his is a statement of
an individual who has been a part of the plaintiffs case against
Los Angeles and in behalf of the ACLU and NAACP for years. So
it is simply the statement of somebody who supports mandatory
busing, who saw - school system go through the disruption as a
result of the push for mandatory busing, who saw the reaction of
individuals withirthe community and who disagreed with them.

I respect his right to disagree with the course of action I took
personally, as I respect his right to pursue his personal point of
view and play it off against the public as that of an objective
observer. But that is not the fact.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You were a member of the school board?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, I was a member of the school board.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You were a party in interest also?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, I was a party in interest.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You were ostracizing him?
Ms. FIEDLER. That is correct. I wanted to make it clear that this

is not a party in interest without a position; it was not an objective
party of interest. It is a party in interest who is a part of the case
in opposition to the school board.

As far as I am concerned, the Los Angeles School Board, while
obviously individual members had a right to their point of view
and to their courses of action, responded to the interests of the
people of the city of Los Angeles in the fact that there was a great
effort to see that, in spite of the fact that a plan was implemented,
that was done so in a peaceful and calm environment; that in spite
of the strong opposition, we continued to pursue a course of action
through the legislative, elective, and the judicial process, which is
of course appropriate.

I indicated before that I would support the rights of people who
disagree with me to use that means. We used it, we used it effec-
tively, I am glad to say. I think the outcome will be positive for the
children in the city of Los Angeles. I hold no rancor to those who
disagree with me, and I hold no guilt because I acted in a way that
I felt was in the interest of the people who elected me to serve.

One other point if I may, the city of Los Angeles, prior to the
current board there was another board, it was one that supported
mandatory busing. Not only did it have its school board president
recalled, but it was rejectedalmost to a person, wholesale basis, at
the polls.

Therefore, I think that the issue and the position of the public in
the city of Los Angeles was made very clear. We were not elected
by district. We were elected at large. I was elected from the entire
city of Los Angeles and five cities outside of it, as were the major-
ity of the existing members today.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Were all members elected at large?
Ms. FIEDLER. All of them were elected when I was elected. They

are now going through a transition of change where the school
board members are being elected by district.
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Mr. WASHINGTON. At that time they were all elected at large?
Ms. FIEDLER. All of them were elected when I was elected. They

are now going through a transition of change where the school
board members are being elected by district.

Mr. WASHINGTON. How many members are there?
Ms. FIEDLER. There are seven.
Mr. WASHINGTON. What is the black population?
Ms. FIEDLER. Currently the student population, which I can give

you, is about 23 percent; it is about the same as the Anglo popula-
tion--

Mr. WASHINGTON. I was talking about the other population.
Ms. FIEDLER. Residential? I cannot give you that figure.
Mr. WASHINGTON. What is the Hispanic population?
Ms. FIEDLER. The Hispanic population in the school system is 54

percent.
Mr. WASHINGTON. What is the residential population of His-

panics, how many Hispanics are there in the city of Los Angeles?
Ms. FIEDLER. I do not know, I cannot answer that question.
I know the demographics for the school system, not for the city

at large.
Mr. WASHINGTON. How large was the school board?
Ms. FIEDLER. The school board had seven members.
Mr. WASHINGTON. How many were black?
Ms. FIEDLER. One member was black and one Hispanic elected at

large at that time.
Mr. WASHINGTON. What is the Anglo population of the city of

Los Angeles?
Ms. FIEDLER. The Anglo population of the school system is 23

percent.
Mr. WASHINGTON. What is the residential population?
Ms. FIEDLER. I cannot give you that figure.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Do you support H.J. Res. 56, Mr. Mottl's pro-

posal?
Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, I do.
Mr. WASHINGTON. I yield the balance of my time.
Ms. FIEDLER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Ms. Fiedler, let's assume that there is a small city

with a relatively small school district of just a few thousand stu-
dents, in the Deep South, for example, where the housing is. inte-
grated, and the school board has made up its mind that it is going
to have segregated schools. This was a -classic pattern of the old
South.

Ms. FIEDLER. May I ask one clarifying point?
Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.
Ms. FIEDLER. Are you talking about a dual school system?
Mr. EDWARDS. I am talking about a school board that says that

black students should go to one series of schools and white students
to the other.

Ms. FIEDLER. Fine. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. So the Federal court comes along and says that is

illegal. What could the Federal court in this instance do about it?
Ms. FIEDLER. Require the school system to develop a racially

neutral assignment policy.
Mr. EDWARDS. Suppose that does not work without busing?
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Ms. FIEDLER. I do not personally believe that a racially neutral
assignment policy would require mandatory busing, generally, at
the elementary level. Often a mixed racial assignment policy at
junior high or senior high does require some level of busing in
order to get students to school, for the purpose of transporting from
their residence to school.

I would support that effort, as long as the students were rit
assigned based on race and as long as it was within their neighbor-
hood assignment patterns.

Mr. EDWARDS. As long as the assignment was not based on race?
Ms. FIEDLER. And as long as it was within their assignment

pattern, or as long as the school board offered them an opportunity
to transfer to schools outside of their neighborhood based upon
their individual choice.

Mr. EDWARDS. As you note, at least one of the witnesses last
week said that without the more drastic power of the court, the
conservative methods such as magnetic schools just do not work.

Ms. FIEDLER. I cannot speak to the type of Southern school
system that you are describing, becauseIdo not believe magnet
schools can eliminate that kind of segregation. But I do believe
that they can help to attract students where there is an interest in
participation. I do not think it will deal with the dual system. It is
an option for desegregation after the dual school system itself is
eliminated, as a concept.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Are there further quesAions?
Mr. HYDE. If I might, Mr. Chairman.
Congresswoman Fiedler, you have been in the busing controversy

for how many years?
Ms. FIEDLER. Six years.
Mr. HYDE. You have been involved in an awful lot of arguments

and debates and verbal controversies about this issue over those 6
years, have you not?

Ms. FIEDLER. Yes, I have, more than my fair share.
Mr. HYDE. IS it your experience that there are people of good will

and sincerity on both sides of this question?
Ms. FIEDLER. Absolutely.
Mr. HYDE. Do you find that the use of epithets such as irresponsi-

ble or racist advances the resolution of these very difficult prob-
lems?

Ms. FIEDLER. Not at all. And unfortunately, there are extremists
on both sides of the issue.

The vast majority of people I believe hold their positions from a
position of good will and different perspectives. However, when one
runs out of arguments, the name-calling usually follows, and I have
been the subject of that kind of thing for a long period of time, and
choose to believe it reveals a weakness in the argument rather
than the substance of the argument.

Mr. HYDE. As have we all.
Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lungren?
Mr. LUNGREN. Just one question.
If we would adopt Mr. Mottl's amendment or an amendment

similar to it and thereby say that the Federal courts could not
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apply a remedy of busing, a remedy in the situation suggested by
the chairman would be a requirement that the school board even
go to the extent of building a new school to make sure that integra-
tion occurs; is that not correct?

MS. FIEDLER. Perhaps.
Mr. LUNGREN. You would not foreclose that if that were the only

alternative to a recalcitrant school district, would you?
Ms. FIEDLER. No.
Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. I think Ms. Fiedler said that the court should not

have the power to order the school district to assign students on
account of race.

Ms. FIEDLER. That is correct.
Mr. LUNGREN. But a remedy that would still be available would

be a requirement that a new school be built so that the already
existing housing patterns would result in an integrated setting if in
fact there has been de jure segregation in the past.

Mr. EDWARDS. I understand that. Just 1 more minute.
Suppose the school board again said this new school we want

only black kids to go to it?
Ms. FIEDLER. I do not think students ought to be assigned on the

basis of their race, nor that assignment policies be racial in charac-
ter; I think they are wrong.

Mr. EDWARDS. At this time, I would like to point out that we
have on the schedule the very distinguished Chairman of the U.S.
Civil Rights Commission, but he has kindly consented, because of
the problems of time this morning, to appear at out next scheduled
hearing. We are looking forward to hearing from our good friend
Dr. Flemming and his staff soon.

Mr. EDWARDS. Our last witness this morning is Prof. Gary Or-
field. Professor Orfield is a political scientist at the University of
Illinois, and currently associated with the Brookings Institution
here in Washington. He is the author of several highly respected
publications on this subject and has participated actively in the
process of school desegregation as a court-appointed adviser, expert
witness, and parent.

Dr. Orfield, we are delighted to have you here. We have two
members of the committee from Illinois. I am sure they welcome
you also.

Mr. WASHINGTON. More than happy to welcome Dr. Orfield.
Mr. ORFIELD. Thank you very much.
Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection your entire statement will be

made part of the record and you may proceed on your own time.

TESTIMONY OF GARY ORFIELD, PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY OF
ILLINOIS AND BROOKINGS INSTITUTE

Mr. ORFIELD. Thank you. It is a pleasure to be here today with
this committee.

THE IMPORTANCE OF THESE HEARINGS

I think this is, as the chairman indicated, the first serious in-
depth inquiry into the success and difficulties of school desegrega-
tion. The initial urban desegregation orders were handed down by
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the Supreme Court in 1971. We have had many proposed congres-
sional amendments during that period but very little indepth inves-
tigatign and thoughtful examination of these issues.

I believe that Congress has an extraordinarily important role to
play in looking at what has actually happened around the country
and what research desegregation shows. This work of examination
and investigation can make a major contribution to the country. I
believe that all these issues should be ventilated. There is a great
deal more information and understanding of the process of school
desegregation than has been evident in most of the congressional
debates on this issue.

We have now had 15 years of high voltage political fights in the
House and in the Senate on antibusing and antidesegregation
amendments. My first occasion to witness one was in 1966 when
Judge Smith and the Southern Caucus attempted to stop the John-
son administration from desegregating the South, and it failed. The
South was desegregated, it is an accomplished fact, almost no one
objects to it any more. School integration worked there and, as I
will testify, it works in many parts of the country.

Now we find most of the antidesegregation amendments coming
from Northern cities that are before the courts and pressed by
advocates from those cities. There have been consistent themes, if
you read through the 15 years of debate. Throughout this discus-
sion in the Congress since 1966 there has been very little effort to
understand what are the real problems that black and Hispanic
parents are reacting to: Why are they going to court, why the local
school boards refuse to act, why the judges are forced to act, why
the administrative agencies of the executive branch have been
forbidden to act by -ongressional mandate, and why we have wave
after wave of pokI cal leaders from one district after another
coming in to Congress and advocating measures that would re-
strain and restrict the actions of the Federal courts which are left
as the only real agency to which minority families can turn to try
to save their children's education.

OPPOSITION TO AID FOR MINORITY SCHOOLS

The change that we have seen since the sixties and seventies in
this debate is perhaps one of the most disturbing elements. In the
sixties and seventies, almost everybody who came in here with
antibusing amendments also said, we ought to put a lot of re-
sources into those minority schools in the central cities, we ought
to boost title I, bilingual education, we ought to do something to
help get jobs in those central cities.

Now they come in with a policy and a program of unabashed
cynicism. At the same time that we are attacking and attempting
to restrict the Federal courts in offering desegregation remedies,
Congress has also already slashed title I, bilingual education, CETA
jobs, it slashed school lunches, almost all the programs that affect
minority children and their families, said "We will not have deseg-
regation" and in many of its amendments also said "We will not
have any semblance of equality for the minority families and their
children."
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So the gossamer of the earlier efforts and the earlier attacks on
the courts is gone. It is in the major central cities where most of
the segregation in the country that is remaining exists today.
Almost half of the black children and 60 percent of the Hispanic
children go to school in 50 large school districts. A number of these
major cities are at or close to bankruptcy in their educational
systems.

Chicago, as Congressman Washington well knows, has had devas-
tating cutbacks. It barely was able to open school this fall. Nobody
knows how it will open next fall. It hasn't got an extra dime from
the State government. The money from the State government is far
less each year than it was the year before in terms of real dollars.
It is now going to experience a very sharp cutback in Federal aid
funds as well.

What are those people to do? What is to happen to those chil-
dren?

My argument would be that at this stage in our political history
nobody particularly cares. They wish those children would become
invisible again. They wish to restrict them from the right to open
the door to the courts and, at the same time, they wish to restrict
the efforts to make the separate schools more equal.

We find in cities like Los Angeles, for example, the incredible
situation of 200 schools on year-round operation or double shifts
serving Hispanic children and schools and in the other part of the
city are one-half or three-fourth empty, and the school board refus-
ing to close those expensive schools and refusing to transport a
substantial number of children to the empty seats that exist in
those schools.

This is the kind of mood that exists in the country today. It is a
dangerous mood.

I would like to say that my prepared statement goes into the
research at length, but as I was thinking about it last night I was
thinking, you know we really need to have some broad perspective
on what we are up against in the desegregation area.

We have a multiracial society that is becoming much more mul-
tiracial. As you know, southern California will be the first major
part of our country where the English-speaking whites are the
minority over a whole large region of the country. In many of our
metropolitan areas now a third or more of the children that are
being born are black and Hispanic. These children are going into
society where segregation and inequality are pervasive. I think it
doesn t take any great imagination to know that cannot be a very
stable society if those children are effectively cut off from hope of
access to the opportunities available to other people in the society.

School integration is no panacea, it doesn't solve all these probe
lems. It is the one central symbolic gesture of our judicial system
and of the civil rights movement in the last generation that tries to
keep some avenue of access to nonses, regated experience open in
the development of chldren's lives and the development of their
careers and hopes and ideas about our society.

This is one of the only areas of civil rights that is going forward
at all today. We find in the courts relatively little progress on job
discrimination. We find in the Congress blockage of fair housing
legislation. We find dissolution of a whole number of programs
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targeted on minority children and families in segregated sites.
School integration is a very central and sensitive issue. It would be,
in a sense the last insult to minority children after everything else
that has happened in the recent political history to' try to seize this
right and deny any realistic remedy.

I would like to say a few things about Los Angeles since we have
just heard a lengthy discussion about it, before I go into analysis of
the research literature.

I was involved in the Los Angeles case. I did consult with the
civil rights plaintiffs early in the case. I did not appear as a
witness for them in the case. I was appointed by the judge, Judge
Egly, presiding over that case; served as one of his experts, filed a
report with the court, and was cross-examined on it.

I have had occasion just in August to file another statement with
the Superior Court of California, with regard to the Los Angeles
case. I would like to ask that that be made part ef the record at
this point if possible.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection it is so ordered.
[The information follows:]
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GARY ORFIELD, being first duly sworn deposes and

says thrt he prepared the attached report, labeled as

"Declaration of Gary Orfield,"1 that the renort is a

true and correct st te-npnt of his views, an' that the

report represents the substance of his testl-nony on the
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before the Superior Court of the State of California for the

County of Los Angelest Craw;ford et al. v. Board of Education
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DECLARATION OF

Gary Orfield

August 8, 1981

Background. My name is Gary Orfield and my address is

20 Fifth St., N.E., Washington, D.C. 20002. I am presently

on leave from my position as Professor of Political Science

at the University of Illinois, spending a year as Guest

Scholar at Brookings Institution to complete a book on

federal housing policy and metropolitan segregation under

a grant from the Twentieth Century Fund. My current work

deals with the racial impacts of housing and urban development

policies and the relationship between housing and school

segregation. The work will examine these issues in a number

of the nation's largest metropolitan areas, including Los

Angeles. I am currently serving as chairman of the National

Institute of Education's study group on desegregation

research.

My teaching experience covers a range of courses in

areas including civil rights enforcement, legislative process,

housing and urban policy, public administration, inter-governmental

relations, manpower policy, law and society, and other fields.

I frequently review articles and book manuscripts for

professional journals and academic and commercial publishers,

particularly in the area of school desegregation.

I received my B.A. from the University of Minnesota and

my M.A. and Ph.D. from the University of Chicago. My major field

at all levels was political science. My Ph.D. examintion fields
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included recent American history (including urban history and

black history courses) and public law. r have been a member

of the faculty at the University of Virginia and Princeton Univ.,.

Scholar-in-Residence at the U.S. Commission on Civil Right., and

a research associate at Brookings Institution before Joining

the University of Tllinois faculty.

My interest in school desegregation research has been

long-standing and, in recent years, I have become actively involved in

school desegregation planning or litigation in a number of

cities. My first book, The Reconstruction of Southern Education:

The Schools and the 1964 givil Rights Act was a study of the

desegregation of the school districts of the South during the

Johnson Administration* Many of my articles deal with

school desegregation issues ranging from internal changes within

schools after desegregation to the impact of demographic ctlnges

on the feasibility of central city desegregation and the

problems faced ty courts and policy makers in interpreting

data and testimony on the impact of desegregation. My 1978

book, Must We Bus? Segreated Schools and National Policy, draws

on research from many disciplines to analyze urban desegregation policy

During the past four years I have been an expert witness

in school desegregation litigation in Seattle, Omaha, Los Angeles,

Houston, and St. Louis and in the pupil competency case in Florida

and have participated in conferences or training programs on

these issues in many major cities s. I served as a consultant W

the Illinots State Board of Education on Chicago desegregation

planning in 1978 and prepared a report on the Chicago voluntary

plan for the State Superintendent in 1979. 1 was one of the

88-140 0-82--9
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experts appointed by Tudge Egly In 1978 and I submitted

a report on the remedy issues in Los Angeles In November 1978.

From March 1980 until last month I served as the expert for

the Federal District Court in St. Louis on the implementation of

school and housing desegregation orders in the city and its

suburbs.

This report is submitted at the requestion of plaintiffs in

the Cr ord litigation who asked me to prepare an analysis

of the desegregation plan of the Los Angeles Unified School

District. I am not employed by plaintiffs and this report

reflects my personal Judgment on certain key issues before the court.

The issues are, of course, complex and controversial. In my

experience I find that most policy makers, including judges

share certain widespread myths about the desegregation process

and that careful and extensive examination-of the evidence is

essential for accurate determination of the facts. I consider

it extremely unlikely that the court can obtain the data

essential for well-grounded conclusions without allowing extensive

discovery, hearings with cross-examination and/or appointment of

experts to gather information on questions posed by the court.

I am convinced that the district's plan rests on a number of

assumptions which are incorrect. I believe that a careful

examination of the next fall's enrollment statistics will show

that they were incorrect. Since it i now too late to reinstate

the desegregation plan without exposing the children and teachers

of the district to another of the chaotic Septembers which have

so damaged the desegregation process in Los Angeles I would

recommend that the court permit more time for these proceedings
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and fully examine the data which should prove or disprove marW

of the school board's assumptions and claims about

the values of voluntary desegregation.

Subject of This Report and

Basis for Conclusions

This statement will deal with three major questions

1) Is a voluntary approach to desegregation,
such as that set forth in the di strict's
June 1981 plan, workable and effective
in reducing segregation? What is the
existing evidence from Los Angeles and
other large cities?

2) What other major desegregation techniques
are available and how do they work in big
cities? Does the use of such mandatory
techniques render voluntary components of
plans more or less effective?

3) To what extent have the problems attributed
by the Board of Education to mandatory
desegregation actually been caused by
actions taken by the board-itself and
1% individual members and administrators?

ould the Board be rewarded for actions
that have rendered desegregation less successful
by being excused from obligations accepted with
far better grace and far less uproar in other
cities?

)V analysis is based on a variety of sources. During

my earlier work with the Superior Court I became familiar with

with the district, interviewed many staff members, visited

schools and met with parents and teachers in many parts of

the city, and collected a great deal of data about the city

and the metropOlitan region. Before my testimony in 1980

I reviewed a great many documents and reports from the school

district and from the court's monitoring office as well as the

evidence and testimony presented to the court by the school

district. Li preparing this statement I have studied the
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district's proposed plan, the enrollment statistics for

last year, enrollment data for next fall's magnet programs,

and newspaper coverage of the actions of the board, including

many articles and editorials from the flsa, the Herald-Eaminer,

and the Yl~le News. My earlier experience in the city

has given me a high regard for the accuracy of the papers,

particularly the Tmes, in covering this story,

Mqy general conclusions on such issues as magnet schools

rely not only on information from Los Aneles but also

on the best data from other cities that I have encountered.

This includes data from official reports, from published

scholarly research, from unpublished reports by academics and

school research offices, and from evidence presented in

Qther school desegregation cases.

Will a Voluntary Plan Work in Los Anieles? The Los Angeles

Unified School District has made a strong argument in favor

of voluntary approaches to desegregation throughout the Crawford

case. Because of this strong commitment there has been a major

effort to achieve voluntary desegregation and the Board proposes

to expand the effort next fall. Because of its commitment, the

district has made a very serious effort for voluntary programs.

I think that the experience in the district, the preliminary figures

for next year, and the experience in other large districts all

indicate that voluntary plan components are useful but have very

small impacts on the overall pattern of segregation. They may

produce transfers of minority students to desegregate a few

white schools but rarely see any significant number of hite

students transfer to schools in minority communities no matter
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how unusual the educational opportunities may be. In Anglo

communities there is clearly a very pockerful negative stereotype

about minority neighborhoods and sdiools, so powerful that

many white parents will keep their children in the local white

school even if it were inferior to a school where their children

could transfer. A poll in San Diego, in fact, showed that

a substantial majority of Anglos would not allow their child

to transfer to a superior school in another pert of town. In

my work for the court in Los Angeles I repeatedly spoke with

white parent leaders in schools in Anglo areas who expressed

extreme stereotypes about minority schools. It is this pervasive

white attitude that is at the root of many of the problems that

make desegregation necessary for equal opportunity and it is

this attitude that usually makes substantial voluntary desegregation

virtually impossible in minority schools in big cities.

The two principal voluntary techniques in Los Angeles are

permissive transfers of individual students (PWT) and

magnet schools. Each of these techniques have been frequently

employed in many other cities, sometimes in the context of a purely

voluntary plan and sometimes as components offering voluntary

choices within a mandatory order. In a number of cities where

purely voluntary approaches failed and then a mandatory plan, with

voluntary options, was imposed it is possible to observe the

impact on the programs of a change from pure volunteerism to

a mandatory framework*

The experience in Los Angeles and elsewhere shows that there

are some minority students and families so eager for better and

integrated education that they will accept almost any level of

inconvenience and travel time but that the number of transfers
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very seldom reaches beyond a fev percent of the total minority

enrollment. Very fre whites ever use permissive transfers to

attend predominantly minority schools. Mch the same pattern

occurs in magnet schools, although their drawing power depends

more on the nature of their curriculum and their location.

The experience in Los Angeles, as analysed by the court's

monitoring committee and as reported in the LAUSD statistics,

conforms to these general patterns. The permissive transfer

program has drawn a significant number, but a small percentage

of the minority students, but very few Anglo students. It has

produced significant integration in some Anglo schools but has

had no impact on segregated black and Hispanic schools. It has

required very expensive one-way long distance transportation of

minority children who wished to Obtain an integrated education.

The general impact of the magnet school program has been

similar. Both have involved much higher costs per student

than mandatory programs and have placed virtually all of the

burden of achieving desegregation on those who were the victims

of segregation--Hispanic arI black students and families.

In the case of the magnet schools a number of expensive nev

educational programs justified by and financed through the

desegregation plan have been highly segregated from their

inception.

The LAUSD's June 30, 1981 desegregation plan calls for
the enrollment of up to 20,000 minority students in the

permissive transfer program. The report points out that there

were 18,600 students in the program the school year before last

and 1i45O0 lastyear. The plan would make all majority- hite

schools (with one exception) eligible for receiving minority
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students under PWT. lest year the PIT program enrolled 2.7 percent

of the district's students or 3.5 percent of the minority students.

If the district ,ere to achieve the goal of its new plan the

plan would still reach less than a twentieth of the system's

minority pupils. Experience in other cities persuades me that

not much more can be expected from such a program within the

context of a purely voluntary plan.

Permissive transfer plans would have serious defects in

terms of equity and successful desegregation even if they

were more effective in achieving desegregation. This program

operates in a way that whites are always the insiders at the

center of the desegregated schools and blacks or Hispanics

are the outsiders. If the school faculty and parents do not

face the alternative of mandatory desegregation if the

P T program falls there Is no real incentive to make the

outside children welcome or to adapt the school and its

curriculum to their background, culture, and needs. When

I visited a number of PWT receiving schools in 1978 and asked

the principals and teachers how they had changed things after

the new children had arrived the dominant answer was, "Not at all."

Students were simply expected to assimilate into an Anglo school

not to be part of a changed, multi-culturalyintegrated school.

The message to the minority community was that there was nothing

of real value from their culture that could add to the program.

This general attitude pervades a pro,.-am where almost no white

student or family is asked to face icb their stereotypes of

minority inferiority by entering a school in a minority area

and where the stereotype Is reinforced by the transfer in of

minority students.
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I would not argue that the PWT program should be abolished.

As I indicated in my 1978 report to the court, I believe that

students already in the program should be allowed to finish

the school they are now attending and that there should be some

form of permissive transfer policy for those students who will

remain segregated under virtually any desegregation plan limited to

the Los Angeles Unified School District. W point here is -

simply this--permissive transfer plans in los Angeles and other

big cities are both ineffective and inequitable as a basic

strategy for desegregation.

agnet school plans have been extremely popular in big

cities facing desegregation in recent years. The reasons are

readily understandable. They bring new resources to school

districts, offer the opportunity to offer important new educational

choices in financially strapped districts where there have

been few new ideas in recent years, and they promise to

avoid some of the political problems of busing by persuading

students to transfer voluntarily in the belief that they will

obtain a better education. I certainly cannot criticize these

goals and r believe that magnet schools can be an important part

of a good desegregation plan. The problem is that when they are

used in a big city as part of a purely voluntary plan they

fail. Very few white students transfer to magnet schools,

particularly if they are located in black or Hispanic areas.

So long as the neighborhood school system remains intact there

is little evidence that big city white families will transfer their

children regardless of the educational opportunities.

The federal government has had a magnet school assistance

program under the Emergency School act, which provided federal
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desegregation aid until Congress repealed it last month. The

only federal evaluation, a study of 17 cities by Abt

Associates, concluded that magnet schools in purely voluntary

plans did not produce significant desegregation in big

cities. Experience with magnet plans in a number of large

'cities confirms this finding. In Philadelphia, for example,

where the city attempted to comply with state desegregation requirements

through a magnet school plan some of the schools ended up even

more segregated than they were before they became magnets.

In St. Louis, where the city school board operated a purely

voluntary plan from 1975-80, all but one of the. magnet schools

were segregated when the Court of Appeals ordered implementation

of a mandatory plan last year., In Chicago, a large magnet school

plan, "Access to Excellence", designed to comply with Illinois

desegregation law did not even reduce segregation by one percent.

The Los Angeles experience was similar. In fact, Los Angeles

has experiencedtery great difficulty in integrating magnet schools

even when a mandatory plan was in effect. An excellent report on

the city's magnet schools, prepared by the court's monitoring

committee, showed that the schools in minority areas filed to

draw Anglo students and some schools in Anglo areas failed to draw

minority students. A number of the white students who did transfer

3= schools in integrated areas, thus contributing to the

resegregation process there.

The school district's enrollment statistics for last year

and the tentative applicant' figures for next year vividly illustrate

the problems. Last year the district reported an enrollment of

15,786 students in its "Schools of Choice". 61 percent of the

students enrolled were from minority groups. In its 1981 plan
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the LAUSD reported that "many of the schools located in predominantly

minority areas have not succeeded in attracting sufficient numbers

of white students" but claimed that they were, anyway,

"contributing to the alleviation of the hcrms of racial isolation."

Last year the magnet school program reached 2 percent of the

district's minority students (k% of blacks and I percent of

the Letinos). Among the " black students in the programs

28 percent were attending magnet programs that had an enrollment

of 99-100 percent minority students and another 15 percent were in

schools that were at least three-fourths minority. Latino students

were less severely segregated (perhaps because of the very small

proportion participating), but 39 percent of the atinos were

in magnets with at least three-fourths minority pupils. A very

substantial fraction of the small number of minority students who

enrolled in magnet programs created under the desegregation plan

ended up being bussed to another segregated minority school.

The district's April 1981 plan for desegregation of the

high schools places heavy emphasis upon new magnet programs.

Magnet schools are, no doubt, appropriate as one desegregation

strategy for high schools, since they can offer the attraction of

a specialized curriculum at a time when students are becoming more

vocationally oriented and are, at any rate, traveling longer distances

from home to school. A basic problem with the city's proposal,

in addition to the more general difficulties discussed previously,

is that it will rely on "programs" within schools where the overall

pattern of segreg-tion will remain untouched. Experience has shown

that desegregation is much more possible when an entire school is given

a new identity than when the school remains 1 gely untouched
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except for the uneasy addition of an unrelated program which

to supposed to have a very different racial composition. It

is very unlikely that a white parent would enroll his child in a

special program in a high school in South Central or East Los

Angeles that was planned to have a 95 percent minority enroll-

ment even if the magnet program were successfully integrated.

Experience in other cities has shown that more white

students enroll in magnet schools when their families face

the alternative of mandatory reassignments. Once it is clear

that the neighborhood school is not an option there is a

much greater incentive to investigate the educational

possibilities offered by magnet schools. In St. Louis, fQr

example, the implementation of a mandatory plan last year,

closely tied with ambitious recruitment and counseling efforts

for magnet schools and a strong administrative committment to

desegregation goals, transformed a magnet program that had

failed to produce integration to one that closely approached

50-50 desegregation in all but one building, including several

new magnet schools in black neighborhoods.



184

In suary, it is clear that the major desegregation

strategies incorporated In the school district's plan

will leave the segregation of minority students very slightly

altered and the segregation of schools in minority communities

untouched. Previous experience both in Los Angeles and in

many other cities support this conclusion as do the preliminary

enrollment figures for next fall.

ndatory Degerexation Technicues. Virtually all major

school desegregation cases have ended with the Implementation

of mandatory desegregation policies because the courts have

been convinced that nothing else would work. Many different

forms of mandatory solutions have been devised--pairing,

clustering, grade restructuring, educational parks, satellite

soning, etc.- and there have been many plans which have built

voluntary options into the mandatory plan. There are a great

many possible approaches and a good deal of research and

practical experience on how they ork in various circumstances.

The record show that the most difficult circumstances for

initiating broad desegregation plans occur in central city

school districts with a large majority of black and Hispanic

students and surrounded by white suburbs unaffected by the

desegregation order. These inherent difficulties, I am convinced,

become much greater under circumstances where the responsible

school districts feed and intensify the racial fears that

are present when desegregation begins. The greatest problems

with the implementation of mandatory plans come at the beginning,

particularly among white students assigned to schools in minority

areas and the greatest losses occur among students and families
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who never try desegregated schools. I believe that the

loss of uhite students is increased both by great uncertainty

and frequent changes in the plan end by leadership legitimization

-of racial stereotypes and fears. There is, in any case, good

reason to expect much greater stability of enrollment after the

first year losses, particul-rly if the school district delivers

a relatively normal school year with some new educational

choices for families.

Many urban school districts have managed to integrate

schools in minority areas through mandatory reassignment of

white students. A number of the Southern districts with county-

wide school systems have had few if any segregated black schools

since large-scale busing began in 1971. Most of the large

districts of Florida (except Dade County), Charlotte-Mecklenburg,

N.C., and Greenville, S.C. are among the districts affected.

If districts in the South, where white resistance to desegregation

'was formerly much-more intense, can integrate schools in minority

areas I see no reason why a properly designed plan qould not

integrate some schools in minority areas in Los Angeles. It is

quite clear that voluntary plans cannot do this.

Los Angeles has had, in an important sense, the worst of

all possible worlds. The city school district has paid the price,

in terms of loss of Anglo students, for the extremely chaotic

and negative implementation of an inherently difficult desegregation

plan only to have any chance for a new equilibrium dashed by an

unprecedented court-approved resegregation of integrated schools.

The city and the court have not moved on to consider the essential

question of metropolitan desegregation but have come back again
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to the same questions and the same uncertainties that have

-plagued the city for the past three school years.

At the present time I believe that the Los Angeles school
district can be compared to a seriously ill patient operated on

by a surgeon Whose lights" were turned off by his boss when a mob

burst into the operating room. The patient was hastily sewn up

but he is in worse shape than before and the next procedure will

be far more complex, but it must be done. It is imperative that

the trial court proceed with the greatest possible care and reach

a decision allowing ample time for appeals and determination of a

firm policy by the beginning of 1982.

I would recommend the following approach:

1) hearings in early fall about the degree to
which the enrollment statistics sustain
or refute the premises of the city's desegregation
plan as well as any necessary hearings on
liability

2) appointment of experts, including big city school
officials from districts with desegregation orders,
to present to the court a detailed analysis of
the successful mandatory provisions which here
been implemented in Los Angeles and other big
cities end the specific procedures and provisions
that appear to be related to successful programs

3) a ruling by the trial court on all issues by
fNovember so that appellate courts can make
decisions and administrators can implement
them without the chaotic atmosphere o.f fall 1978
and fall 1980.

4) provision for full parent and staff involvement in
detailed planning. (The extraordinary uncertainty
of the previous years has mud this important
process virtually impossible.)
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My analysis of the experience of the Los Angeles district

and experer!i in other big cities convinces me that

a mandatory plan with voluntary copor.ents would be the

baly effective may to achieve substantial desegregation

within the school district and that a mandatory metropolitan

plan would be the best way to achieve stable long-time desegregation

for the large majority of black and Hispanic students. A

voluntary plan will luve very little impact and will place

the burden squarely on the backs of the victims of segregation,

leaving their comunities just as segregated as ever.

Has the School Board.Destroyed Its Own PrograMs?

A principal justification pressed by the school board

In legitimizing the dismantling of the mandatory desegregation

plan was that Anglo resistance and Anglo flight would make

any such plan self-destruct, producing more segregation in

the long run. Since the school board has been taken over

by anti-busing activists who made this claim the basis of

their movement and who may wish to use such evidence to

prove their point and rise to higher office, the board is

hardly a disinterested or dispassionate by-stander. I have

observed many boards going through the desegregation process.

In most cases after desegration becomes inevitable school

officials try to make the beat of it and to preserve public

support for public education. The better boards and

administrators decide that if the change is to come they should

design it and use the opportunity to Start some new educational

programs. Los Angeles school officials have been peculiarly

eager to.create the maximum possible chaos and confusion and to
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issue dramatic statements that could only undermine public

confidence-in public schools and encourage utite parents to

withdraw their children. Worse yet, the school board president

used the first day of school to issue a vulgar attack on the

board's only black member, an act that could only further

inflame race relations in a period of extraordinary sensitivity.

r cannot recall a similar action in any school district in any

part of the country. Those of us Who work on race relations

know the great importance of symbolic actions on sensitive

racial issues. The symbols chosen by the Los Angeles school

officials have encouraged and supported resistance to desegregation

whateverr the cost to the schools and the school district.

When I was working with the court in 1978 parents ard

staff in individual schools expressed their great anxiety about

the constant changes made in the school district's oun plan

as the bo.rd attempted to accomodate various political pressure's.

In the final days before school opened the board compounded the

problem when it expressed the gravest doubts about the wisdom of

its oun plan. Successful implementation of desegregation or

any major change in a very large bureaucratic institution like the

LAUSD requires strong and clear guidance from the top. Erratic

leadership at the top creates deep disorder after it spreads

confusion through several layers of bureaucracy to the many

individual schools. Not only parents but also Pupils, teachers,

and principals live in complete confusion and any sensible planning

is Paralyzed. Such an atmosphere is hardly likely to persuade

parents to have confidence in the new plan and to try a new school.
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MY experience as the court's expert in St. Louis last fall

showed me the great difference coherent and effective leadership

can make. After the court approved the plan in May no significant

changes were made. It was possible to tell parents rapidly

where thu ir children would be assigned to and to personally

advise reassigned students about their magnet school alternatives.

Although the board had fought busing in the courts, no board

member attacked the plan or madp a political issue of it

and community leaders mobilized for a peaceful transition.

The last demonstrations took place in May. There were problems, of

course, but the bitterness and total confusion of Los Angeles

were nowhere to be seen. It was a successful school year.

fr the first phase of Los Angeles desegregation was very

difficult the school officials made the implementation of

Judge Egly's plan an evertof consumnate chaos. Most of the

students involved didn't know where they would be going to

school until some time after school opened. This occurred

after months of public predictions of the end of public education

for whites in the city by the top leadership of the school

district. If one were to write a manual on ways to undermine

and destroy the chances for successful desegregation it would be

hprd to Improve on the 1980 Los Angeles model.

The problems were apparent from the day that the court

issued its desegregation plan in May. The plan was assailed in

the most sweeping terms by school board members, even though it

did end mandatory long-distance busing. School Bs rd President

Roberta Weintraub immediately attacked the court, predicted

passage of a tax cut referendum, announced that "there will be

no educational system left in Los Angeles" and said that "if

88-140 0-82-10
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I were a white parent I'd be looking for a private school or a

new home outside the district." These statements express the

spirit of the board's compliance with the court order during the

following months. Leaders used their offices not to foster

successful desegregation but to mobilize commifhity opposition

with little if any concern for potential damage to the school

system.

Many similar statements could be cited. Board President

Weintraub said that no white parent in "their right mind is

going to put a child on a bus to go into an area which is all blacks"

.Associate Superintendent 3erry Halvorson said that "only God knows

what will happen in September," following Egly's order. Board

member Bobbi Fiedler held out the hope of Congressional

action against busing and exploited the issue in her successful

campaign for Congress while serving on the board. She said that

the order could well bring "the destruction of public education in

Los Angeles." Board member Bartman denounced the order as a "horrible

plan" and board member Ferraro said that it could not be implemente.

Board member Broun compared it to the St. Helen's.volcano.

Board members continued to pledge legal battles and to

express eager support even for last minute changes in the plan

that meant the opening of school in almost total confusion.

When the Court of Appeal removed nine schools from the plan the

Saturday before the opening of school, Board President Weintraub

said she was thrilled" and called for dismantling the rest of

the plan because it mould fail. Board member Fiedler and another

OOP candidate earlier Joined a protest outside the office of the

Special Monitors appointed by the court. The day before school

opened the Los Angeles school board took 93 schools out of the
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first day busing as members expressed their hope for more

court orders. As tens of thousands of families wre suspended

in total uncertainty-the plan changed day by day. Headlines in

the final days carried headlines such as s "30 Valley Schools

Get Busing; 36 Are in Limbo," "More School Busing Cuts?

Bartmen, Weintraub Say Yes--But No One's Sure Wbat Happens Next,#

and "Busing--Still a Ouessing Oame, Nmber of Schools, Children

Involved Unknown."

On the first day of school a dismal situation became

explosive when Board President Weintraub called black member

Rita Walters a "bitch" on a radio program. Neither Anglo

nor minority parents could feel much confidence in the

school district at this point.

The Los Angeles newspapers, including those strongly

opposed to busing, end the State Superintendent of Public

Instruction described the degeneration of the school district's

leadership.- The anti-busing Valley NOE wrote'

... an estimated 510,000 pupils will return to what can
only be described as a mess.

How can students and their parents know where to attend class if
school officials, judges and others involved in the

last minute legal crossfire that has marked the busing
dispute have not been able to sort things out?

The gerald-Mamine attacked busing but called on the Board

to start acting like adults. State Superintendent Wilson Riles

called the situation "ludicrous."

It .Ss,by any standard, a dismal beginning to a sensitive,

complex-and highly controversial set of changes. Los Angeles

school officials deserve a large share of credit for the
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the problems encountered last fall. For the school board

to come into court arguing that these problems prove that

no mandatory plan can work in Los Angeles is somewhat akin to

an arsonist, '4ho has somehow become fire chiefinforming his

superiors that the recent wave of fires in the community (many

set by himself) prove that the fire department's work is

futile and the the department should be disbanded.

There would, of course, have been problems with

beginning a new desegregation plan in Los Angeles under

the best of circumstances. The fact is, however, that it

was begun under the worst of circumstances, thanks in good

measure to the inflamatory and irresponsible actions and

statements of the leaders of the Los Angeles Unified School

District. The Little Rock case, Cooper v. Aaronl created

a firm understanding in desegregation law that public officials

could not foment mass opposition to implementation of minority

rights and then use that opposition to justify denial of those

rights. In its present status, the Crawford case comes

dangerously cldse to establishing the opposition proposition--

that when a majority can be whipped up to strongly oppose*

minority rights those rights will be withdraw. This would mean

thrt the more effective the white demagogue the more constained

minority rights %uld become.

Reaffirmation of Earlier Testimony. During the preparation

of this statement I have reviewed my 1980 testimony in this case.

Were I permitted to testify now I would reaffirm the testimony

about events which had occurred prior to the 1980 appearance.
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THE FACTS ON LOS ANGELES

Mr. ORFIELD. Let me say a few things about the situation in Los
Angeles, because it is a very important case and created enormous
national controversy.

First of all, Los Angeles is not a school district going through
slow racial change, where it looked like there was going to be a
substantial white presence if there were no desegregation plan.
Probably the leading racial demographer, Reynolds Farley, profes-
sor of the University of Michigan, was requested by the court in
the Los Angeles case to do a demographic projection of what would
happen to the school enrollment of Los Angeles, just projecting the
trends that existed before there was any busing in the city.

He said by the middle of the 1980's there would be 14 percent
Anglos in the Los Angeles school district. So you have to under-
stand that Los Angeles, like many other central cities, Washington,
D.C., Chicago, many others, has been going through a broad demo-
graphic trend of white suburbanization since World War II. It is
simply not true that there were lots of whites having children and
sending them to public schools in cities like Los Angeles or Chicago
and the courts had chased them away.

The basic fact is that there was a tremendous long-term change
in the racial composition of those cities. It has existed many years
before these courf orders and it will continue if court orders are
dissolved, as the Los Angeles one has been.

In 1978 the plan that has been widely criticized was not devised
by the court, the" Superior Court in Los Angeles; it was devised by
the Los Angeles School Board. It was devised under a directive
from the court that they design a plan. They came u with their
own plan. Those of us who were retained by the court did not think
it was a very good plan.

The long-distance busing was done under arrangements made by
the Los Angeles School Board. As a matter of fact, when I worked
for the judge, I was the first one to request that the times be
provided and I tried out transportation routes between some of the
paired schools. I found out they were extremely long and made a
report to the judge. He ordered them to cut down the travel time to
45 minutes and create midsite schools.

The travel times that were discussed earlier were not what were
required by the plan. The very long travel times were in the
voluntary part of the plan where black children were getting up
very early and traveling 40 miles to get to a white school in a
voluntary one-way plan. Because they are voluntary, they have to
pick up children over a large area and drive them long distances.
Those voluntary plans are much more expensive in terms of busing
than the mandatory portion.

Mr. EDWARDS. Are you saying that the mandatory plan did not
include trips of over 45 minutes.

Mr. ORFiEm. That was the judge's directive. I am not-saying
there were no mistakes made. That was his goal. When he revised
the plan and took the school board's plan and made it into a court
plan in 1980, he cat down the travel times very drastically.

The travel times were to be well within half an hour. Nobody
was to be transported over the Santa Monica Mountains under the
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court order in existence before the California Supreme Court action
of last year. The travel times that were existing under Judge Egly's
plan were well within the range of travel times that are commonly
found in -the suburbs of Washington, D.C., or many other parts of
the country for busing for nonracial purposes. These are not ex-
traordinary times.

Now in terms of other things such as the school district's cost for
desegregation, one of the things I found out when I did a national
survey of public attitudes about busing-was that most people be-
lieve a quarter of the school budget is spent on busing. Here we
heard a figure of one-fourth of $1 billion that the school district
spent.

In fact, under the Los Angeles order, the Los Angeles School
District received well over $100 million a year not from the local
voters but in special assistance from the State of California. Most
of that money was not spent for busing but was spent for lowering
class size in minority schools, creating special programs, training
teachers, and for other purposes. It was spent in very substantial
amounts for educational programs. As a matter of fact, the 1980
court order contains specific requirements and protections for bilin-
gual education programs. For example, even if Congress were to
repeal the Bilingual Education Act and the State legislature was to
repeat the State law, under the Los Angeles order that bilingual
program would be protected in the city of Los Angeles.

As a matter of fact, when the school district got out from under
the mandatory busing requirements in Los Angeles, they requested
that the court continue to direct the State government to provide
them all of that additional money that they received under the
court order. They also received a good deal of Federal aid, and all
Federal aid, of course, has to be spent under the Emergency School
Aid Act for educational functions and staff training. It cannot be
spent for busing costs.

MAGNET SCHOOLS

With regard to magnet schools as a remedy, we have had in Los
Angeles some very valuable experience with magnet schools. The
school district tried to use magnet schools as a remedy and they
did not work on any significant level as they have not in any of the
other very large cities in the country.

Last year, according to the official report by the Ios Angeles
Unified School District, there was an enrollment of 15,000 schools
in what they called schools of choice, 61 percent of these were from
minority groups. This amounted to 2.2 percent of the minority
children in Los Angeles school districts; 4 percent of the blacks and
1 percent of the Latinos were integrated in magnet schools.

Even if you look at the magnet schools, you find a good many of
the children who were in the magnet schools were not actually in
integrated schools, they were in magnet schools that were segre-
gated. Twenty-eight percent of the blacks, for example, were at-
tending magnet programs that had an enrollment of 99 to 100
percent blacks, another 15 percent were in schools that had at least
three forths minority children.
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Of the Latino students in the magnet school, which is a very
small number-only 1 percent-more than a third were in schools
where more than three-quarters of the children were from minor-
ity groups. In other words, even in this small magnet program,
many of the children were in highly segregated magnet schools.
They did not produce the remedy of integration that was desired
and, at any rate, they reached a very small number of children.
These schools had costly progrms and long travel times.

The city of Chicago .implemented a large magnet program called
access to excellence in 1978. The report I did for the State superin-
tendent of education, using their own enrollment data, showed that
the level of black segregation which was the highest in the country
was virtually untouched. It reduced segregation of blacks by four-
tenths of 1 percent, at a cost that our committee, appointed by the
State board of education, found to be about $30,000 per student
actually integrated.

The Federal Government has done one large study of magnet
schools. It was done by ABT Associates under contract to the
Federal Government to evaluate magnet school programs. They
looked at 17 cities. They found that magnet schools were very
ineffective as a sole remedy in reducing racial segregation in big
cities. They rarely touched more than a couple of percent of the
minority children and they rarely persuaded any white children to
move to schools in black or Hispanic neighborhoods. In fact, there
is a survey in San Diego where white parents were asked "Would
you send your kid to a better school in another part of town?" Most
parents said no. There is very strong resistance among whites in
big cities and very strong racial stereotypes about whole sections of
cities.

RACIAL POLARIZATION AND LOS ANGELES SCHOOL POLITICS

In Los Angeles there was an extraordinary situation where the
school board was taken over by a movement, Bus Stop, which was
campaigning on a program which is virtually nothing but resist-
ance to the courts. When they became the leaders of the school
board-and they contributed the president of the school board and
other members-they dedicated themselves to disrupting and de-
stroying successful desegregation processes.

I think I would just like to quote a few things that they said at
the time that the court handed down its order last year.

The School Board President Roberta Weintraub, said "No white
parent in their right mind is going into an area which is all black,"
not something that a school board president would say who wanted
to make it work. Associate Superintendent Jerry Halvorsen said
that "Only God knows what will happen in September," following
Judge Egly's order. Board member Bobbi Fiedler said maybe Con-
gress would pass a law that would outlaw busing. She demonstrat-
ed in front of the Office of the Court Monitors during her congres-
sional campaign. She said the order could well bring the destruc-
tion of public education in the city of Los Angeles. That was a
member of the Los Angeles School Board.

Other board members made similar comments. They fought to
virtually the last day. As a matter of fact, even after school was
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open, people didn't know where their children were going to go to
school. It was the most chaotic situation I have ever seen in many
years of looking at school desegregation plans.

In the last days, when school was opening, headlines such as: "30
Valley Schools Get Busing; 36 are in Limbo," "More School Busing
Cuts? Bartman, Weintraub Say Yes-But No One's Sure What
Happens Next," and "Busing-Still a Guessing Game, Number of
Schools, Children Involved Unknown."

On the first day of school the Board President Roberta Wein-
traub called the only black member, Rita Walters, a bitch. This is
the most distressing situation I have seen, total failure of elected
leadership.

I have traveled around the Deep South many times when orders
were being implemented. I have never seen anything quite at this
level of instability and chaos. Thousands of children didn't know
where they were supposed to go to school. They were told by their
own school board president and leaders that the public education
was at an end, they were advised to transfer to private schools.

Almost the only thing that wasn't done was what former Gov.
Lester Maddox used to suggest in Georgia, to let the air out of the
tires. It was a situation of massive resistance and it was quite
successful in meeting its own objectives, which were not to open
decent integrated schools.

DESEGREGATION RESEARCH FINDINGS

My main purpose today is to describe what we found out in
research around the country over the last 10 or 15 years. It is
striking I think that even though we have had these antibusing
amendments up before Congress almost every year. Congress
hasn't asked for a study on the educational effects of desegregation
since 1964.

In the 1964 Civil Rights Act they asked for one and an important
report was produced then. Since we have begun urban desegrega-
tion, Congress has never asked for anything. What we find now in
this administration is that research budgets are being cut drastical-
ly and that there are all kinds of assertions being made in the
Congress and in the public debate that simply don't have a basis in
fact.

What we have had is a lot of small-scale studies of desegregation
impact across the country, hundreds done by school districts, by
educators, by research institutes, by students doing dissertations,
and so on and so forth. But the only way, in the absence of large
national studies which have not been supported since the sixties,
that we can understand what is happening is by trying to summa-
rize all of these small-scale studies all across the country.

We have had major summaries done by several scholars over the
last 6 years, Nancy St. John, Meyer Weinberg, Robert Crane, Rita
Mahard. Very recently you probably saw in the paper a national
team of researchers under the leadership of Dean Willis Hawley,
Vanderbilt University School of Education.

What these summaries have produced and what we find in the
research literature is quite different than what you hear on the
floor of Congress or read in the record. Most studies have shown
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gains for minority children. It is increasingly clear that if we start
desegregation at the first grade, we get substantial gains for minor-
ity children. The research is virtually unanimous in showing there
are no losses for white children in the desegregation process.

In other words, here we have a policy that produces significant
gains for the disadvantaged group, the group that has been victim-
ized by segregation and doesn't cost the other group. These results
are probably affected by the class and racial composition of the
desegregated school.

Early research just looked at achievement scores at the begin-
ning, yearend, added all- the children in the school district together.
In the research of school desegregation, in the last few years we
have found a tremendous broadening of the number of issues that
people are looking at and some very encouraging findings about
the desegregation process.

We found, for example, that there are some relatively simple
techniques that if you apply them in the school desegregation
works much better. Researchers at Johns Hopkins, Stanford, Am-
herst and several other universities have experimented with chil-
dren inside of desegregated classes.

Now we are trying to fiqd out how it actually works in the class.
It is found that if you put children in a cooperative work group a
few times a year, to share an experience in solving some kind of a
learning problem, both the racial relations in that classroom and
the achievement scores increase; with learning techniques like that
it can make a positive situation work better.

We are learning that principals are very important-principals
of schools-people who run schools, are very important in terms of
setting a climate in the school, creating an atmosphere of fairness
and helping the schoolteachers adapt to the changed situation. We
are learning things about training of teachers. We are beginning to
figure out ways to successfully handle bilingual programs in deseg-
regated settings. We are learning in recent research about some of
the long-term impacts of school desegregation-how it affects op-
portunities in college, how it affects opportunities for jobs, how it
affects the future desire of a person who has been in a desegregat-
ed school to live in an integrated rather than a segregated neigh-
borhood.

Desegregation has a positive impact on both job opportunities
and - desire for residential integration. These are extraordinarily
important outcomes if the society wants to be viable, if it wants to
have an integrated existence. We are finding out what kinds of
conditions make these outcomes more probable or less probable.

Now since 1975 when James Coleman came out with the report
on white flight, we have had a tremendous burgeoning of research
in that area, literally scores of studies. Almost every week, if you
are on the mailing list for academic journals, you get a white flight
article. It has become kind of a small industry. Much more atten-
tion has focused on this issue, more than anything else because it
has been used in litigation around the country and has become the
principal defense of school districts fighting desegregation orders.

There are some things that are clear in this research now, others
in my judgment aren't yet resolved.
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One of the things that is clear is that school desegregation orders
are not the basic cause of decline of white enrollment in central
city school districts. Nobody says they are within the research
community.

The basic decline existed long before school desegregation orders
and it exists in many cities that have never had a busing order,
like Washington, D.C., which only had a very small one and very
late.

Washington, D.C. was more than half black before the Brown
decision. Newark, Philadelphia, Chicago, Houston, many others
that haven't had busing orders are going through very much the
same decline in white enrollment as cities that have had these
orders.

In Chicago, for example, there has been a decline of about 10
percent of white students each year for the last several years. They
have never bused one white student on a mandatory basis.

Mr. HYDE. It is about 85-percent minority and 15-percent non-
minority in Chicago; is that not right?

Mr. ORFIELD. I think it is a little bit higher but that is the right
range. The basic cause of this migration is the suburbanization
process that took place following World War II and the suburbani-
zation process that has been fed by residential transition, by spread
of a ghetto, and so forth.

In Chicago, for example, the first 7 years of the seventies, the
ghetto incorporated another 1,000 blocks of territory. Obviously
that racial transition affected the school enrollment. It was not a
busing process that affected it; it was a failure to deal with the
issues of residential integration.

There is a consensus in this literature on white flight that the
decline of white students accelerates during the first year of a
busing plan implemented in a big city with a large minority enroll-
ment surrounded by white suburbs. Nobody disagrees about that, it
happens.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Repeat that.
Mr. ORFIELD. During the first year of a desegregation plan, if

implemented in a big city with a heavy black and/or Hispanic
poulation, the decline in white enrollment is greater than it would
be otherwise. It doesn't appear, however, to make much difference
in the long-term racial composition of the city.

For example, in the estimates done for the court in Los Angeles,
it showed if there were a decline, and the demographer predicted
the decline almost precisely, the school system could end up with
12 percent Anglos in 1985.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Did they factor in the new interest rates?
Mr. ORFIELD. White flight doesn't make a great deal of difference

in terms of long-term direction of racial change in the cities.
A third point of consensus in this research is that school desegre-

gation plans which include as much as possible the housing market
area, in other words metropolitan plans which basically make all
schools the same* in racial composition, are much more stable than
plans that are limited only to central cities. Those plans work
better, they last longer, they are more effective, and. naturally they
will produce better results.
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There is lots of other controversial issues in this area that I
really shouldn't get into rfow but I would be glad to answer ques-
tions about. But on those points there is broad consensus between
the people who testify on behalf of school boards and those who
testify against them in the courts around the country.

Now in terms of what they recommend there is a lot of differ-
ence, but in terms of basic research findings there is not. On the
other side of the white flight equation there has been some re-
search in recent years, looking at what effect different kinds of
school desegregation plans have on housing integration. This re-
search is producing some extremely interesting results.

Diana Pearce,, who will appear before your committee in the
future, looked at a matched set of 14 metropolitan areas, half with
and half without metropolitan desegregation plans. And she found
residential desegregation was occurring in those areas that had
metropolitan school de segregation plans because families were not
being told "You don't want to live in that district because its
schools are black or its schools are Hispanic." They are being told
all the schools are the same.

When she went to test realtors in areas with metropolitan deseg-
regation, realtors said all the schools are good; in other places they
said, "Well, the schools aren't too good here." She found in analyz-
ing real estate ads, whenever a school or school district was men-
tioned, it meant it was a white school or district. So there is a lot of
steering when a desegregation plan covers part of a housing
market but not other parts.

LONG-RUN EFFECTS

There is some recent research on higher education, on job oppor-
tunities, on housing choices after one becomes an adult, which
suggests that school desegregation properly implemented can really
change people's lives in significant ways. It can make, for example,
minority children more likely to enroll in good integrated colleges
and more likely to stay there, according to research going on at
Johns Hopkins. It can make their job history a good deal more like
that of whites. It can tie them to the opportunity structure of the
society, give them an idea of how people succeed in the society, give
them acquaintance and familiarity with the way that works.

This research isn't anything but definitive at this point. It needs
to be looked at in much greater depth. But the early findings are
very, very encouraging.

We also have some evidence from surveys of black adults that
blacks who go to integrated schools are much more likely to want
to live and actually live in integrated neighborhoods. You know,
many black families .report fear of living in integrated neighbor-
hoods because they feel they will be resisted. People who have
experienced integration are more likely to be comfortable and to-
want it for themselves and their families. This is a very important
thing for the future of our society if we are going to be integrated.

Now if future research were to sustain these tentative findings
and were to show that residential integration would increase over
the long run in places that have successful and stable school deseg-
regation, and that long run life chances for children that are in
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integrated schools are in fact signficantly better and that they
v-tmprove as the number of years of integration have increased, we

have something of extraordinary importance that we are talking
about.

We are talking about in Congress dismantling the only tool the
courts have found to be workable in achieving more than a token
level of school integration in our country.

It is very disheartening to me when I think we are beginning to
understand why desegregation works, how we can make it work
better, instead of saying let's pursue it, let's find out where the
mistakes are, let's find out what we can encourage and reinforce,
instead we gre at the period of a meataxe attack on desegregation
and on elimination of that tool. It is the only tool the courts have
found to be workable in introducing integration in schools in cen-
tral cities.

THE COURTS NEED HELP FROM CONGRESS

As one who has worked with and talked to Federal judges and
State judges I can tell you no judge likes to handle these cases.
Everyone wishes that Congress would solve the problem, the State
legislatures would create integration, that housing agencies would
do it, that school boards would do it, that anybody would do it
except them.

Members of the judiciary are not eager to get into these cases.
They are not eager to order remedies. The problem is that is where
the buck stops. They have to enforce the Constitution. Most people
are standing outside calling them names, offering no help.

We ought to at this stage, based on what we know, based on the
fact that almost everybody in the society concedes it can't succeed
in the long run as a segregated and unequal society, based on the
fact that we have cut the ribbons out of the programs that are
designed to make the ghetto and barrio function effectively as
separate entities we ought to find out about what works, how to
encourage it; Congress ought to be demanding that the executive
branch summarize what we know about it, generate research as to
how to solve-the problems we have not addressed.

At all costs we ought to avoid attacks on the courts when we are
really not offering any other remedy. I have files full of speeches
by Presidential candidates, Members of Con&,,'ess, local school
boards, and so forth, where they say we really ought to do some-
thing else. They never say what it is.

There isn't anything else aside from long-term housing desegre-
gation that offers any realistic possibility. That is a very long-range
possibility, and it is particularly ironic that many of the people
who favor restricting the Federal courts in. school desegregation
opposed even what I would judge to be a very moderate and modest

- fair housing enforcement bill in the last session of Congress.
It may seem quixotic to suggest that Congress do something

positive in its present mood. I am convinced, however, that we have
been riding since 1960 without thinking seriously about where our
society is going, without realizing that the threat from within our
society, as one of the only multiracial societies in the world which
is trying to be stable and democratic, may in the long run be much
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more serious than the threat from without. We cannot close the
door to opportunity for a large and growing part of our people
without risking the loss of a common faith and common hopes and
risking a profound fragmentation of our society.

The fact is, we have had almost no creative thought and almost
no encouragement from the elected representatives of the people in
a generation, which I think is tragic. I commend your hearing, I
think it is a very important step and I encourage you to go beyond
the legislation that has been suggested and to start thinking again
about some positive efforts to encourage an integrated society.

[The statement of Mr. Orfield follows:]
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A decade ago, in 1971, the Supreme Court sustained

the first city-wide desegregation plan for a major U.S. city

in its decision in Swann v. Board of Education of Chirlotte-

ecllenburg. During the past ten years many small and large

cities have implemented desegregation plans, the great majority

in a peaceful manner without any real publicity outside of the

immediate area affected by the order. We now have a

great deal of practical experience and a far more sophisticated

body of research about what works and what does not work in

school desegregation plans. Every year since the Swann

decision there have been anti-busing proposals enacted by

at least one house of Congress, most of which are based on

unsupported conclusions about the facts of urban school

desegregation. Congress, however, has made no serious effort

to find out what is actually happening in desegregated school

districts and what has been learned from desegregation research

since the Mondale hearings in 1970-1972. The hearings of your

committee should contribute very substantially to improving

understanding of complicated and emotional issues of vital
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importance to millions of black and Hispanic children, to the

integrity of the judicial system, and to our hope of building

an integrated society.

The various constitutional amendments proposed by members

of Congress as well as the legislative proposals to limit the

enforcement activities of the Department of Justice or to

proscribe certain judicip! remedies rest on a number of

assertions which constantly appear in the speeches and writings

of their advocates. I will describe the assumptions of

th6 anti-school desegregation forces, outline the research that

has been conducted to date on desegregation processes, and

summarize the major research findings. Finally, I will suggest

ways in which Congress could address some of the problems that

can occur in implementing desegregation orders and some long-

term solutions to the busing controversy.

Assumptions of Busing Critics

1) that the courts have ordered busing where some
other remedy would work to produce integrated schools

2) that desegregation orders requiring busing harm
education

3) that busing inevitably fails because of white
resistance and white flight

4) that blacks as well as whites oppose desegregation
orders requiring busing

S) that it would be better to concentrate on some
other approach such as compensatory education or
housing integration and that this would be done if
only the busing issue were dropped "
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Social Science Research on rlan School
Ileseg reg;' t i on anWXleiV6R ~T VFe~- h-~l-c F6-1ese gregat iondebate and in Rus-fg Litigation.

There have been a great man)' studies of school desegregation

since 1954 and our knowledge has increased considerably in the past

decade. It is important to realize, however, that most of the

research has focused on a limited range of issues and there are

a number of extirnely important questions on which there

is only limited information. As is true in many areas of

research there are differences among researchers on some factual

issues and policy questions. The major judicial decisions

on school desegregation have made little or no use of social

science research in determining the guilt or innocence of

school districts although both sides often introduce testimony

of social scientists. The courts have been wary of the complex

.,nd confusing testimony that is presented and are careful to

confine their decisions to traditional legal issues--before they

order desegregation they find compelling evidence to various local

violations such as racial gerrymandering of attendance zones,

building schools on segregated sites, intentional faculty segregation,

discriminatory transfer policies, and many other violations.

Social science evidence is more important, a tthough hy

no mlieans decisive, in the process of devising desegregation plans

after a district has been found guilty. Federal district judge.

Live broad discretion in designing a plan or responding to a plan

developed by school authorities or other parties so long as the),

.aliprove a plan thait will produce prompt and thorough desegregation.

Ini a number of cases the courts have heard evidence on issues such

a the best age for initiating desegregation, the values and
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problems of magnet schools, the necessity for supporting staff

training and for educational programs to help overcome the effect

of past segregation, and other important issues. In some cases,

particularly large urban cases, the courts appoint experts or

masters with some experience in desegregation research or

school administration to provide advice about the development

and implementation of a desegregation plan. These are strictly

advisory functions and the court retains the right and responsibility

of accepting or rejecting all or part of the recommendations.

In some cases the courts have also appointed monitoring committees

that employ professional researchers or obtain voluntary service

from researchers in providing an'independent evaluation of the

extent to which the orders of the court are carried out and

the extent to ihich the resulting actions are successful in

reaching the goals of the desegregation plan.

fly service as a witness in several cases and a court-appointed

expert in two cities has permitted me to observe very closely

the use of social science evidence in the courts. I have found

that most judges are profoundly conservative, at least in the beginning

of the cases, both with regard to their reluctance to intervene

in local school systems and with regard to their attitude toward

researchers who present types of information not often encountered

in more conventional litigation. These cases involve very long

trials on both liability and remedy issues and judges give extensive

consideration to the issues before acting. Judges decide that they

must order a remedy because of the cumulative weight of evidence

that there was widespread intentional segregation. Paving made this

determination the courts almost always make a protracted and very

88-140 0-82-11
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earnest effort to have a desegregation plan designed by the local

school authorities who have been found guilty. If the local

school officials will submit a plan of any sort that complie?

with the governing legal precedents ,the courts will usually

approve it.

Judges'do not want to run school districts nor do they wish to

be forced to decide complex disputes among educational experts and

administrators about the best method of accomplishing desegregation.

Judges fervently.wish to avoid being named to sit on a school

desegregation case and they make every effort to keep the role of the

court as small as possible even when drastic changes are necessary.

In a major school case a judge becomes the whipping boy of

local politicians, the subject of intense and incessant attacks, and

even the recipient of hate mail and death threats Judges sitting on

these cases are frequently personally blamed in their own

communities and they usually fervently wish to finish the case

and to turn back to a quiet life of normal litigation. In the state

courts, where some of the large cases have been fought, the pressures

are even more intense since the judges must be reelected and

they are well aware of what will happen if they impose an

unpopular remedy.

Judges are forced to assume responsibility for designing

school desegregation plans because the local school officials usually

refuse to design a constitutional plan. After it becomes clear

that the local school board will remain defiant the court has an

obligation to devise a remedy. At this point the court must

rely on the judge's own judgment, the evidence and plans submitted

by parties and tested by cross-examination, and any advice the court

requests and receives from experts appointed by the court itself.
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(It is important to remember that one reason why

judges are so often left with this responsibility is because

Congress killed in alternative procedure which succeeded in rapidly

desegregating most of the South without extensive involvement by

the courts--adninistrative enforcement of Title VI of the 1964

Civil Rights Act. Under Title VI funds for federal educational

programs were cut off through administrative proceedings when

local school districts refused to comply with current judicial

standards for desegregation, as codified and fleshed out by

federal education and civil rights experts. The School Desegregation

,' i delines uidei Tit le VI tere responsible for the decisive breathrough

in the desegregation of the rural and small town South from 1965-

196s8 but the power was taken from the federal government when

it began to be applid in the urban areas outside the South. In

strokingng this enforcement tool the Congress forced more of the

decisions into the courts.)

ihat Does the Research Evidence Show?

If members of this subcommittee were federal judges and

h.d to listen to months of evidence and cross-examination on the

i,est aa.r to accomplish desegregation, I believe that they would

conclUde that there were solme points of relatively strong agreement

x ong researchers about the effects of desegregation and some i sues

on ihich there ias sharp dispute. If they then went on to read the

,in% scores nf art icles and studies in the field it is likely that

i.i. general understanding would be confirmed.

'lost research on desegregation is short-term local research

ti cuising on a teiy narrow range of questions. Post communities arc
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actively mobilized about the desegregation issue only between the

time when it becomes apparent that there is a real and immediate

threat of*a plan and the time that the plan is implemented and the

children and teachers settle into the desegregated schools.

F:or this reason most communities plan special teacher training

programs only during the first year and only during the first

year study the educational impact so that they can speak

to white worried about academic declines. Usually they collect

only test scores frcm early in the first year and from the end of

the first year. In some major cities, including Los Angeles, the

research is. even weaker than this.

We have not had a major national study on desegregation since

Congress ordered one in 1964. That study, which produced the

19 66 report, Fquality of Educational Opportunity, was produced long

before the Supreme Court's first busing order. It is interesting

that in a decade of debate over anti-busing legislation and constitu-

tional amendments Congress has never directed the production of

either a new national study nor a summary of the results of all

the local studies and federal evaluation reports. It is as if

the authors of the amendments had preconceived views against

desegregation orders that they did not wish to test against the

available evidence.

Several efforts have been made in recent years to draw together

the lessons of all of the scattered local studies, the more systematic

research efforts by researchers at universitites and research

institutes, and several important evaluations of schools in many

districts performed under the federal desegregation assistance

l1rOgraIm, recently repealed by Congress. These summaries by

:iqc), St. John, Veyer Weinberg, Robert Crain and Rita Mahard, and,
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very recently, by a national team of researchers under the leadership

of Dean Willis Ilawley of Vanderbilt University School of Education,

have all produced some common findings:

1) most studies have shown some gain for minority children

2) the more recent summaries, which have separated out
research by the year at which desegregation began,
show that the gains for minority children depend
heavily at beginning'desegregation by first grade

3) there are no losses for white children

4) the results are probably affected by the
class and racial composition of the desegregated
school with better results in predominantly middle
class schools in which the minority children make
up a substantial proportion of the school population

The research on school desegregation has broadened very

considerably in recent years to begin exploration of a number

o1 issues reaching far beyond the educational impact of the

desegregation process. During the past six years there has

been a great deal of research and debate over the impact of

desegregation on "white flight" from city schools. Attracting

nuch less attention but probably of much greater long-term

importance have been studies of the internal working of desegregated

schools, of techniques for improving both race relations and

educational outcomes at the classroom level, and studies of

the long-terim iripact of a desegregated education: l experience on

attendance and success' in college, on career opportunities, and

on future residential desegregation in the urban community.

A ong the extremely important issues on which research is rnly

row, getting ULntdcr 'ay are the impacts of desegregation on

Ili. panic chiildrci and the impact of various ways of desegregating

multi-ethnic, bilingual schools. The nature and impact of segregation

.ad desegregation in higher educLation have not yet been systematically

examined.
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After six years of debate on the whi-te flight issue

there are several points of broad agreement among the scholars

who appear as witnesses for opposing sides in school cases

as well as in the general research literature:

1) White flight from central city schools developed
long before busing orders and is very serious
in many cities which never had a court order
for city-wide busing (Washington, Newark,
Chicago, Philadelphia, Houston, etc.). Its basic
cause is the suburbanization of young white families
since World War II. Studies of suburbanization have
not shown schools to be a central factor.

2) The decline of white students accelerates during the
first year of a busing plan in a big city with a
large minority enrollment surrounded by suburbs
not included in the court-ordered plan.

3) School desegregation plans including as much-as possible
of the housing market area--metropolitan plans--
which make all schools basically the same in racial
composition are far more stable than city-only plans.

There are still a number of highly controversial issues in

this area of research. David Armor has developed a theory of

"anticipatory white flight" which is based on his belief that

enrollment declines years before a court order are caused by

fear of a future order. There is little certainty about the

long-term impact of an order on white enrollment--a demographer

employed by the court in Los Angeles, for example, estimated that

it would make a difference of about 2% in the percentage of white

enrollment remaining in city schools after several years while

experts working with the school district lawyers predicted more

dramatic results. We do not know, though it is reasonable

to expect, that the rate of white enrollment in central city

schools would be declining at accelerating rates anyway

because of the serious budget cuts and educational declines
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a number of these systems have been experiencing in recent years.

r'n the other side of the white flight issue a quite different

body of research has been developing that suggests that the most

far-reaching desegregation plans will have the most positive

iripacts on residential integration. Where the schools have

been integrated for some years on a metropolitan-hide basis,

according to research conducted by Diana Pearce of Catholic

ilicir sity, thcre has Ieen a suhstantial decline in residential

segregation, much more than is seen in comparable metropolitan

areas without fully integrated schools. Iler work suggests that

there is .a subst;intial amount of steering in the real estate zarkt

of %,hite families to areas with all-white schools. Such steering,

obviously, cannot operate when all schools in the metropolitan area

:ire integrated.

A substanti l body of recent research conducted at Johns

Hopl,ins, Stanford, and elsewhere has examined the wa's in which

-'chools could chnge internally to increase the benefits of

desegregation. It seemin clear from this research that some

ic.l:itively -;imple efforts at the classroom level to give students

O. e)l'lince in iso king together in some interracial groups can

:,unticaatlv Incrta:Cse the positive impacts from the desegregation

process. This, aBLI other work showing the importance of the

p lincipal's itt itiide.- and leadership, of the perceived fairness of

schooll rules, and other factors within the schools show the

teat importance of the desegregation aid funds which Congress so

s ddenly eliminated in the Reconciliation hill. Just as we are

l.iiiinig idhat the-zt funds could lie most c ftectively used for, they

AIL . i;iken :ii;ix , it the sane t ine that tirlIan school systems face a

.rent scarcity of local and state funds.
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Some of the most interesting of the recent research

examines the impact of desegregated education on the life

experiences of students after they leave school. Many of

the difficulties of integrating schools relate to the great

problems of creating and sustaining integration and equal

treatment in the schools of a society where segregation and

unequal treatment are the general rule in other parts of life.

One of the hopes of integrationists has been that the educational

experience would, in fact, give the black or Hispanic student

a better connection with the "opportunity structure" of the

society that generally carries white students to more successful

lives.

It is unfortunate but true that there has been no major

study mounted on such long-term effects of desegregation.

A year from June a number of large Southern cities will begin

graduating the first classes of urban high school seniors who

have attended schools under city-wide or county-wide desegregation

plans since first grade. I wish we could predict more accurately

what impact the experience is likely to have on their lives.

Analysis of the data that is available does provide some

significant grounds for believing that the impact will be a lasting

one in several dimensions of life. Analysis suggests that

integration tends to be self-perpetuating. Students from integrated

high schools are more likely to go to integrated colleges and more

likely to survive there. There educational history and their

employment are more likely to be like those of whites. They are

more likely to live in integrated neighborhoods as adults.

These results are tentative but extremely encouraging.
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If future research were to sustain the findings that

metropolitan-wide desegregation would tend both to increase

residential integration (thus making busing steadily less

necessary) and would increase the entrance of minority students

into and their success within the predominantly white

sectors of higher education and the job market, school integration

would obviously stand out as a vital and central element

of any strategy for building an integrated society.

If the research further confirms the rather strong existing

findings that we know readily applicable techniques that

can improve the positive outcomes of the desegregation process,

those interested in an integrated society would wish to encourage

and support such approaches. More than a quarter century

after the Brown decision we may be on the verge of learning

both how to make the desegregation process function much

more effectively and why the struggle for integrated

schools has been seen so widely as an essential part of the

movement for an integrated society.

Ii is profoundly disheartening that, at this junction,

few policy-makers appear to be interested in what we have

learned or how far we have come. Every week in the Congressional

Record record I see statements about the urban school

desegregation plans which are directly contradictory to

what has actually occurred, as shown by the best avialable

research. Instead of trying to capitalize on the recent

research breakthroughs the Reagan Administration has very

drastically slashed funds for research. Instead of providing

aid to improve the local implementation of desegregation, the
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AIministration and the Congress have eliminated the desegregation

aid program, with virtually no debate in either house of Congress.

having struck at the research enterprise and refused to assist

application of its positive results, many in Congress now

propose to eliminate urban desegregation itself, resting their

arguments on assertions that are in some instances false and in

others unproven.

Analysis of Anti-Busing Assumptions

Desegregation plans do not harm education. If they

begin at an early age they significantly help minority students

without any negative impact on white students. There are sone

nijor districts where the period of rapid reorganization required

by the desegregation plan was used to institute simultaneously

major educational reforms. In such situations educational achievement

f'or both blaclk and white students has sometimes increased. The

existing research contains strong findings about ways in which the

positive educational effects could be increased.

Busing plans do not inevitably fail because of white flight.

Metropolitan plans, plans in cities with substantial white majorities,

plans in free-standing smaller cities and certain kinds of

metropolitan suburbs, rural plans, and certain plans within central

cities can be very stable. In the Florida metropolitan plans, for

example, there was a substantial return of students who initially

left public schools. The greatest difficulty comes in heavily minority

central city districts under plans that do not touch the surrounding

sumhurhs. In a metropolitan setting with a large minority population

it is clear that stability is enhanced hy spreading, not diminishing,

the area included in the busing plan.
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While it is certainly true that most whites are opposed to

busing the frequent assertion that blacks oppose this remedy is

not true. General polls on the question usually show a white majority

of at least three-fourths opposed to busing, but a similar figure

supporting integrated schools. National surveys by Callup and Harris

in 1981 show two-one black majorities in favor of plans requiring

busing. (The black majorities have been smaller in some earlier

studies.) Last fall when more than a thousand black children being

bussed long distances in a one-way busing plan within St. Louis

wore offered a chance to return to neighborhood schools less than

tio percent opted out of the busing arrangement. Surveys of

blacks in several cities with extensive busing plans show

highly positive attitudes on most aspects in spite of the fact

that most plans put more busing burden on black children.

Hispanic attitudes are usually between black and white attitudes,

reflecting a much deeper division and uncertainty about the issue.

The interesting thing about white attitudes is that

white parents whose children are actually bussed are far more

positive than the white public in general. In two separate

surveys, in 1978 and 1981, Louis Narris found that a majority

of whites whose children were bussed for desegregation said that

it was working out successfully. One national survey that

e\plored the apparent contradiction between white resistance to

using and white support for integrated schools asked those

tho expressed both views simultaneously what they would favor if

hiising was the only way integrated schools could he obtained.

he division of the white pulic on this question was such c-loser,

"ith about half f lavoring some degree of busing.
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I would like to suggest to the committee that the

public information data as well as the findings from the

academic research show that Congress itself may be part of

the problem. By uncritically reflecting.white fears and

prejudices, refusing ZU examine fully local experiences

and research findings, and neglecting the good experiences

of most parents and students, Congress may he strengthening

fears and resistance rather than lending assistance to a

difficult but generally successful process.

Busing is ordered in school cases because nothing else

will produce integrated schools. In most cities there are

few if an), stably integrated neighborhoods with stably

integrated schools. A study for the court in Los Angeles

found no naturally integrated stable black-white school in

a city of some 600 schools. In large cities, voluntary plans

have been able to integrate only a small minority of children,

almost always through transfer of black and Hispanic children.

This finding has been fully documented in the evaluation of

the federally funded magnet school program by Aht Associates.

In all of our cities there is severe segregation of blacks

and continuing spread of ghetto housing, sometimes reaching

well into the suburbs. Hispanic residential segregation is

substantial hut less intense. Hispanic children, however, are

even more likely than blacks to attend predominantly minority

schools. Very solution other than mandatory reassignment

has failed to produce integrated schools. No one has a plan

for a workable alternative although alternatives have been

discussed for a decade. Banning busing would mean banning urban

integration for most children.
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Perhaps the more ironic statement of busing critics at

this point in time is that it would make more sense to

concentrate funds on minority children in poor cities in

their segregated schools than on integration. One reason

why segregation has never worked is that there is always

competition for resources and, in a democracy, a racial

majority which also happens to control almost all the

major levers of political power almost always allocates

resources to itself. At a time when our greatest remaining.

segregation is in the large central cities we see the same

forces which wish to outlaw busing succeeding in cutting

both state and federal aid funds (in constant-value dollars)

for central city schools. Particularly striking,for example,

have been this year's cuts -in the Title I and bilingual

education programs, which serve so many central city

minority children. These moves, and the future Reagan cuts

and transfer of discretion to state governments which have

seldom been responsive to the needs of poverty schools

in big cities, will only fuel litigation for metropolitan

desegregation and court orders against state governments.

The fact that no one at the state or federal level really

seems to care when the schools of Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland,

Newark, Boston and other predominantly minority districts

are forced to cut drastically into their educational offerings

only reinforces the view of civil rights litigators that

ihite Ame'ica will not accord equal treatment to institutions

serving poor blacks and Hispanics.
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.What Should Congress Dlo?

I am convinced that Congress could play an extremely

important role in school desegregation. When Congress acted

in 1964 it accomplished more in changing the racial practices

of the South in a few years than could have been achieved .

through decades of litigation. The courts and the local school

officials need help. Each of the following steps would be

a substantial contribution:

1) full fact-finding hearings and reports, including
field hearings if possible

2) 'revival of funding for desegregation research and
assistance to desegregating school districts

3) refraining from irresponsible attacks on the courts
that undermine those working for successful local
desegregation

4) enactment of fair'housing legislation to help
reduce the long-term necessity for busing
(this could include a proviso that federally-
subsidized programs be used to minimize the
necessity for busing by producing integrated
communities)

S) provision of incentives for voluntary suburban cooperation
in metropolitan desegregation, along the lines of
Wisconsin and Massachusetts state laws

6) restoration of Title VI enforcement authority to
the Department of Education

It may seem quixotic to suggest that Congress do something

positive in its present destructive mood. I am convinced, however,

that racial division is one of the great underlying threats to the

viability of our increasingly multi-ethnic society. Congress has

done nothing to help these problems since the 1960s. It is time

to invest igate and to think very hard about what we have accompi ished

and what we have learned about this problem in the last decade.

History will not absolve continued failure.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Professor Orfield. That is an excellent
statement and you are a real expert. We appreciate your being
here.

Mrs. Schroeder?
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I truly want to thank you for some very good

in-depth thought about this difficult issue. And I think what you
were getting at was what I was trying to get at with the prior
witnesses, what kind of remedy is there?

I hear everybody saying we don't want to tamper with the rights,
it is just the remedy we want to tamper with. It all sounds a little
hollow if you do not have some effective remedy.

You put your finger on it-the tragedy of the whole area is,
nobody wants to get drawn into the debate. Federal judges, State
judges, States, school boards: they want to stay out of it if they can
possibly stay out of it. That has cal.:sed a real breakdown in trying
to do it.

They are afraid the issue will get stuck to them. I guess it is
easier to throw a grenade than it is to catch it, and in this area it
has been true. But from what I hear you saying, in order to make
the case for desegregation there has been some beginning research,
but you do not feel any of it is really that in-depth?

The smaller research projects have looked very good but there
really has not been any nationwide in-depth study.

Mr. ORFIELD. Congresswoman Schroeder, I think there are some
findings that are sufficiently clear so we could speak about them
with a great deal of confidence. Others are just beginning to be
looked at. There are very few resources available for research now,
especially from the Federal Government.

I have been chairing the National Institute of Education's com-
mittee on desegregation research. I am familiar with what has
been proposed and what has been done recently. I think the find-
ings that the desegregation helps minority children if it starts in
the first grade appears across so many studies and so many com-
munities and so consistently that we can have a lot of confidence
in that finding. I think we can have a lot of confidence in the
finding that it doesn't hurt white chldren. Those are well-estab-
lished.

The things that I think would be very interesting to know about
are things like, how does it affect the long-term life of a minority
student, a white student, and an overall community as it goes on?

We are just beginning to get a whole generation of urban stu-
dents in some of the large districts in the South that have been in
integrated schools throughout metropolitan areas since first grade.
We will start getting graduates like that in 1983 in cities in Flor-
ida, North Carolina and in other cities.

How is that going to change the society of those cities? How is it
going to change the life of those children who have been in the
integrated schools?

The fact is, we can say very little. Most of what we can say now
is based on indirect evidence from data collected for other purposes
and then subjected to statistical analysis. I think these are going to
be'some of the most important results of desegregation and we
ought to be looking at them.
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Apart from the studies on the children and
where they go and so forth, have there been any studies done on
why some cities have been able to deal with this issue much better
than others?

In other words, you said in Los Angeles you had never seen such
a chaotic situation. Is there any model? Is it church involvement,
community involvement? Why have some cities been able to get
through busing or desegregation with much less disruption?

Mr. OR LDw. I would like to answer that more in terms of my
own observations than in terms of systematic research because I do
not think we have the systematic research, although the Civil
Rights Commission has done a great many good community stud-
ies.

I had the experience of serving as a court (people appointed)
expert in Los Angeles in 1978, as one of the eight. I was serving as
the court's sole expert in St. Louis for 15 months before I came to
Washington. I saw the implementation of desegregation plans in
two cities, each about three-fourth minority. It was like night and
day.

There were no statements by any board members predicting
anything bad for the school district in St. Louis; there were no
politicians elected to the school board on that issue. The school
superintendent, once he realized he was going to have to do it,
decided he was going to make the best of this process. He created a
new level of school administration and magnet schools, all of which
were successfully integrated, approximately 50 to 50.

They created a system attractive enough so that now some hun-
dreds of suburban white children are beginning to transfer in. On
the first day of school, instead of one board member calling an-
other a racial epithet, the school superintendent said that they had
had a super day. The police all stayed in their headquarters, noth-
ing happened across the city.

It was a very tough situation to deal with. That school district
has had many problems in the past, but extremely positive and
strong leadership by the school board and school administration
meant that parents could know where their children were going to
go to school, what their choices were. They weren't put in a totally
chaotic situation.

The schools opened integrated, without any significant incident.
Even in the first year, they showed a significant educational gain.

I am sure that as political leaders yourselves, you realize how
important responsible elected officials can be in setting the tone. I
believe appointed administrators are equally as important within
school districts. The extremely important message that superintend-
ents and other top leaders send shows whether or not this is a
serious issue, whether or not there is a real educational and profes-
sional responsibility.

When Minneapolis desegregated, the superintendent let every-
body know he was going to be at the training sessions to learn
about the racial background of his students, he expected his cabi-
net and everybody else who wanted a future in the schools to be
there. That conveys a message. Somebody going on TV and saying
this is the end of education conveys a very different message.
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The people who are down at the end of a transmission belt in a
large bureaucracy react to those messages, and react with opti-
mism or hopelessness, with the sense that they are going into an
important reform, that they are going to come out with a new
accomplishment, or the sense that they are engaged in totally
chaotic unproductive activity.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you.
Mr. ORFIELD. I would like to congratulate you. I think you are

one of the Congress. people who totally avoided the temptation to
polarize her community when the court order came down.

Mr. EDWARDS. Be careful what you say. It might cost her some
votes.

Mr. Hyde?
Mr.HYDE. Well, I have appreciated your testimony, Professor.
Are you at Champaign-Urbana or are you at Chicago Circle?
Mr. ORFIELD. I am at Champaign-Urbana.
Mr. HYDE. Just a couple of comments.
You know I have found in parochial schools which are integrated

no problem with white parents sending their kids there. If the
school is good, if the teachers are competent, if there is a spirit of
scholarship, if there is discipline, they get rid of the kids that are
there to disrupt, the vandals; race is really not a consideration.

That is one of the problems with private schools versus public
schools. The public schools have less ability to cope with disruptive
students. They cost a lot more because of union strictures, which I
am sure you are familiar with, the need for an electrician to
change a light bulb in Chicago, not a student, not a teacher; the
need for a painter rather than the fathers' club to wash the school
walls down.
'You talk about not enough money being spent. When money goes

for that sort of thing, legislators get tired and would like to see the
money go for education and not for other purposes, which in a
more affluent time might be justified.

But tell me something about the ability of a school district, let's
say Chicago, to get rid of incompetent teachers? Tell me something
about the competency of the teachers in the inner city, why do
they get the lousy teachers, let's say, and the Gold Coast gets the
good teachers? Why does that happen, or does that happen?

Mr. ORFIELD. I would like to speak to a couple of points you
made. One is about the parochial schools.

As a person who spent a few years of elementary school in
parochial school, I have always been very interested in their role in
the desegregation process.

In Chicago, when I was doing a report for the State board of
education, I got the statistics of the archdiocese, found they had
more than 50 almost all-black Catholic elementary schools in the
city of Chicago. A calculation done this year, as a matter of fact,
showed the Catholic schools are almost as segregated in Chicago as
the public schools.

In the city of Milwaukee the Catholic schools are trying to devel-
op their own desegregation plan. There is talk of that in the city of
St. Louis as well.

I think the Catholic schools are an important resource for minor-
ity chldren, and that is important.

88-14) 0--82a-12
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Mr. HYDE. Aren't t ey segregated because of neighborhood--
Mr. ORFIELD. Much 01P stane reason, I suspect.
Mr. HYDE. Yes. I mean they are not consciously segregated?
Mr. ORFIELD. No, they. don't have a policy, but they are not

integrated either.
Mr. HYDE. By confining it to Chicago that may well be, although

I do not know what the facts are. I know in communities that I
represent there are integrated schools, parochials.

Mr. ORFIELD. Many integrated public schools in the suburbs of
Chicago as well for many years.

Mr. HYDE. It works fine because of the caliber of the school.
Mr. ORFIELD. Let me speak to the question about central city

teachers.
During the times I have been living in Washington, we have had

our children in school here a few blocks from your offices. We have
gotten to know many central city teachers in Washington.

I would say some of the finest teachers I have ever seen have
been working in the District of Columbia schools. They just have
very little support, very difficult financial circumstances, very few
middle-class families to work with, tremendous mobility of stu-
dents, a whole lot of problems. Some of those teachers we found
were remarkable. The problem is, they don't get the support that
they need.

Mr. HYDE. What do you mean by support?
Now there are highly qualified, motivated teachers, they are

there, they have the children; what support are they not getting
Mr. ORFIELD. I think some of us who think about integration

think of schools having two basic components; one of them is
teachers, one of them is students and their families. Those two
things affect what happens in a school much more than the build-
ing or the books.or anything else.

When you decide to send your child to a college, you send him
probably because of the general reputation of the college, which is
the reputation of the professors and the reputation of the other
kinds of students going there.

Now we know that middle-class families bring resources into
schools, they bring power into schools, they bring a background of
learning and experience with mobility in the society into the
schools. That is why integration is so important. They support
teachers.

We had a teacher over from a school that had been all segre-
gated, she told us she hadn't had a parent to come to compliment
her for 14 years. Most of the parents in poor minority schools are
trying to survive. Many are single-parent families on welfare,
trying to get a job, unable to keep housing for any length of time
because of financial pressures.

No, a school that doesn't have powerful support from people who
have power in the society doesn't have the chances that it needs. It
may have fine teachers but students teach students as well as
teachers teaching students, and parents who have power insist that
schools perform. Powerless parents are unable to do that.

Mr. HYDE. I have no more questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Washington?
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I want to commend you, Professor- Orfield, on a very dispassion-
ate presentation.

Mr. ORFIELD. I do not know whether it was dispassionate.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Very much so, and it balanced an assessment

that a prior witness had of you.
I ther you were appointed by the court in Los Angeles.

r. OuRui. That is right. They appointed eight experts to
advise them on different questions that the judge posed.

Mr. WASHINGTON. So in the narrow sense of the word, you were
not a party in interest?

Mr. ORFmEW. Well, I had been consulting with the plaintiffs prior
to the time that I was appointed. I had suggested to the court that
it would be better for the court to appoint its own experts than to
bring adversary experts in from the plaintiffs. I did file a state-
ment subsequent to my service on behalf of the plaintiffs in the Los
Angeles case. So I ean't say I have never been associated with the
plaintiffs; I have.

Most of my work was done as an appointee of the court and
responding to the directives of the judge.

Mr. WASHINGTON. But your. experience was nationwide?
- Mr. ORF1uD. That is right.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You are a credit to the school system in the
State of Illinois. I wish you would move from Champaign--

Mr. ORFIELD. We have had a desegregation plan with busing in
Champaign for 13 years and haven't had a segregated school. Most
of the smaller cities in Illinois had similar experience, which no
one paid attention to.

Mr. WASHINGTON. On page 2 you list five assumptions that
busing critics maintain and you attempt to answer these critics,
and you state that the evidence is not overwhelming but, based on
the many studies that have been lodged so far, that most of these
assumptions on the basis of the busing critics simply don't hold
water.

Mr. ORFIELD. That is correct.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Which goes to the core of the problem; I think

we have to face up to it.
Is this country ready for desegregation?
Mr. ORFxLD. This country has achieved it in lots of places where

we thought it was impossible.
Whenever I get discouraged, I go down to the South someplace

where I visited years before, talk to people running major school
districts, like Mr. Robinson. I find they have a great deal of opti-
mism. In places where there used to be almost unanimous belief
among whites that no black could teach a white student, integra-
tion couldn't happen, it happened, it is working.

It is one of the big secrets of our country that we have lots of
major cities where it has been working for 10 years. We are getting
positive results from it. So I think in one sense I am optimistic. In
places I never thought it could happen, it has happened, and it is
working.

I am pessimistic about whether or not we have the will to learn
anything from that and move forward or whether we are in this
mood of reaction that we are going to destroy the tools that we
should be examining and perfecting.
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Mr. WASHINGTON. I am from a school of thought that is very
pessimistic and feel somewhat put upon that we have constantly to
be. placed in the position of apparent knocking at the door of
something out of which they shouldn't have been pushed in the
first place. It is- disturbing to me, I resent it very much.

In fact, I think blacks who oppose busing are registering my kind
of attitude: they feel insulted, put upon by this constant drumbeat
of a phony issue designed to destroy busing as a tool only when
used to desegregate.

We have come to the conclusion that desegregation is the issue,
not busing.

Mr. ORFIKIX. That is right.
Mr. WASHINGTON. We don't want to be funny about it, we want

to be candid and we want to make clear we resent it. You can
explode all the phony arguments and you are still going to get
another, one conceived in malice, designed to frustrate the whole
concept of desegregation.

We don't want to be put in the position of beggars, we don't like
that, it is insulting. We think we should be treated better than
that.

It seems to me that people like yourself who have analyzed this
thing very dispassionately, very objectively, are simply not being
listened to.

You do not have to comment on that.
Mr. ORFIELD. Well, I have to agree with you, Congressman.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you very much.
Mr. ORFIELD. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Professor Orfield, part of your message I guess is

that when there are some laws, either by legislatures or through
court interpretation, that it is the obligation of public officials,
especially elected officials, to comply with the law and not to set an
example for the populace in resisting the law; is that correct?

Mr. ORFIELD. That is right.
Mr. EDWARDS. What is going .to happen in some of these cities,

let's take Chicago, where it is becoming more minority all the
time? I will say that that trend is reversing itself in some parts of
the country because of transportation, because of better planning,
transportation costs and so forth. People are moving from the
suburbs back into the inner cities quite generally in our country.

But what about these cities that are almost totally minority: is
our job just to make those schools that much better, where integra-
tion is almost impossible?

Mr. ORFIELD. What I recommended in St. Louis, and also in
Chicago where I did some reports for the State government, and
what has been implemented in St. Louis is that within the city
there are practical limits on what you can do, but you can do
something.

The city of Chicago still has more white students than any but a
handful of school districts in the country, and most of them are
segregated. There is some peIssibility of achieving a number of
integrated schools and integrated magnet schools in the city of
Chicago.

In St. Louis the goal was to make the schools, as many as
possible, stable, integrated at about a 50- to-50 level, and to exempt
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the integrated neighborhoods that already had integrated schools
from any kind of busing and try to protect them, give them assist-
ance. I think this is about as much as you can do in a central city
in a way that will work and will last.

I think some court orders have tried to do more than can be
accomplished effectively. But I suggest beyond that there. be a
program for housing desegregation, especially in the federally as-
sisted programs, voluntary student exchanges with the suburbs-
that has been included in the court order in St. Louis and others-
and that the potential liability of the suburbs be looked at by the
court. In the St. Louis case a number of suburban districts have
ust been joined to the case and a metropolitan plan may eventual-y be ordered.

I think that is the direction you have to go to get a remedy for
the children who would still remain segregated after what was
accomplished rand could be accomplished inside the bounds of cen-
tral city.

In a city like Chicago you have had a situation where the segre-
gat.on was so high, there were about 250 schools without a single
white student; you would have had to move about 92 percent of the
black students to different schools to achieve a random nonracial
pattern. In other words, we are only 8 percent away from total
racial separation of the kind you had in the Old South. You can
better that situation but not solve it by any means inside the city
of Chicago in the future.

In the Chicago suburbs, more than a fourth of the seats in
schools are empty. Many fine schools are being closed in the Chica-
go suburbs. I think there ought to be Federal incentives to encour-
age those school districts to voluntarily make spaces available for
students from the inner city. It would benefit both those school
districts, which would be able to maintain their schools and teach-
ers and the students.

In Milwaukee there is such a State program and a number of
suburbs are participating in just such a program. I think it is
worthwhile.You probably remember Congressman Richardson Preyer was
recommending this for years.

Mr. EDWARDS. I think maybe perhaps one of the first things that
the country should do is to realize it is very bad for the health of
our country in the long run to have separate schools like that. I
think it is tragic that in California the Hispanic children never get
a chance to see how the Anglo society is working, and the same or
the Anglo society, if they never have any connection as children
with the expanding Hispanic population. It is going to result in a
lot of trouble down the road which we are already experiencing.

Are there further questions?
We thank you very mucH. You have been a big help.
[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
[Additional material follows:]

WASHINGTON, D.C., December 1, 1981.

Representative DoN EDWARwS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights, House Committee on

the Judiciary, Washington, D.C.
DAR CHAIMA EDWARDS: In my testimony before your subcommittee on Septem.

ber 21, 1981 I was questioned about the impact of the school desegregation oreer on
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.white flight from the Los Angeles public schools. Many members of the Los Angeles
school board and other critics of the desegregation order strongly argued that the
loss of white students in the district was caused by the desegregation plan and that
the end of busing would bring a large return to the city's public schools. The Los
Angeles school board was so convinced of this proposition that they insisted on
keeping open a number of half empty schools in white areas to accommodate the
expected flood of returning white students.

The'Los Angeles school board has recently released its first data on the racial
composition of its enrollment since the dismantling of the desegregation plan last
spring. I request that the enclosed clipping from the Los Angeles Times be printed
in the record of the hearing. The data clearly shows that the city's long-term trend
of declining white enrollment continued in spite of the return to neighborhood
schools and the widely publicized predictions of a white return. The white enroll.
ment loss was smaller than last year but it is important to realize that the white
loss also declines sharply within districts with busing orders after the initial loss. Ji
St. Louis, for example, a heavily minority school district in a city where all white
children now attend integrated schools the enrollment was more stable thip year
than in Los Angeles where the desegregation plan was dismantled to sttimpt to
appeal to white preferences. The experience clearly shows that busing is not the
fundamental cause of the long-term trend of declining white enrollments and that
Congressional action to outlaw busing, even if it were constitutional, would not end
demographic changes.

Sincerely,
GARY Om ,w, Guest Scholar.

(From the Los Angeles Times, Nov. 24, 1981]

L.A. ScHooLs' WHrrE STUDENT LOSS CON'iNUES

(By David G. Savage)
The Los Angeles school system has lost nearly 5,P"') white students from last

year, according to an enrollment report to be released today. The new figures refute
the contention of some Los Angeles school ,oard members that the end of manda-
tory busing last spring would result in . surge in white enrollment.

The school district has moved slowly on closing underenrolled schools in the San
Fernando Valley, partly because of an anticipated increase in the number of white
students.

FORECAST FOR DECADE

"I'm disappointed. I had a lot more hope in August," said board member Roberta
Weintraub, one who had predicted more white students would return. "The parents
who could afford it got their student out (of public schools) and are making sacri-
fices to keep them in private schools."

She said the enrollment trends suggest the Los Angeles school system will become
"nearly all-Hispanic in the next decade. I think we should seriously consider requir-
ing our new administrators to learn the Spanish language and culture," Weintraub
said.

The report noted that the number of Latino student. jumped by about 16,000.
LUtinos now make up nearly half the children in the city's public schools.

In October, the school district reported total enrollment rose by 5,200 students
this year, to 543,712, the first big gain in the total number of students since 1969.

But the district's Racial and Ethnic Survey shows the losses of white and black
students continued, while Latino and Asian enrollments increased.

About 257,600 Los Angeles students are Latino, 47.4 percent of the total enroll-
ment for the 1981-82 school year. The percentage of Latino students have been
increasing by 2 percent to 3 percent since 1974.

White andblack students each account for about 22 percent of the district's total.
*The district survey found a loss of about 5,000 white students and 4,000 black
students since last year.

The percentage of white students in the district fell below 50 percent for the first
time in 1970 and has been sinking at 2 percent to 3 percent a year. The biggest
loss-a 4 percent drop-came in 1978, the first year of mandatory busing. This year,
the white enrollment dropped 1.3 percent.
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There are nearly 41,000 Asian students in the schools this year, an increase of
about Z,000. Asians now make up about 7.5 percent of the district's school popula-
tion.

Minorities now make up 77.5 percent of total district enrollment.
The school district has lost more than 100,000 students since 1970, but actually

has more school buildings in operation now than it did five years ago. A five-year
enrollment study released last week shows the district, because of the opening of
new magnet schools, has 42 more schools than it did in 1977. The district has held
hearings on the possible closure of five schools, four of which are in the San
Fernando Valley.
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1981

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUJBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

,. The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m. in room 2226 of the Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman of the sub-
committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Edwards, Kastenmeier, Hyde, and Sen-
senbrenner.

Staff present: Janice E. Cooper, assistant counsel, and Thomas
M. Boyd, associate counsel.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. The subcommittee will come to order for the
purpose of further hearings on the question of school desegrega-
tion.

Good morning. This morning we are very pleased to greet as our
first witness our distinguished colleague from Texas, the Honorable
Jim Collins.

Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Could I ask unanimous
consent that my entire statement be included in the record, and I
will condense it?

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Without objection, it will be done and you
may proceed as you wish.

[The complete statement follows:]

STATEMENT BY HON. JAMES M. COLLINS

Proponents of forced school busing have failed to achieve the most important
goal-quality education for all children. Consequently, Americans, in record num-
bers, are demanding an end to forced school busing and a return to the neighbor-
hood school.

Keep in mind that a recent 1981 Gallup poll showed that 72 percent of the
American public supports an end to forced school busing. President Reagan has
denounced forced busing as "a failure" and Attorney General William French Smith
announced the following in a May 22, 1981 speech before the American Law Insti-
tute:

"Rather than continuing to insist in court that the only and best remedy for
unconstitutional segregation is pupil reassinment through busing, the Department
of Justice will henceforth propose remedies that have the best chance of both
improving the quality of education in the schools and romoting desegregation."

From year to year the statistics show the negative results of forced school busing,
which despite its proponents goals, actually promotes segregation through white
flight. This is well documented in studies done by David J. Armour, the well known
Harvard trained sociologist and educator. Armour's study, published in 1978,
showed white flight losses in excess of what would have occurred naturally), ac-
counted for over 50 percent of the white losses in 15 out of 23 school districts, as a
result of forced school busing.

Yet, advocates of busing state that their objective is to obtain racial balance.
However, enrollment in my Dallas school district has moved from 38.8 percent

(179)
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minority in 1968 to 80 percent today, because of busing. This figure has jumped 2
percent since the last school year. The change in the Dallas Independent School
District over the twelve year period from 1969-1981 is astonishing. In the 1969-1970
academic school year there were 97,103 anglos. The current figure is 58,819 anglos.

We see the same thing happening in Prince George's County in Maryland and a
host of other counties across the nation. In 1972, Capitol Heights Elementary School
in Prince George's County was 47 percent black. After a court order for busing was
issued in 1972, white flight occurred. In 1980 the percentage of black children at
Capitol Heights Elementary School rose to 77 percent and is still growing.

In Augutt of this year, children in Beaumont, Texas were assigned to schools by a
ping-pong lottery drawing, as a result of an August 5, 1981 decision by Judge Robert
Parker. Now, approximately 4,000 children in grades 4 to 8 have been assigned to
schools across town. The South Park Independent School District's figures show that
the school district has lost 527 students this year from enrollment last year, since
the forced busing order has been implemented. I am also including in my statement
an eye-opening fact sheet on Beaumont, which clearly illustrates the turmoil and
expense which the S.P.I.S.D. has already encountered-with a busing suit less than
one year old.

I am enclosing for the record, a national chart of the increasing percentage of
minority students in big city schools.

Forced school busing certainly has not improved education. A key factor is the
Scholastic Aptitude Test scores of high school seniors which have dropped 10 per-
cent in the last 15 years. Schools should be able to concentrate their energies on
improving these scores and bringing about an overall improvement in education.

Forced school busing has failed to consider the most important aspect-the well
being of young children in our school systems. Is it productive -to have one student
forced to ride a school bus 20 miles away from home while his neighbor attends the
neighborhood school? Is it productive to tire young children and frustrate them with
long bus rides? Is it productive to send a child on an unnecessary bus ride, so far
from home that his parents are unable to pick him up in the middle of the day if he
gets sick? Is it wise to make it impossible for parents to participate in their
children's education while at the same time, making it impossible for a child to
participate in extra-curricular activities, which add so much to educational enrich-
ment?

There are a number of positive alternatives to forced school busing which have
actually resulted in a higher quality of education:

Magnet schools.-In Richardson, Texas, we have an outstanding program at Ham-
ilton Park School in a black neighborhood. They allow half of the students to be
anglos; and anglos are only accepted where space is available. They have a waiting
list until 1985. This school has a full day and the program runs from 7 a.m. until
5:30. Special courses in music, theater, computer, and athletics are included. There
is strong parental support and student enthusiasm. Blacks are allowed to transfer,
but at Hamilton Park only one black in five years has requested it.

Freedom of choice.-Also known as "Open enrollment" where students can attend
the school which they and their parents choose.

Special programs.-A special education program such as the one started by Mrs.
Marva Collins in Chicago. This fine teacher started her own school in the ghetto in
South Chicago. All her pupils are black and live in the neighborhood. She is an
excellent teacher and the pupils are motivated. Her pupils have an average reading
skill two and three grades advanced of their class level. There is no busing. These
are black students who are setting the pace for America with their achievement
record.

Mr. Speaker, I could spend hours giving you negative statistics on forced school
busing: the cost, the gasoline and man hours wasted, the under and over-utilized
school buildings and white flight all showing the absolute failure of school busing. I
am including such charts for the record. It is time to end this counter-productive
practice of forced school busing, by working to improve the educational experience
for every child in America. It can be done and we must begin now. Let us use our
resources and energies to restore the neighborhood school and educational excel-
lence and opportunity in America.

THE FORCED SCHOOL BUSING LOTTERY IN BEAUMONT, TEX.

As a result of an August 5, 1981 decision by Judge Robert Parker, approximately
4,000 children in Beaumont in grades 4-8 have been assigned to schools across town
through a ping-pong lottery. There are approximately 10,000 in the South Park
Independent School District, where the school assignment lottery took place.
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According to the SPISD, the impact of the busing order has already had a
devastating effect. Consider these figures:

1. LI 1981 the SPISD had to order 12 additional buses at a cost of $281,160.
2.-Operating costs for this forced busing will be an additional $144,000 per year.

Additional maintenance costs will be $40,000 per year.
3. The additional salaries for the transportation of the 3,600-4,000 students under-

going forced school busing, will be ap roximately $57,573 per year.
Therefore, approximate additional transportation costs for this forced school

busin in the SPISD will the $522,733.
4. Because of the shift of students in several school buildings in the SPISD as a

result of this order, many buildings are not nearly at capacity level, while others
are very over-crowded. The SPISD estimates that the cost in non-use of existing
buildings (for utilities etc. which are central and automatic) will cost the SPISD
$154,000 per year. Over-use of existing buildings will cost the District close to
$28,000 per year. Relocation of portable facilities will cost an additional $12,000 per
year.

5. The SPISD estimates that it took more than 2,000 man hours to implement the
ping-pong lottery at a cost of $20,000 to the District. This does not include future
implementation costs.

6. The SPISI~s figures show that the school district has lost 527 students this year
from enrollment last year, since the forced busing order has been implemented.

PERCENT OF MINORITY STUDENTS IN BIG CITY SCHOOLS
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DALLAS INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT COSTS DUE TO FORCED SCHOOL BUSING

In th& Dallas Independent School District, buses travel approximately 5 million
miles to take children away from neighborhood schools at a cost of $1.2 million in
gasoline alone.

With new school buses getting only 4 miles per gallon, with an approximate
cost of 75 cents per mile, this extra distance is completely senseless.

The total cost for transportation for Dallas County Schools has risen sharply from
$545,087 for the 1970 academic year, to $5,030,086 for the 1979 academic year.

In 1979 the cost of pruchasing a regular 72 passenger school bus was $8,039, but
rose to $20,000 per bus in 1979.

Since 1979 the number of bus routes, with desegregation plans, in the DISD has
increased from 40 bus routes in 1970 to an amazing 475 bus routes in 1979.

There are similar statistics for other cities under going forced school busing.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JAMES M. COLLINS, REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. CowLNs. Mr. Chairman, the 1981 Gallup poll showed that 72
percent of the American public supports an end to forced school

sing. President Reagan has denounced forced busing as a failure
and Attorney General William French Smith, in May of 1981, said



182

that to insist on the court having this as its only remedy, hence-
forth that there should be -other remedies that can be imposed.

We have several of those.to suggest. We have seen David Armor,
who is a Harvard sociologist, prove that "white flight" accounted
for over 50 percent of white losses and that it resulted out of forced
school busing. If you take enrollments in my own school district in
Dallas, and remember that, what they are talking about is ending
segregation. Yet what has happened in our city is an increase from
a 38-percent minority enrollment school district to where it is an
80-percent minority school district-80 percent minority. So, in-
stead of ending segregation, what we have tended to do is complete-
ly segregate the public school system in our city.

In my Dallas school district we had 97,000 Anglos when we
started forced busing; we.now have 58,000 Anglos today. We could
cite Prince Georges County in Maryland. They have a school over
there that in 1972 was 47 percent black, and today it's 77 percent
black. It's the same story all over the country.

Now, the way these judges go about this is haphazard and some-
times I beli- ve a hard-to-defend method. Down in Texas, not since
the days of Goliad, have we worked out the solution by drawing the
black ping-pong balls. Back in Goliad this is how they decided who
got killed. Today, if yc; draw a certain ping-pong ball in Beaumont
you get bused. In Bcaumont, instead of taking any equity, any
fairness, any equality of opportunity, it's just a question of did you
draw the wrong ping-pong ball.

In scholastic aptitude tests from the time-and after all, that is
the measure of what is happening to education in America-from
the time that we actively started school busing 15 years ago, the
scholastic aptitude tests in America have just been in a steady
decline. Today a senior knows 10 percent less than a senior knew
at the time that they graduated 15 years ago. And that's in spite of
having better buildings, better facilities, and better teachers who
are higher paid in terms of real dollars. Teachers are making more
in real dollars than they did 15 years ago. And we even have
classes that have smaller sizes.

There are many disadvantages to forced school busing, as we all
know, as far as individual students are concerned. A student who is
forced to be bused across town develops tensions; a student that is
forced to bus across town develops fatigue. They're not able to play
with friends after school. If they get sick in the morning at 10
o'clock, they've got to wait until 3:30 or 4:00 before they can get
home. If they want to go out for athletics or want to be in a school
play, they miss out. It's just contrary to the entire concept of
growing up.

We have two alternatives which we think should be considered
very, very strongly. In my own area down in Dallas we have a
school in the Richardson School District which is not only superior
in academics but is superior in what they came up with. They are
volunteer schools. It's Hamilton Park and it's' in the middle of a
neighborhood that is predominantly a black neighborhood. They
told any white students anywhere in town that they would give
them an opportunity to come. They have a tremendous waiting list
of students who want to come to that school. They also have told
any black student that didn't want to stay in the school, they had
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the right to transfer. And in 5 years, only one black student has
asked to transfer out.

Now, there are many reasons for the success of this school. They
have advanced classes; they even have a computer technology; they
teach languages. They have a program which I think is a tremen-
dous help to people that are working. They let them come in at 7
in the morning and keep them there until 5:30 or 6 in the after-
noon. They have crack teachers. But in any event, because they
have set up a model school, there is a big waiting list. It's been a
success, and the students that have come out of there show well on
all of their grades and all of the aptitude tests.

The other thing that would, be an excellent alternative is to have
freedom of choice. What could be more fair than to let any student
in the city choose any school where they have the type of studies
that they want. In many cities, for instance, they teach German
only in one school. Give them a right to go to that school. If they
want to specialize in some type of prearchitectural or preengineer-
ing training, they ought to be able to go to that school or which-
ever school they want. That's freedom of choice, because if you do
that, every youngster in every city has exactly the same squareopportunity.The percentage of minority students in the big city schools isn't

just confined to my city. We're ruining the school systems of Amer-
ica because no longer are they able to have balanced schools.

Now, I'll just take some of these figures of minority student
enrollment between 1968 and 1977 which happen to be the last
figures I have. Atlanta has grown from 61 percent to 88 percent;
Boston has gone from 31 to 56; Cleveland from 57 to 61, and has
moved very rapidly in the past few years. Dallas in 1968 was 38, in
1977 it was up to 80; Detroit, 60 to 81; Los Angeles, 46 to 63. You
can go down the line. The only one that hasn t changed much is
Washington, D.C., which is 94 percent in 1968 and 96 percent now.

There s one other thing, Mr. Chairman, I think we should very
carefully keep in mind. If we continue to eliminate the public
school concept, eliminate the concept that the public schools repre-
sent all of the students throughout the entire city, you're going to
find that tax support is needed, public support is needed, and it's
the community standing behind the schools that's needed. If we
don't let the schools represent all of the students in the city, in the
future, the entire public school system of this country can be
challenged and it will lack the public support that it needs for its
growth and for its future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Well, we thank you, Congressman Collins. I

might add for the record, Congressman Collins, you have sponsored
an amendment to the Justice Department authorization on the
subject, as I recall.

Mr. COLLINS. That's right, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Will you spell out the amendment for me, just

for the purpose of the record?
Mr. COLLNS. In order that the Justice Department could concen-

trate on crime, this amendment specifies that the Justice Depart-
ment, as is the right and the prerogative of Congress-as we know,
we can specify their duties, but in this amendment we specify that

I
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no student-in other words, that the salary of no one in the Justice
Department or no funds will be appropriated for Justice Depart-
ment expenditures that involve the transportation of any student
beyond the school that's nearest to his home. In other words, it
simply would take the Justice Department from starting new law-
suits.

Now, it doesn't keep them from persisting in following up on the
suits that they have; nor does it prevent them from using other
alternatives besides busing. In other words, they could go to the
magnet schools or go to the freedom of choice, or any other alterna-
tive I might also add, that an amendment has come up in the
Senate, which goes beyond this and is even more constructive than
this amendment because it limits the distance which you can go
from school and also it has a 50-minute time limit, and also a
mileage distance. And if that continues to prevail on the floor, that
would give us even more grounds for ending forced busing.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I take it you have also cosponsored other
initiatives?

Mr. COLLINS. I very strongly do and I might say that the constitu-
tional amendment and Mr. Mottl's amendment is coming very
close, we hope, to coming on the floor. I understand we only lack 20
cosponsors or 20 signatures to get a discharge petition to bring it to
the floor.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. You remember the fate of that amendment in
the last Congress.

Mr. COLLINS. Yes; but I believe that as more and more cities have
had an opportunity to learn about forced busing, that we will do
better.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. From your statement, I gather you, of course,
are opposed to mandatory school busing determined by the courts.
You are for freedom of choice, you are for magnet school programs,
and you are for other special programs devoted to achieving equal
opportunity among the races for education; is that correct?

Mr. COLLINS. We have so much pretraining which has been vital,
and if I had one suggestion, it would be to provide for opportunities
for youngsters to go to work. I think it's one of the unfortunate
situations Dr. Williams, up at the University of Pennsylvania, has
stressed, too. But the great need in America is for more youngsters
to be able to take pretraining, to have more job opportunities while
they're young, to take care of their idle time and also to better
adjust them to society.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. One of the points you suggest is that educa-
tional achievement test scores have declined as a result of busing.
But it's been observed that the decline in the SAT scores is really
nationwide, that this is a general phenomenon of public school
systems. Siice only 3 percent of the children in America are bused
under desegregation plans, the decline cannot be attributed merely
to busing alone.

Mr. COLLINS. We did check the private schools and the public
schools. The private schools do better, and I would have felt it is
because of the pressure on public schools that they wouldn't do as
well. The private schools have consistently done better than the
public school system. In fact, we even had one survey in Dallas
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where the children that were force-bused, compared to those that
were not, showed a perceptible difference.

Mr. KASTNMEIER. I think that may be the case in any event, as
private schools do achieve higher levels, irrespective of busing, I
might add, than public schools. If the busing plan were not im-
posed b the court, or the State plan, and was mandated by the
school district itself without resort to the court, would you also
object to thaI.

Mr. COLLNS. No, I wouldn't. But what has happened, Mr. Chair-
man, that has resulted many times in the past, is that the board of
education or the Department of Education has very strongly sug-
gested that in order to have any Federal funding, that they better
bring them on. I don't know of any school system in America that
would willfully, voluntarily? ever put their students under a forced
busing system. You see, it s all contrary to the whole system. I$ all
began under the Brown case. A black child was seven blocks from
home and they forced her to be bused. So they told that little girl,
the said, "You're entitled to go to the school nearest to your home
andthey can't force you to be moved."

Then we turn and we have done diametrically the opposite. We
don't let children go to the school nearest to their home and we
force them to be bused. We have exactly reversed it. And you're a
lawyer. You know that wasn't the intent of the courts.

Mr. KATNMER. I think the intent of the decision was to
achieve school desegregation, not necessarily by busing, but only as
a last resort if we failed-and I say we, collectively.

Mr. CoLLINs. What's the limitation on freedom of choice to let
the child go anywhere in the city they would want to? It seems to
me the fairest of all, and they tried that and the courts ruled they
couldn't do it.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I assume we could have a long, productive
colloquy on the subject. In any event, I want to thank you for your
interest in the subject. I know it's been of keen interest to you over
the years.

Mr. COLLINS. It really is, because I think education, just as you
do, is the greatest challenge and greatest opportunity and the
greatest feature that those of us in Congress can devote our efforts
to. I am inserting specific charts on the examples I mentioned in
my statement for the record.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. KAMTENMEIER. Do counsel have questions?
[No response.]
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Thank you very much.
Next, the Chair would be pleased to greet our honorable col-

league, who will testify today, the distinguished Congressman from
California, Mr. Norman Shumway. We are very pleased to have
you with us.

TEnSMONY o, NoRMAN D. SHUMWAY, MEMBER OF CONGRWi

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I thank you for yeur decision
to hold hearings on the subject of arbitrary school assignment, and am equally
grateful for this opportunity to present my views on this subject to you. I realize
this is a sensitive subject, and there are those who are standing by who will be
prompt to criticize you or me for whatever position or decision we may take.



186

Nevertheless, the subject is of such importance in America today that I believe we
must act, and do so decisively. -

. I appear at your subcommittee today as the father of six children, all of whom
have been or now are being educated in the public school system of this country. I
also appear before you as a devote believer in the American system which guaran-
tees freedom for all citizens of this country, and provides recourse and remedies
where freedoms have been violated. In this contex, let me make it clear that I fully
subsecirbe to the ideal that all children in America regardless of race, or distinction,
are entitled to a full and challenging educational opportunity. Racial bias, and the
segregation which often results frorn it, should have no place in our school system
nor, for that matter, should it be tolerated in any part of our society. Equality of
opportunity is a cornerstone of the American way of life, and I am fully committed
to protect it or see it achieved in a greater degree for all Americans.

Prior to being elected to.Congress in 1978, I served as a county supervisory in my
home state of California. During that period of time, my children attended schools
in Stockton. In 1977, the Stockton Unified School District abandoned the concept of
neighborhood schools and began a plan of cross city busing as its remedy to alleviate
seg~gation. The inevitable "white flight" followed immediately after. Two neighbor-
ing school districts to the north of Stockton, Lincoln Unified and Lodi Unified,
received an influx of new students so great that portable classrooms and double
sessions were reuired. The situation continues even to this day. As a result, the
former "majority" in many of Stockton's schools has now become the "minority",
and the school district has been hard pressed to make its program work. Thousands
of new homes have been built in North Stockton and Lodi, creating many vacancies
in the inner city and contributing to the overall decline of Stockton's older neigh-
borhoods.

I fully recognize that statistics can be put together in such a way as to indicate
that desegregation programs like Stockton's have been successful. Indeed, in Stock-
ton Unified School District, a desegregation task force recently issued a report
which indicated that several schools in the district had made substantial improve-
ments toward complete desegregation. However, the statistics cannot evaluate prop-
erly some of the intangible actors connected with forced school assignment, and it
is these factors which I think are the primary reason why forced busing as a
remedy for desegregation has not been effective in terms of enhancing educational
opportunity for America's youth. I am satisfied, based upon my own experience,
that busing is divisive remedy, and works a hardship towards both the minority and
majority children and families. In fact, literally hundreds of families have contacted
me to express their extreme frustration at the busing program. In many cases, they
have arduously saved money in order to purchase a home in a neighborhood which
would feed to a school more to their liking, only to find that the school district has
reassigned their children or perhaps many of the other children in that school, back
to the inferior schools from whence they came. In many such cases, hopes have been
dashed, and in my opinion, the American ideal has been lost.

We have attempted to foist off onto our school children, and school systems in
general, the burden to solve a social problem which is not unique to schools. The
problem really traces back to our patterns of housing and construction of neighbor-

oods. Accordingly, our efforts to resolve the problem should be directed at this
level. Our failure to do so, and the resulting blame and burden on the school
system, has victimized America's youth. Some of our students, realizing that they
have been moved about like pawns on a chess board for no reason of their own
making, have emerged from the system somewhat embittered and perhaps even
more biased than preceding generations.

It seems to me that if equality is not present in our school system, we should
work to achieve it by spending money and resources to enhance the educational
environment. Our money would be better used if it went into finer schoo facilities
and better op rtunities within the classroom. I fully support the idea of creating a
more favorabe ratio between teachers and students .in schools which leve had a
history of low test scores. Other incentives could likewise be offered, to the end that
schools could be made more attractive and desireable for students of all races to
attend.

Finally, I know that my remarks will be criticized by some as reflecting a white
majority viewpoint. I know of no way to address this sensitive issue in a meaningful
fashion and avoid such criticism. However, I believe that we have come to the point
where all Americans must necessarily prioritize their ideals. The guarantee of
freedom for all citizens under the 14th Amendment, rather than the erstwhile
"freedom" to attend a racially balanced school as asserted by some, is simply a
higher need and a more worthy goal for America today. I believe that it would be
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served by ending the arbitrary assignment of students to schools based upon their
race or other such factors.

TESTIMONY OF HON. NORMAN SHUMWAY, REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES FROM THE 14TH DIS-
TRICT OF CALIFORNIA
Mr. SHUMWAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the sub-

committee.
I would like to express my appreciation to you for holding hear-

ings on this subject and my appreciation for the opportunity to be
here to speak to you on my views on the subject. I realize it's a
ver sensitive one, and certainly there are those standing by who
will be prompt to criticize you or me for whatever position or
decision we may take. Nevertheless, I think the subject is of such
importance in America today that we must act, and I think we
must do so decisively.

I appear at your subcommittee today as the father of six chil-
dren, all of whom have been or now are being educated in the
public school systems of this country. I also appear before you as a
devoted believer in the American system which guarantees free-
dom for all citizens of this country, and provides recourse and
remedies where freedoms have been violated.

In this context, let me make it clear that I fully subscribe to the
ideal that all children in America, regardless of race or other
distinction, are entitled to a full and challenging educational oppor-
tunity. Racial bias and the segregation which often results from it
should have no place in our school system nor, for that matter,
should it be tolerated in any part of our society. Equality of oppor-
tunity is a cornerstone of the American way of life, and I am fully
committed to protect it or see it achieved in a greater degree for all
Americans.

Prior to being elected to Congress in 1978, I served as a county
supervisor in my home state of California. During that period of
time, my children attended public schools in Stockton. In 1977, the
Stockton Unified School District abandoned the concept of neigh-
borhood schools and began a plan of cross-city busing as its remedy
to alleviate segregation.

The inevitable "white flight" followed immediately after. Two
neighborhood school districts to the north of Stockton, Lincoln
United and Lodi Unified, received an influx of new students so
great that portable classrooms and double sessions were required.
The situation continues even to this day. As a result, the so-called"majority" in many of Stockton's schools has now become the"minority." and the, school district has been hard-pressed to make
its program work. Thousands of new homes have been built in
North Stockton and Lodi, creating many vacancies in the inner
city and contributing to the overall decline of Stockton's older
neighborhoods.

I fully recognize that statistics can be put together in such a way
as to indicate that desegregation programs like Stockton's have
been successful indeed. In Stockton Unified School District, a de-
segregation task force recently issued a report which indicated that
several schools in the district had made substantial improvements
toward complete desegregation.

88-140 0-82- 13
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However, it's my feeling the statistics cannot evaluate properly
some of the intangible factors connected with forced school assign-
ment, and it is these factors which I think are the primary reason
why forced busing as a remedy for desegeregation has not been
effective in terms of enhancing educational opportunity for Ameri-
ca's youth.

I am satisfied, based upon my own experience and observations,
that busing is a divisive remedy and works a hardship towards
both the minority and majority children and families. In fact,
literally hundreds of families have contacted me to express their
extreme frustration at the busing program. In many cases, they
have arduously saved money in order to purchase a home in a
neighborhood which would feed to a school more to their liking,
only to find once they got there that the school district has reas-
signed their children, or perhaps many of the other children in
that school, back to the inferior schools from whence they came. In
many such cases, hopes have been dashed and, in my opinion, the
American ideal has been lost.

We have attempted to foist off onto our school children, and
school systems in general, the burden to solve a social problem
which is not attributable to schools. The problem really traces back
to our patterns of housing and construction of neighborhoods. Ac-
cordingly, our efforts to resolve the problem should be directed at
this level. Our failure to do so, and the resulting blame and burden
on the school system, has victimized America's youth.

Some of our students, realizing that they have been moved about
like pawns on a chessboard for no reason of their own making,
have emerged from the system somewhat embittered and perhaps
even more biased than preceding generations.

In that respect, Mr. Chairman, I believe we are taking steps
backwards, which we cannot afford to do.

It seems to me that if equality is not present in our school
system, we should work to achieve it by spending money and
resources to enhance the educational environment. Our money
would be better used if it went into finer school facilities and better
opportunities within the classroom. I fully support the idea of
creating a more favorable ratio between teachers and students in
schools which have had a history of low test scores. Other incen-
tives could likewise be offered, to the end that schools could be
made more attractive and desirable for students of all races to
attend.

Finally, I know that my remarks will be criticized by some as
reflecting a bias, perhaps a white majority viewpoint. I know of no
way to address this sensitive issue in a meaningful fashion and
avoid such criticism. However, I believe that we have come to the
point where all Americans must necessarily prioritize their ideals.

I believe the guarantee of freedom for all citizens under the 14th
amendment, rather than the erstwhile "freedom" to attend a ra-
cially balanced school as asserted by some, is simply a higher need
and a more worthy goal for America today. I believe the need
would be served by ending the arbitrary assignment of students to
schools based upon their race or other such factors.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And again, I appreciate this opportunity to address the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Thank you for presenting your views.
Mr. SHUMWAY. Money and resources that we are now spending

for busing programs should be put in the classroom in terms of
better teacher-pupil ratios and other things that I have alluded to
in my testimony, I really think we would enhance our quality of
education. I think test scores would come up and, in the process of
doing so, we could solve the difficult social problem.

Mr. KASTENME ER. In other words-and I don't say this critical-
ly-what you would have is a separate but more than equal educa-
tional system. You would have a separate system, you could dedi-
cate resources to the upgrading of those various schools, rather
than move students around; is that it?

Mr. SHUMWAY. You might characterize it that way. I would
prefer to describe it as-well, let me first say I certainly do not
endorse the concept of separate but equal. But I think we could
break out of that separate but equal framework not by judicial fiat
requiring forced busing, as we have experienced in the past several
years, but by making some schools so attractive in terms of their
educational achievements and their output and the caliber of in-
struction, with things like field trips, audiovisual facilities that
might be available to groups of students in that school, that by
choosing to do so, the people of this country would break out of
that separate but equal idea. In other words, you might call it a
magnet school, but I think the school system could be made attrac-
tive enough so that people, of their own free choice, would say,
"Hey, I want to be there. I want to be part of that. That looks good
to me."

And thereby we would get what we wanted to do in terms of
solving the social problem, to the extent that schools can, without
having a court decree saying it has to be done by one method,
which I believe, has not been totally effective.

Mr. KA8TENMEJER. As far as Congress is concerned, do you rec-
ommend changing the Constitution, a constitutional amendment?

Mr. SHUMWAY. Well, I wish it were not necessary to change the
Constitution. Frankly, I think we should not be toying with that
document willy-nilly, particularly in an area as controversial and
as difficult as this one. But it seems to me if you can achieve no
other kind of relief, we at least should set up the flag of warning
that we are going to resort to this unless there are other legislative
remedies.

The courts can see that this is a system that many of us in
Congress are no longer pleased with, no longer can support, and
change their decisions accordingly.

I'm satisfied that now we have so refined our scrutiny of the 14th
amendment that we can, much better than just two or three dec-
ades ago, identify those areas where indeed discrimination is
taking place and apply meaningful remedies. I'm just suggesting
that school busing, as its been forced upon us in the past, is not the
kind of remedy we should be looking for. I think if the courts could
understand that and we could get away from that, a constitutional
amendment would not be necessary.
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Mr. KA8TNMEzL Well, we appreciate our colleaue's deep inter-
est in this vexatious question of school desegregaton and his ear-

nest views on the subject. And we thank you for your appearance.
Do counsel have any questions.
Ms. Coopn. Yes, I have one. Thank you.
In the next few months the subcommittee will be hearing from a

variety of educators and social scientists and others with some
expertise in the field. Some of these persons feel very strongly that
the evidence is there that only through actual desegregation that
decreases the racial isolation of minorities can there be educational
improvement for minority students. They contend that the evi-
dence is there, that when desegregation does occur, achievement
does go up. They are also of the view that voluntary programs,
such as magnet schools and compensatory programs without deseg-
regation do not work.

If the evidence is so strong that you came to agree with their
conclusions as to the educational need for desegregation would that
alter your view as to the wisdom of busing as a remedy?

Mr. SHUMWAY. No. I would say it would not,
I have heard those arguments. I have seen those statistics. We

have essentiallIT heard that same thing over the past several years
as busing decisions have been made. The social sciences have come
in and said that essentially minorities cannot achieve quality cdu-
cation in the segregated classrooms and therefore we must neces-
sarily transport the students throughout the district. I think I am
quite well aware of what they will tell this committee and the
evidence they will furnish you. I am satisfied again they can cite
statistics to support their viewpoint.

But I-frankly, I've seen figures that range all the way around
the wall. I think that perhaps, just as much, there could be statis-
tics cited by social scientists on the other side, indicating that these
programs have not been successful.

But what I am suggesting to the subcommittee is that more than
what these numbers might reveal, there is an intangible aspect of
this that maybe cannot be quantitatively evaluated and that is in
terms of what we are doing to people and the way they think about
racial problems in our society, how neighborhoods are constituted,
how school districts are weakened and are no longer able to pres-
ent a sound program because of white flight, whatever you might
characterize it as. Those are the things that I think likewise have
to be considered and balanced against the figures and evidence
which will be offered by the social scientists.

I just think, in my view, with that great array of thought and
evidence, my priorities would have to come down on the side of
those who see that we have now experimented with forced busing
in America and it has not been successful because of the attitudes
created. Because of the the backward progress that has prompted,
we should abandon it as a remedy.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Mr. KAnTNMEIER. Mr. Boyd.
Mr. BoYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Congressman, last week the subcommittee heard testimony from

Dr. Robinson from Charlotte, N.C., the superintendent of the Meck-
lenburg County schools. You may recall that Charlotte was in-
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evolved in the Swann case in 1977, which produced an important
mandate for forced busing, and ultimately was confirmed by the
Supreme Court.

It was his testimony that in the first few years after the 1971
decision Charlotte experienced a significant amount of disruption,
white flight, and a decline in- test scores. But since 1975, he testi-
fied that trend has reversed itself, with the result that the test
scores have approached a level never before attained.

In Stockton, is it your experience that there has-been any sort of
reversal or change in test scores?

Mr. SHUMWAY. No; I can't tell you what those scores are. I
haven't seen them. I have been back here for the last 3 years and
just have not-they haven't been published, to my knowledge, nor
have I sought them out.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
Mr. SHUMWAY. What I am speaking about primarily is just the

attitude which I, as a politician from Stockton, am really quite
aware of and feel that I am somewhat expert in describing. The
Stockton test scores have to be presented somewhere else.

Mr. BOYD. What sort of a bus trip is normal for the students?
Mr. SHUMWAY. Being bused in Stockton, perhaps a maximum of

50 minutes.
Mr. BOYD. Each way?
Mr. SHUMWAY. Each way, a minimum of 15 minutes each way.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Well, again, let me thank our colleague for

his appearance.
[Witness excused.]
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Our next witnesses are three persons consti-

tuting a very distinguished panel, but the Chair is going to recess
the hearing just a few minutes to enable more of our colleagues to
attend and have the benefit of Dr. Diana Pearce from the Center of
National Policy Review; Dr. David Armor from the Rand Corp.;
and Prof. Christine Rossell from Boston University.

[Recess.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will again come to order.
In the last few years, concern over white flight has dominated

the debate on the chances for success of school desegregation plans.
But in the public debate, little in the way of hard evidence has
been produced. Today we hope to begin to correct that record, for
three of our witnesses bring to their testimony careers of careful
objective study oQf the impact of school desegregation on housing
and schooing choices.

Is white flight so linked to schooling desegregation that the
latter is doomed to failure? Conversely, can school desegregation
plans be implemented that lead to stable desegregated neighbor-
hoods that eventually need no school busing?

Those are some of the things we hope to talk about. And now we
are going to hear from our panel of experts.
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TESTIMONY OF DR. DIANA M. PEARCE, CENTER FOR NATION.
AL POLICY REVIEW, CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY; DR. DAVID
ARMOR, RAND CORP.; AND PROF. CHRISTINE ROSSELL,
BOSTON UNIVERSITY
Mr. EDWARDS. Our first panelist is Dr. Diana Pearce. Dr. Pearce

is director of research at the Center for National Policy Review at
Catholic University. Her recent study, "Breaking Down Barriers-
New Evidence on the Impact of Metropolitan Desegregation on
Housing Patterns," provides fascinating and encouraging insights
into the dynamic relationship between housing and schooling segre-
gation and desegregation.

Then we are going to hear from Dr. David Armor. Dr. Armor is
senior social scientist at the Rand Corp. Dr. Armor has authored
several well-known studies on the subject of white flight and has
testifled-tw-a number of school desegregation cases.

Then finally we are going to hear from Christine H. Rossell,
professor of political science at Boston University. Professor Rossell
is also the author of several distinguished studies on the subject of
white flight, although her conclusions differ from Dr. Armor's.

I am going to suggest the questions from the members be re-
served until all members of the panel have presented their state.-
ments. Without objection, all of the full statements will be made
part of the record.

We are now going to hear from Dr. Diana Pearce.
[The complete statements follow:]

STATEMENT BY DIANA M. PEARCE, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, CENTER FOR NATIONAL
Poucy REvIEw

Thank-u--fo the opportunity to testify before your committee today on the
question of busing remedies for school segregation. My name is Diana Pearce and I
am Director of Research at the Center for National Policy Review at Catholic
Univerity Law School here in Washington, D.C.

I am going to start with my "punch line", and that is that "The Best Way To End
Busing is by Busing."

It is tragic that Congress is, at this time, considering measures that would
seriously weaken the efforts to eliminate unconstitutional segregation of America's
public schools. It is tragic, first, because we are finally making real progress;
segregated schools have been virtually eliminated in many states, much of the
South and many of the smaller cities of the North, Midwest and West. It is tragic,
for it is achieving widespread acceptance by those people and communities experi-
encing it; while it is not surprising that the overwhelming majority of blacks
endorse busing, it should be noted that of those whites who have experienced
busing, 85 percent found it very or partly satisfactory (Harris Poll, March, 1981).
Each year, new communities quietly begin desegregation programs such as Indiana-
polis this year and St. Louis last year, but widespread acceptance and peaceful
inaugurations of busing do not make the news.

Finally, it is ironic because evidence is now accumulating that broad-based school
desegregation plans that use busing, not only end racial isolation of both white and
minority students, but break down barriers in housing as well, leading to increased
housing integration. And of course, with increased housing integration, less busing
is necessary for schools to be integrated. It is on this phenomenon that I will
concentrate my testimony today.

To anticipate, a question frequently rasied by the above statement is that on
resegregation; that is, does not mandatory busing lead to such massive white flight
that schools as well as housing end up resegregated rather than integrated? The
short answer to that is "it depends."

The first white flight studies concentrated on central city school districts which
had relatively large, and often rapidly growing, minority concentrations, and were
surrounded by virtually all-white suburan areas. (Coleman, et al, 1975) Though
white flight is sometime quite significant in these cities, it began long before school
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desegregation was even a possibility, and it continues to characterize a number of
cities that have never had any school desegregation. (Orfield, 1978) Chicago is a
prime example of such a city; it is now losing between 10 and 15 percent of its white
enrollment per year, more at the lower grade levels, and this is occurring in the
absence of any desegregation plan. (Pearce, Darden, Farley, 1981)

Later white flight studies have taken account of such previous trends, plus the
nearly universal demographic decline in birth rates, particularly among whites.
Though disagreeing on the magnitude of the additional losses attributable to school
desegregation, there Is a consistent agreement that the losses are much less in
school districts which have desegregated on a metropolitan-widebases (Armor, 1980;
Rossell, 1978; Farley, et al., 1980; Giles, 1977; Social Scienties' Statement, 1980).

But the differences go beyond that; broad-based, metropolitan school desegrega-
tion has a profound effect on housing patterns. To determine what those effects
were, and their magnitude, I conducted an intensive study of a number of cities.
(Pearce, 1980) Because the effects on housing take longer to become apparent-one
can change school racial composition virtually overnight, while it may take years
for housing changes to become apparent-cites were selected that had had a metro-
politan desegregation plan in effect for at least five years. Not all of these, by the
way, were court-ordered; several were a mixture of community-based action and
outside pressure by state, federal, or civil rights groups. But all involved busing and
all resulted in very large decreases in the levels of racial isolation in the schools.

Each of these was then matched, as closely as possible, with a community similar
in size, racial composition, ethnic mix, and region. The major difference in each pair
was that one had had metropolitan school desegregation for at least five years,
while the other had had no, or only partial, desegregation. (See Appendix tables for
list of cities.)

In each pair of cities, it was found that the community that had had metropoli-
tan-wide school desegregation had experienced substantially greater reductions in
housing segregation than the otherwise-similar community that had not had broad-
based school desegregation. Moreover, the trend seems to be cumulative, that is,
housing integration continues to rise year after year. Riverside, California was the
earliest of the cities in this study, having begun their desegregation program in
1965; by 1978 they had eliminated- busing in all but four of the twenty-one elemen-
tary attendance areas; the other seventeen school attendance areas had become
sufficiently racially integrated so that busing was no longer necessary in order to
maintain racial balance in the schools. The same phenomenon is occurring else-
where as well; as the Superintendent testified a few days ago, Charlotte has been
able, with each revision of its plan, to reduce busing, and just last year, removed
from the busing program a neighborhood and its school because it is now sufficient-
ly residentially integrated so as to not require busing for racial balance. Evanston,
Illinois began busing black students to every school in the system a dozen years ago,
but now only three schools are integrated by busing; the rest are neighborhood
schools, integrated by black, white, and Hispanic students who walk to school.

Why and how does broad-based school desegregation reduce housing segregation?
1. It changes the housing choice process.-Courts as well as social scientists have

recognized that segregated schools, contribute to housing segregation. Schools tend
to stamp their identity on the neighborhood, and school boundaries often actually
define neighborhood boundaries. When schools are segregated and racially identifi-
able they tend to influence housing choices along racial lines; whites are not likely
to buy in a neighborhood with a black or minority school, while minorities may find
it difficult to buy into a community with a white school.

A survey of real estate brokers' practices in the study cities revealed that, where
the schools are segregated, whites are steered away from minority or mixed schools.
Likewise, a HUD study of housing discrimination in forty cities (HUD, 1979) docu-
mented the use of schools to steer homeseekers, as in the following remark recorded
by one of the homeseekers in Monroe, La.: [Agent said]. . "that no blacks attend-
ed the school where the #2 inspected house was located."

Real estate advertising practices in the study cities showed similar patterns. If
school names were neutral geographic information, they would be mentioned about
as often in one city as another. But that was not the case; schools were mentioned
in newspaper ads much more frequently in the cities with segregated schools, i.e.,
where they-give information about the race of the school and neighborhood as well
as the location. Moreover the actual schools named were overwhelmingly white and
not a single ad in any city named a predominantly minority school. (see Table 2; the
median was 98 percent, i.e. half of the named schools were 98 to 100 percent white.)
In short, racially identifiable schools facilitate housing choices along racial lines. In
contrast, when schools in a metropolitan area are racially integrated, other less
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segregative choice factors become more important, and the surveyed real estate
agents were much more willing to show homes throughout the community.

2. It supports the integrated neighborhood.-By exempting integrated neighbor-
hoods from busing, as is true of many desegregation plans, a positive incentive is set
up that supports the development of integrated neighborhoods and helps to counter-
act racial transition. In many metropolitan plans, the only neighborhoods that have
neighborhood schools are those that are racially integrated.

3. It gives experience with integration that reduces the fears of both blacks and
white.-Not only the students, but the parents experience working together with
school staff on the common goal of education for the children. The advent of
residential integration is thus not a totally new experience, and may well be
encouraged as a means to acquiring a neighborhood school.

4. It makes desegregation the legitimate and offwial position.--Segreated schools
implicitly but powerfully give legitimacy to segregation as an organizing principle
for all areas of life, for adults as well as children. Desegregated schools, by support-
ing integration in public education, and giving it official sanction, reinforce and
support integration in other areas, including housing.

These research studies and recent trends lead to three conclusions:
1. Busing, when used in broad-based plans, is a temporary solution.-While seen

by many critics as a "bitter pill," busing should also be seen as an effective, and
relatively rapid, cure for the disease of segregation. In a sense, we can have our
cake and eat it too; that is we can overcome the illegal segregation of school
children, and get rid of busing, if we but give it the opportunity to work.

2. School segregation is a metropolitan problem, and it therefore requires a metro-
politan solution.-We have long since recognized that for many of our urban prob-
lems, we cannot stop at the border of the central city; it would be absurd to stop
water pipes, sewage disposal, or mass transit trains at the city boundary. Likewise,
individuals searching for good art, good books, or good schools, are not bound by
municipal lines. If we are to have stable and longlasting solutions to school segrega-
tion, they must be metropolitan solutions.

3. We are indeed moving towards two societies, but in a different sense than the
Kerner Commission meant.-The commission warned that America was moving
towards two societies, one black and one white, and I think that that is true of
many cities where there has been little or no reduction of segregation in the schools
(or elsewhere.) In these cities, segregation in one area reinforces it in others, in a
vicious circle that locks racial groups into spiraling inequality. In contrast, in the"other" society are cities that have gone a great distance along the road to solving
the problems of inequality of opportunity (which is not to say that all the problems
have been solved) and metropolitan desegregation has been a key element in that
progress. As a nation, I think we must ask ourselves which society we want in the
future.

The choices facing Congress today are whether or not to support and encourage
the very real, and very difficult, struggles of the many communities such as Char-
lotte, Wilmington, Indianapolis, and Wi-hita which are seeking to create real equal-
ity of opportunity for all their citizens. That support can take the form of facilitat-
ing local and voluntary solutions as well as providing direct Federal support for the
ending of unconstitutional segregation.

The alternative would be to turn the clock back, and to turn our backs on the
children of America. We would all-black, brown, and white-be losers. And it
would be tragic and ironic to do so, at this time, just as it is becoming clear that
under the right circumstances and with the will, we can end segregation and
busing.
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Dr. PEARCE. Thank you for the opportunity to testify before your
committee today on the question of busing remedies for school
segregation. I am going to start with my "punch line," and that is
that the best way to end busing is by busing.

It is track that Congress is, at this time, considering measures
that would seriously weaken the efforts to eliminate unconstitu-
tional segregation of America's public schools. It is tragic, first,
because we are finally making real progress. Segregated schools
have been virtually eliminated in many states, much of the South,
and many of the smaller cities in the North, Midwest, and West.

It is tragic, for it is achieving widespread acceptance by those
people and communities experiencing it, as you heard people tes-
tify before the committee. While it is not surprising that the over-
whelming majority of blacks endorse busing, it should be noted
that of those whites who have experienced busing, 85 percent found
it very or partly-satisfactory. (Harris Poll, March, 1981)

Each year, new communities quietly begin desegregation pro-
grams, such as Indianapolis this year and St. Louis last year, but
widespread acceptance and peaceful inaugurations of busing do not
make the news.

Finally, it is ironic because evidence is now accumulating that
broad-based school desegregation plans that use busing not only
end racial isolation of both white and minority students but break
down barriers in housing as well, leading to increased housing
integration. Of course, with increased housing integration, less
busing is necessary for schools to be integrated. It is on this phe-
nomenon that I will concentrate my testimony today.

To anticipate, a question frequently raised by the above state-
ment is that of resegregation-that is, does not mandatory busing
lead to such massive white flight that schools as well as housing
end up resegregated rather than integrated? The short answer to
that is, "It depends."

The first white flight studies concentrated on central city school
districts which had relatively large and often rapidly growing mi-
nority concentrations and were-surrounded by virtually all-white
suburban areas. Though white flight is sometimes quite significant
in these cities, it began long before school desegregation was even a
possibility, and it continues to characterize a number of cities that
have never had any school desegregation. Chicago is a prime exam-
ple of such a city. It is now losing between 10 and 15 percent of its
white enrollment per year and even greater numbers at the lower
grade levels, and this is occurring in the absence of any desegrega-
tion plan.

Later white flight studies have taken account of such previous
trends, plus the nearly universal demographic decline in birth
rates, particularly among whites. Though disagreeing on the mag-
nitude of the additional losses attributable to school desegregation,
there is a consistent agreement that the losses are much less in
school districts which have desegregated on a metropolitan-wide
basis.

But the differences go beyond that. Broad-based metropolitan
school desegregation has had a profound effect on housing patterns.
To determine what those effects were and their magnitude, I con-
ducted an intensive study of a number of cities. Because the effects



199

on housing take longer to become apparent-one can change school
racial composition virtually overnight, while it may take years for
housing changes to become apparent-cities were selected that had
had a metropolitan desegregation plan in effect for at least 5 years.
Not all of these, by the way, were court-ordered; several were a
mixture of community-based action and outside pressure by State
or Federal Government entities or civil rights groups. But all in-
volved busing and all resulted in very large decreases in the levels
of racial isolation in the schools.

Each of these cities was then matched as closely as possible with
a community similar in size, racial composition, ethnic mix, and
regional location. The major difference in each pair was that one
had had metropolitan school desegregation for at least 5 years,
while the other had had no or only partial desegregation.

In each pair of cities, it was found that the community that had
had metropolitan-wide school desegregation had experienced sub-
stantially greater reductions in housing segregation than the other-
wise similar community that had not had broad-based school deseg-
regation.

, I refer you to the chart that I brought with me here today. The
cities that have the metropolitan broad-based desegregation plans
are shown with the dotted line, and the ones without school deseg-
regation with only partial or no desegregation are shown with solid
lines. They measure three points in time-1960, 1970, and 1980.
The level of segregation is measured by an index called "index of
dissimilarity," and the numbers of the levels of index are shown on
the lefthand side. When the line goes down, that shows a decline in
the level of segregation.
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As you can see, in each case, by 1980, a city with a metropolitan
desegregation was substantially more integrated and integrating at
a more rapid rate than the other city in the pair.

Do you want me to take you through a couple of cities?
Mr. EDWARDS. Yes, would you, please.
Dr. PEARCE. Take Charlotte and Richmond. During the 1960's-

neither city changed very much in terms of the level of residential-
segregation, and that was a pattern that is true through most of
the United States in the decade of the 1960's. There has been very
little change in residential segregation. Even as we have passed
civil rights laws, they have had relatively little impact on levels of
housing segregation. In fact, in some cases, some of the cities that
were later to desegregate their schools were actually increasing a
little bit; for example, Greenville was increasing its level of resi-
dential segregation in the sixties.

In the decade of the 1980's, though, the two cities split and are
changing very rapidly. As you go into the 1980's, one can see the
cities are going to become farther and farther apart in their resi-
dential patterns and that Charlotte has during the 1970's experi-
enced much more rapid residential integration than did Richmond.

Obviously, other factors can play a part in this. The point of
pairing the cities was to try to get two cities as close together in
every other way, and as you can see, these cities tend to be quite
close together during the 1970's, but when one of them had metro-
politan school desegregation, it had a dramatic impact on residen-
tial patterns.

Almost all the cities, desegregated around 1970 except for River-
side, which started a desegregation plan in 1965, and already by
1970 its housing. had become more residentially integrated, and it
is now quite low in residential segregation.

Moreover, the trend seems to be cumulative. That is, housing
segregation continues to decline year after year. Riverside, Calif.
was the earliest of the cities in this study, having begun busing in
1965. By 1978, they had eliminated busing in all but four of the 21
elementary attendance areas. The other 17 school attendance areas
had become sufficiently racially integrated so that busing was no
longer necessary in order to maintain racial balance in the schools.

The same phenomenon is occurring elsewhere as well. As the
superintendent testified a few days ago, Charlotte has been able,
with each revision of its plan, to reduce busing and just last year
removed from the busing program a neighborhood and its school
because that area is now sufficientlly residentially integrated so as
to not require busing for racial balance.

Evanston, Ill. began busing black students to every school in the
system 12 years ago, but now only three schools are integrated by
busing. The rest are neighborhood schools, integrated by black,
white, and Hispanic students who walk to school. Other cities that
have exempted integrated neighborhoods from their busing pro-
grams include St. Petersburg and Wichita.

Why and how does broad-based school desegregation reduce hous-
ing segregation?

The first reason, I believe, is that it changes the housing choice
process. Courts as well as social scientists have recognized that
segregated schools contribute to housing segregation. Schools tend
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to stamp their identity on the neighborhood, and school boundaries
often actually define neighborhood boundaries. When schools are
segregated and racially identifiable, they tend to influence housing
choices along racial lines. Whites are not likely to buy in a neigh-
borhood with a black or minority school, while minorities may find
it difficult to buy into a community with a white school.

A survey of real estate brokers' practices in the study cities
revealed that where the schools are segregated, whites are steered
away from minority or mixed schools. Likewise, a HUD study of
housing discrimination in 40 cities documented the use of schools
to steer homeseekers, as in the following remark recorded by one of
the white homeseekers in Monroe, La. The agent said, "that no
blacks attended the school where the No. 2 inspected house was
located."

Real estate advertising practices in the study cities showed simi-
lar patterns. If school names were neutral geographic information,
they would be mentioned about as often in one city as another. But
that was not the case. Schools were mentioned in newspaper ads
significantly more frequently in the cities with segregated schools,
that is where they give information about the race of the school
and neighborhood as well as the location. Moreover, the actual
schools named were overwhelmingly white, and not a single ad in
any city named a predominantly minority school. See table 2,
which is appended to my testimony.

The median percentage was 98-percent white, meaning half of
the named schools were 98- to 100-percent white. In short, racially
indentifiable schools facilitate housing choices along racial lines,
locking these communities into a vicious circle with school segrega-
tion reinforcing housing segregation and housing segregation rein-
forcing school segregation.

In contrast, when schools in a metropolitan area are racially
integrated, other less segregative choice factors become more im-
portant, and the surveyed real estate agents were much more
willing to show homes throughout the community.

A second reason that metropolitan desegregation has this effect
on housing patterns, is that it supports the integrated neighbor-
hood. By exempting integrated neighborhoods from busing, as is
true of many desegregation plans, a positive incentive is set up
that supports the development of integrated neighborhoods and
helps to counteract racial transition. In many metropolitan plans,
the only neighborhoods that have neighborhood schools are those
that are racially integrated.

Third, it gives experience with integration that reduces the fears
of both blacks and whites. Not only the students but the parents
experience working together with school staff on the common goal
of education for the children. The advent of residential integration
is thus not a totally new experience and may well be encouraged as
a means to acquiring a neighborhood school.

Fourth, it makes desegregation the legitimate and official posi-
tion. Segregated schools implicitly but powerfully give legitimacy
to segregation as an organizing principle for all areas of life, for
adults as well as children. Desegregated schools, by supporting
integration in public education and ging it official sanction, rein-
force and support integration in other areas, including housing.
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These research studies and recent trends lead to three conclu-
sions:

First, busing, when used in broad-based plans, is a temporary
solution. While seen by many critics as a "bitter pill", busing
should also be seen as an effective and relatively rapid cure for the
disease of segregation. In a sense, we can have our cake and eat it
too; that is, we can overcome the illegal segregation of school
children and get rid of busing, if we but give it the opportunity to
work.

Second, school segregation is a metropolitan problem and it
therefore requires a metropolitan solution. We have long since
recognized that for many of our urban problems, we cannot stop at
the border of the central city. It would be absurd to stop water
pipes, sewage disposal, or mass transit trains at the city boundary.
Likewise, individuals searching for good art, good books, or good
schools are not bound by municipal lines. If we are to have stable
and long-lasting solutions to school segregation, they must be met-
ropolitan solutions. Given the increasing artificiality of municipal
boundaries, it is hypocritical to ignore segregation without metro-
politan organization of schools.

Third, we are indeed ix oving toward two societies, but in a
different sense than the Kerner Commission meant. The Commis-
sion warned that America was moving toward two societies-one
black and one white-and I think that that is true of many cities
where there has been-little or no reduction of segregation in the
schools or elsewhere. In these cities, segregation in one area rein-
forces it in others in a vicious circle that locks racial groups into
spiraling inequality. In contrast, in the "other" society are cities
that have gone a great distance along the road to solving the
problems of inequality of opportunity, which is not to say that all
the problems have been solved, and metropolitan desegregation has
been a key element in that progress. As a nation, I think we must
ask ourselves which society we want in the future.

The choices facing Congress today are whether or not to support
and encourage the very real and very difficult struggles of the
many communities such as Charlotte, Wilmington, Indianapolis,
and Wichita which are seeking to create real equality of opportuni-
ty for all their citizens. That support can take the form of facilitat-
ing local and voluntary solutions as well as providing direct Feder-
al support for the ending of unconstitutional segregation.

The alternative would be to turn the clock back and to turn our
backs on the children of America. We would all-black, brown, and
white-be losers. And it would be tragic and ironic to do so at this
time, just as it is becoming clear that under the right circum-
stances and with the will, we can end segregation and busing.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Dr. Pearce. We will now hear from Dr.
David Armor.

88-140 O-82--14
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Dr. Armor received his Ph.D. in Sociology at Harvard University in 1965,
which he entered as a Woodrow Wilson Fellow. He received his B.A. in
Mathematics and Sociology at the University of California, Berkeley,
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STATEMENT OF DAVID ARIOR[I]

Mr. Chairman aid emberss of the Committee:

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to express my views

on the critical issue of school desegregation and the problem of white

flight.

I want to emphasize that the real issue before you is not school

desegregation itself. Virtually the entire Congress and significant

majorities of American citizens of all races favor integrated schools

today. Rather, the real issue is mandatory busing, or the forced

reassignment of children to schools outside their neighborhoods. The

school desegregation issue would not be controversial today if the

courts had not ordered mandatory busing as a remedy for school

segregation.

Proponents of mandatory busing, including many federal judges, rest

their case on two fallacious arguments. First, they argue that school

desegregation cannot be accomplished by voluntary means, and therefore

coercive methods must be used. Second, they argue that opposition to

mandatory busing is really thinly-disguised opposition to school

desegregation itself, motivated by racial prejudice. Therefore,

opposition to busing--and the white flight that goes with it--should be

ignored when designing desegregation plans. Busing advocates also

[1] This statement is not prepared in connection with a Rand con-
tract or grant; the views expressed herein are the author's own, and are
not necessarily shared by Rand or its research sponsors.
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believe that if a lot of courts order a lot of busing over a long

.period, public opposition and white flight will fade away, and cross-

town busing will become the accepted norm.

The facts contradict these arguments. White flight caused by

mandatory busing has been so severe in many cities that less

desegregation is attained compared to what voluntary methods could have

attained. True, mandatory busing usually produces greater short-term

integration than voluntary methods.- But over the long run white flight

from mandatory busing outweighs the short-term gains; the result is

accelerated white loss and decreasing interracial contact. Moreover,

the resegregation caused by busing is more intractable than the initial

segregation: mandatory busing causes segregation between cities and

suburbs and between public and private schools.

A good example of white flight and resegregation has occurred in

Los Angetys - ndatory busing started in 1978, was expanded in 1980,

and was finally stopped in the Spring of 1981. Of the 20,000 white

students assigned to busing in 1978, an Incredible 60 percent never

showed up at their receiving school. As a result, most of the minority

schools in the plan received small numbers of white students and

remained segregated.

In 1980 the mandatory plan was expanded to include more schools and

more grade levels, although busing distances were reduced considerably.

Among schools and grade levels not in the earlier plan the white no-show

rate was 50 percent, in spite of the fact that mandatory busing had been

going on for 2 years previously. Again, most minority schools in the

plan remained segregated. Most of the desegregation resulted from
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minority students attending white schools, which could have been

accomplished by voluntary means.

A high price was paid for the token increase in integration at

minority schools. Between 1976 (the year before the first court order)

and 1980 Los Angeles lost nearly 100,000 white students, declining from.

37 percent white to 24 percent white. About half of this loss can be

attributed directly to busing, which means busing literally doubled the

natural rate of white loss.1 21 White flight led to a boom in private

schools, which experienced a massive increase of 20,000 white students

during this period. In other words, nearly half of those fleeing busing

did so by entering private schools. As a result, private schools in Los

Angeles now enroll about 43 percent of all white school children, up

from 23 percent before busing.

Los Angeles is not an isolated example. Similar white flight and

resegregation have been documented in other cities with extensive

mandatory busing.[3) Examples are Boston, Denver, Detroit, Pasadena, San

Francisco, Dallas, Oklahoma City, Memphis, Chattanooga, Birmingham,

Dayton, Omaha, and Seattle. Between 30 to 70 percent of the white

losses in these cities is flight from busing; the average is about 50

percent. Over the long run, then, mandatory busing doubles the natural

rate of white decline in central city school districts.

Since the courts have allowed so few voluntary plans over long

periods, it is hard to compare the success of mandatory and voluntary

(2] The other half is due to natural demographic "factors iuch as
declining white births.

[3] See David J. Armor, "White Flight and the Future of School
Desegregation," in Stephan and Fegan, School Desegregation, Plenum,
1980.
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plans. In those cities that have implemented comprehensive voluntary

plans such as San Diego, San Bernadino, and, prior to mandatory busing,

Milwaukee and Los Angeles, white flight has been minimal.[4] Although

the short-term results of voluntary desegregation are not as dramatic,

over the long run a greater degree of meaningful desegregation is

accomplished by retaining the white student population. San Diego's

progress under voluntary methods is especially impressive. Although it

started with about the same percent white as Boston and Denver, today

San Diego actually has more interracial contact than produced by the

famous mandatory plans in Boston and Denver.

The courts might have paid more attention to white flight if they

had not accepted the second fallacy of the pro-busing argument: that

anti-busing sentiments reflect racial prejudice rather than parental

concerns about education. This fallacy has been abetted by several

social science studies that equate busing opposition with "symbolic"

racism., The term "symbolic" means that you may not think you oppose

busing for racial reasons, but social science experts know you dol[5]

I am not saying that racial prejudice plays no role in the busing

controversy, only that it is not as important as other factors in

today's environment. The fact is that racial prejudice and opposition

to desegregation have declined significantly among whites in the past 20

years, while their near-unanimous opposition to busing remains virtually

unchanged up to the present day.

[4] Some anticipatory white flight has occurred in these cities due
to expected court actions.

[5] McConahay, J. B. and W. P. Hawley, "Is it buses or the blacks?"
Department of Sociology, Duke University, 1977; Sears, D. 0. et al.
"Opposition to 'Busing': Self interest'or Symbolic Racism," Department
of Psychology, University of California a? L.A., 1976.
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The accompanying figure summarizes some Gallup Poll results on this

point. In 1958 half of the white parents polled would not send their

children to desegregated schools; less than one fourth felt that way by

1980. But opposition to busing for racial balance has been very strong

since its inception in 1970, with 80 percent of whites opposing it in

1980.

There is considerable behavioral evidence consistent with these

national attitudes. Numerous case studies have shown that transfer of

minority students into white schools does not cause signJficant white

loss.[6J If racial prejudice is the main cause of wh.te flight, then it

should occur after any contact with minority students, not just when

whites are transported to another school.

A special Los Angeles study suggests strongly that educational, not

racial, reasons explain most of the opposition to mandatory busing for

both white and minority parents.[7J Most white parents perceive minority

schools across town as no better than their own neighborhood school.

Moreover, they cite problems of safety, loss of time, loss of proximity,

and loss of freedom when their children are transported across town to

another school not of their choice. Therefore, white parents see busing

plans as extracting high personal costs while offering no educational

benefit for their children. Many feel strongly enough about these

issues to withdraw their children from a district that implements

mandatory busing.

(61 Rossell, C. H. "Assessing the Unintended Impacts of Public Pol-
icy: School Desegregation and Resegregation," Boston University, 1976;
Armor, D. J., "Segregation and Desegregation in the San Diego Schools,"
The Rand Corporation, 1976.

(7) Armor, D. J., 1980, op. cit.
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On the other hand, most black parents perceive white schools as

better than their own school, and they are willing to put up with the

inconvenience of busing to get the perceived educational benefit. The

perception that white schools are better than black schools is probably

incorrect, but it is no less important in explaining black support of

school busing.[8) Like white parents, those black parents in Los Angeles

who do not see educational benefits arising from desegregation are

likely to oppose mandatory busing.

So far I have been talking about the white flight problem in

central city school districts; this raises the issue of metropolitan

plans. I agree that metropolitan mandatory busing can reduce the degree

of white flight. By including suburban districts, a metropolitan plan

eliminates one of the two major options for fleeing parents. However,

it is not true that white flight disappears. In Wilmington, Delaware,

Louisville, Kentucky and many county-wide school districts in the South

there has been white flight from busing, particularly in the first year.

The losses tend to be smaller, however, and they do not last as long.

Therefore, resegregation is less likely in metropolitan plans.

This does not mean that metropolitan busing is a realistic policy.

The public is likely to oppose metropolitan busing more strongly than

within-city busing because the loss of local control, greater travel

distances, and stronger ties with the local community. It is highly

unlikely that any legislature will adopt mandatory metropolitan plans in

181 In Los Angeles, per capita expenditures are higher in most
minority schools than most white schools; this is true in many cities
with large minority enrollments.
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the face of this oppostion. In addition, the courts are not likely to

order metropolitan plans except in isolated instances such as

Wilmington. Supreme Court rulings in Richmond, Va., Detroit, and in the

recent Atlanta cases show there is no legal basis for court-ordered

metropolitan desegregation in the vast majority of cities. Therefore,

mandatory busing is not a feasible policy option, whether it is carried

out within a single city or on a metropolitan basis.

The only viable policy at the present time is to encourage

desegregation through voluntary methods, using voluntary metropolitan

plans in those school districts with high proportions of minority

students. Unfortunately, most courts have not yet recognized the

failure of mandatory busing and the promising potential of voluntary

plans. Mandatory busing has been ordered recently in Columbus and

Cleveland, Ohio, and in St. Louis, Missouri; and busing cases are still

pending in Chicago, Cincinnati, and Kansas City to name but a few

cities.

One notable exception to this trend has taken place recently in Los

Angeles, where the state courts have ended the disastrous mandatory

busing I mentioned earlier. In approving an all-voluntary plan for Los

Angeles, a state judge said recently:

"The time has come for common sense to return to the treatment
of desegregation in the public schools."[9)

I can think of no better advise to the Congress today.

191 Judge R. B. Lopez, "Order re Final Approval of School Board
Desegregation Plans," Crawford vs. Board of Education of. the City of Los
Angeles, September 10, 1981.
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Dr. ARMOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank you
for the opportunity to be here today to express my views on the
very critical issue of school desegregation and the problem of white
flight.I think the real issue before the Congress is not the desegrega-

tion itself. I think it's safe to say virtually the entire Congress and
an overwhelming majority of American citizens of all races favor
integrated schools today. The real issue is mandatory busing, which
is the term we use to describe the forced reassignment of children
to schools outside their neighborhoods.

The school desegregation issue would not be controversial today
if the courts had not ordered mandatory busing as the primary
remedy for ending segregation. I think the proponents of manda-
tory busing, including many Federal judges, have rested their cases
on two fallacious arguments. First, they argue that school desegre-
gation cannot be accomplished by voluntary means; therefore, we
have to use coercive methods.

Second, they argue that opposition to mandatory busing is really
thinly disguised opposition to school desegregation itself, motivated
by racial prejudice.

Therefore, so the argument goes, opposition to busing and the
white flight that goes with it should be ignored when designing
desegregation plans.

Busing advocates also believe that if a lot of courts order a lot of
busing over a long period, public opposition and white flight will
fade away and cross-town busing will become the accepted norm.

The facts contradict these arguments. The white flight caused by
mandatory busing has been so severe in many cities that less
desegregation is attained compared to what voluntary methods
could have attained.

True, mandatory busing produces greater short-term integration
than voluntary methods, but over the long run, white flight from
mandatory busing outweighs the short-term gains; the result is
accelerated white loss and decreasing interracial contact. More-
over, the r_.egregation caused by busing is more intractable, and I
think more harmful, than the initial segregation that existed
within the cities, because mandatory busing causes segregation
between the cities and the suburbs and especially, recently, be-
tween public and private schools.

A good example of white flight and resegregation has occurred in
Los Angeles. Mandatory busing started in 1978 and was expanded
in 1980. It was finally stopped in the spring of 1981. Of the 20,000
white students assigned to busing in 1978, an incredible 60 percent
never showed up at their assigned school. As a result, most of the
minority schools in the plan received small numbers of white stu-
dents and remained segregated, far short of the projected enroll-
ments made by the planners.

In 1980, in spite of this massive white flight in 1978, which
continued, the mandatory plan was expanded to include more
schools and more grade levels, although busing distances were
reduced considerably. Among schools and grade levels that weren't
in the plan in 1978, the no-show rate was 50 percent, in spite of the
fact that mandatory busing had existed in Los Angeles for 2 years
prior to 1980. Again, most minority schools in the plan remained
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segregated. Most of the desegregation that was accomplished was
by minority students who attended white schools. This could have
been attained or accomplished by voluntary means without the
necessity of mandatory busing.

A very high price was paid in Los Angeles for this token increase
in integration at the minority schools. Between 1976 and 1980, Los
Angeles lost 100,000 white students, declining from 37 percent
white to 24 percent white. About half of this loss can be attributed
directly to busing, which means busing literally doubled the natu-
ral rate of white loss.

White flight led to a boom in private schools which experienced a
massive increase of 20,000 white students in this period. As a
result, private schools in Los Angeles now enroll nearly half of all
white schoolchildren, up from less than one-fourth before busing
began.

Los Angeles is not an isolated example. Similar white flight and
resegregation have been documented in other cities that have had
extensive mandatory busing plans. Examples are Boston, Denver,
Detroit, Pasadena, San Francisco, Dallas, Oklahoma City, Mem-
phis, Chattanooga, Birmingham, Dayton, Omaha, and Seattle. Vir-
tually no part of the country has been spared the effects of white
flight from the mandatory busing. Between 30 to 70 percent of all
white losses in those cities is flight from busing, and the average is
about 50 percent.

So in other words, over the long run in these central city school
districts, mandatory busing doubled the rate of white decline.

It's very hard to compare the success of the mandatory and the
voluntary plans. And of course, the courts have allowed so few
voluntary plans to exist over a long enough period to evaluate
them. Those cities that have implemented comprehensive volun-
tary plans, such as San Diego or San Bernardino, and prior to
mandatory busing, Milwaukee and Los Angeles, white flight has
been minimal.

Although the short-term results of voluntary desegregation are
not as dramatic as what we get from mandatory plans, over the
long run a greater degree of meaningful desegregation is accom-
plished by retaining the white student population.

San Diego's progress under voluntary methods is especially im-
pressive, and San Diego should really be a guide to other cities in
the country and hopefully to the courts. Although it started with
about the same percent white as Boston and Denver, today San
Diego actually has more interracial contact than produced by the
famous mandatory busing plans in Boston and Denver.

I think the courts might have paid more attention to white
flight, if they had not accepted the second fallacy of the probusing
argument-that is, that antibusing sentiments reflect racial preju-
dice rather than legitimate educational concerns. This fallacy has
been reinforced by several social science studies that equate busing
opposition with what they call "symbolic racism." The term 'sym-
bolic" is one of those terms used by social scientists. It means that
you may know you don't oppose busing for racial reasons, but
social scientists experts know that you do!

I am not saying that racial prejudice plays no role in the busing
controversy. What I am saying is that it is not as important as
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other factors in today's environment and is a vastly overrated
factor. The fact is that racial prejudice and opposition to desegrega-
tion have declined significantly among whites in the past 20 years,
while they remained near unanimous in their opposition to manda-
tory busing.

I have prepared a figure in my statement which summarizes a
recent Gallup poll which shows long-term trends and attitudes
toward school desegregation and busing. In 1958, nearly half of the
white parents surveyed opposed sending their children to desegre-
gated schools. By 1980, this opposition had declined to less than
one-fourth of white parents polled. But since busing began in 1970,
the opposition of communities as a whole and particularly of
whites has remained very strong up to the present time, in spite of
10 years of experience, perhaps because of 10 years of experience.
In 1980, 80 percent of the white population opposed mandatory
busing for desegregation.

There is considerable behavioral evidence consistent with these
national attitudes. Numerous case studies have shown that the
transfer of minority students into white schools does not cause
significant white loss. If racial prejudice is the main cause of white
flight, then it should occur after any contact with minority stu-
dents, not just when-white students are bused out of their neigh-
borhood schools.

A special study that I conducted in Los Angeles suggests strongly
that educational, not racial, reasons explain most of the opposition
to mandatory busing for both white and minority parents. Most
white parents perceive minority schools across town as no better
than their own neighborhood schools. Moreover, they cite problems
of safety, loss of time, loss of proximity, and loss of freedom when
their children are transported across town to a school not of their
choosing. Therefore, white parents see busing plans as extracting
high personal costs while offering no educational benefit for their
children. Many feel strongly enough about these issues to withdraw
their children from a district that implements mandatory busing,
as we have seen in Los Angeles.

On the other hand, most black parents perceive white schools as
better than their old school and they are willing to put up with the
personal inconvenience of busing to get the perceived educational
benefit. The perception that white schools are better than black
schools is probably incorrect, at least if we refer to things like per
capita expenditures, which in Los Angeles is higher in minority
schools than in white schools. But obviously, the perception is no
less important in explaining black support for school busing, even
though it may be an incorrect perception. Like white parents, those
black parents in Los Angeles who do not see educational benefits
arising from desegregation are likely to oppose mandatory busing
or at least be substantially less in favor of it.

I think, by the way, that it's time that we tried to convince black
parents that that perception is incorrect and in particular, I think,
recent educational theories favor the explanation that if we are
going to increase achievement of minority students, we need to
increase the time spent in the classroom on educational tasks.
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It's very hard for me to see how anybody can advocate that
busing increases achievement, when what we are doing-is taking
more time out of the educational process instead of adding to it.

Up to this point I have been talking about white flight problems
in central school districts, and this raises the issue of metropolitan
plans. I do agree with my colleague, Dr. Pearce, that metropolitan
mandatory busing can reduce the degree of white flight. By includ-
ing suburban districts, a metropolitan plan eliminates one of the
two major options for parents who want to flee, but it's not true
that white flight disappears. In Wilmington, Del., Louisville, Ky.,
and many countywide school districts in the South, there has been
white flight from busing, especially in the first year. The losses
tend to be smaller, however, and they do not last as long. There-
fore, desegregation is less likely in metropolitan plans.

But I disagree very strongly with my social scientist colleagues
that metropolitan busing is a realistic policy option. The public will
oppose metropolitan busing even more strongly than within-city
busing, because of the loss of local control, greater travel distances,
and stronger ties and identification of parents with their own
community.

It is highly unlikely that any legislature-Congress or State-
will adopt a mandatory metropolitan plan in the face of this oppo-
sition, which shows no sign of declining. In addition, the courts are
not as likely to order metropolitan plans except in isolated in-
stances such as Wilmington. Supreme Court rulings in Richmond,
Va., Detroit and especially in the recent Atlanta cases show there
is no legal basis for court-ordered metropolitan desegregation in
the vast majority of cities.

The Atlanta case bears close inspections because it is one of the
most recent. If there is no basis for metropolitan mandatory busing
in Atlanta, I would submit it is very unlikely that metropolitan
mandatory busing can be ordered anywhere else.

My conclusion, therefore, is that mandatory busing is not feasi-
ble either on a within-city basis or on a metropolitan basis. The
only viable policy at the present in my opinion is to encourage
desegregation through voluntary methods, using such techniques as
open-end enrollments and magnet schools. Unfortunately, most
courts have not yet recognized the failure of mandatory busing and
the promising potential of voluntary plans. Mandatory busing has
been ordered recently not only in Los Angeles but also in Colum-
bus and Cleveland, Ohio, and in St. Louis, Mo., very recently.

Busing cases are still pending in Chicago, Cincinnati, Kansas
City, to name but a few where more busing might be ordered. A
notable exception to this trend is taking place in Los Angeles, as I
mentioned, where the State courts have ended the very disastrous
mandatory busing plan there.

I don't have the final statistics which I think- I should report to
the committee, but the very encouraging enrollment data that was
collected in Los Angeles this week shows that there is a 10 percent
white enrollment in the schools that were included in the busing
plan last year.

For those who do not believe in white flight, I think it is impor-
tant to recognize that in the first major city to stop mandatory
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busing, there has been a significant increase in white enrollment in
the schools that were being bused before.

Let me close on a note from a State judge who a few weeks ago
finally approved an all-voluntary plan for Los Angeles. In his opin-
ion the judge said "The time has come for commonsense to return
to the treatment of desegregation in the public schools."

I can think of no better advice to the Congress today.
Thank you very much.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Dr. Armor.
We're now going to hear from Professor Rossell.

CHRISTINE H. ROSSELL, POLITICAL SCIENCE DEPARTMENT, BOSTON UNIvERsrrY

UNDERSTANDING WHITE FLIGHT AND DOING SOMETHING ABOUT IT

WHAT is WHITE FLIGHT?

The term "white flight" was originally used to characterize the phenomenon of
middle class, white suburbanization that has occurred since the 1950's, mostly
because of "pull" factors-the greater suburban space, greenery, and (until recently)
lower cost family housing, lower tax rates, federal housing loan policies, and
changes in production and transportation patterns. More recently, and erroneously,
the term white flight has been used to describe the decline in central city white
public school enrollment. Most of this decline is a function of the secular suburbani-
zation trend discussed above and the declining birth rte which has affected all
races, although whites the greatest.

Because of these factors, we can expect most northern central city school districts
to have a "normal" (i.e. with no desegregation) percentage public school white
enrollment decline of at least 4 to 8 percent annually, and most northern suburban
school districts to have an annual public school white enrollment decline of about 2
to 4 percent. Some southern countrywide school districts, because they benefit from
northern migration to the South have stable or increasing white enrollment, in
spite of the national decline in birth rates.

In terms of racial percentages, national data indicates that the proportion white
is declining in the public schools of the suburbs as well as the cities. The decline for
cities is about 2 percentage points annually and for suburbs less than 1 percentage
point. Both public and private schools have a declining proportion white. Indeed,
from 1968-78, the proportion white in the public school system declined less than in
the private school system.

THE MAGNITUDE OF WHITE FLIGHT FROM DESEGREGATION

Determining the decline in white public school enrollment resulting from school
desegregation requires isolating the impact of policy from these long-term demo-
graphic trends. The analytical question is: in any given school district, how much
does school desegregation accelerate the already declining white enrollment?

Virtually all of the research on school desegregation and white flight indicates
that school desegregation significantly accelerates white flight in most school dis-
tricts in the year of implementation, and the magnitude is a function of three
factors: the white -proportion enrollment in the district, the proportion of white
reassigned to formerly black schools, and the proportion of blacks reassigned to
formerly white schools. The first two factors are the most important. The effect of
black reassignments on white flight is one-third to one-half the effect of white
reassignments to formerly black schools.

It is estimated that-on the average-for every 20 percent of white reassigned to
formerly black schools in city school districts, the percentage white enrollment
decline will increase in that year by an additional 9.6 percentage points over the
predesegregation annually percentage white enrollment decline in districts with
over 35 percent black enrollment.

Most of the comparative, aggregate annalyses of the effect of desegregation on
white enrollment are unable to separate white flight characterized by the transfer
of students to private schools from that characterized by the movement of families
outside the district. Case studies indicate, however, that most of the white flight is
to private schools rather than to the suburbs, although the proportion moving
increases the smaller the geographical size of the school district.
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FACTORS AFFECTING THE EXTENT OF WHITE FLIGHT

The research to date indicates the following factors increase white flight:
1. The reassignment of whites to formerly black schools;
2. The extent of protest and negative media coverage;
3. The reassignment of whites to older, larger formerly black schools;
4. A greater than 35 percent black population;
5. Phasing-in a plan over a period of several years;
6. Having a small, geographic boundary encompassing only the central city;
7. Elementary school desegregation (although it is the most successful education-

ally and in terms of race relations in the classroom);
8. Long busing distances in city (not metropolitan) school districts.

THE LONG-TERM IMPACT OF SCHOOL DESEGREGATION ON WHITE ENROLLMENT

The implementation year white flight is the single greatest annual loss of whites
a school district will experience. After that, the annual loss rate declines rapidly.
Suburban and countryside school districts may actually make up their implementa-
tion year loss by the fourth or fifth year. Central city school districts, however, are
unlikely to make up the implementation year loss. They will either return to the"normal" decline, or have continuing, although smaller in magnitude, annual white
flight.

POLICY OPTIONS FOR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND COURTS

1. Voluntary Plans. -Voluntary plans do have less white flight, but for school
districts above 30 percent minority enrollment, they produce less school desegrega-
tion than a mandatory plan.

2. Mandatory Plans With a Voluntary Magnet School Component.-One potential-
ly effective option is a desegregation plan with a two-stage reassignment process.
The first stage is voluntary and includes the creation of magnet school programs
over a four or five month period in the preimplementation year. All magnet schools
should be built in minority neighborhoods. Badly deteriorating, and the most isolat-
ed, black schools should be closed in favor of maintaining schools near the bound-
aries of black and white neighborhoods.

The first stage of the reassignment process would then begin with the magnet
school reassignment. The evidence suggests there are enough white parents who are
willing to put their children in schools in black neighborhoods to racially balance
them, if these schools are publicized as superior schools and if the alternative is
mandatory reassignment to another desegregated school chosen by the school ad-
ministration. It is important this be done on an individual basis rather than a
school basis as was done in Los Angeles. When schools are asked to volunteer,
rather than individuals, any given school can have enough parents who oppose this
action, and as a result withdraw their children, to effectively sabotage any chance of
racial balance. After white parents are asked to volunteer, any remaining empty
seats will be filled by mandatory reassignment.

3. Curriculum.-To reduce the perceived costs of school desegregation, magnet
schools should be made a part of any mandatory desegregation plan, and college
preparatory courses offered in all schools. In addition, research indicates the great-
est achievement gains and most interracial contact occurs when classrooms are
reorganized into cooperative teams which compete against each other. Rising
achievement and positive interracial contact should minimize any long-term white
flight.

4. Providing Incentives for Housing Desegregation.-Desegregation plans should
exclude residentially integrated neighborhoods from cross-town busing in order to
five families an incentive or living in integrated neighborhoods.

5. Public Information. -Since the greatest white flight occurs in most districts in
the year of implementation, those who have fled are people who have never experi-
enced school desegregation. They obtain their information on the negative aspects of
it from the media which tends to publicize white flight, protest, and interracial
conflict. Since negative media coverage increases white flight, a media specialist
should be employed to give the media positive stories about school desegregation
before and after implementation.

FEDERAL AND STATE POLICY OPTIONS

1. The federal government should provide matching funds to states specifically for
interdistrict transfer programs.
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2. HUD should initiate a program to use Section 8 housing opportunities to
residentially integrate school districts in order to minimize busing.

3. The federal government should provide financial incentives to individuals who
live in desegregated neighborhoods or send their children to desegregated schools by
a) giving them tax credits, b) guaranteeing the fair market value of their home if
they live in an integrated neighborhood or send their child to a desegregated school
for at least three years, or c) giving them a tuition voucher to add to their school's
budget.

4. The federal and state government should subsidize smaller classrooms and
schools.

5. The federal and state governments should require all schools that receive any
kind of subsidy to publish information on school characteristics and individual
student progress. Although the latest Coleman report claims to have proved private
schools produce better cognitive outcomes than public schools, and most parents
believe this, there is actually no evidence to date to support this. Moreover, most
research indicates that public schools have facilities, curriculum, and faculty which
are superior to those of the average private school.

THE COST OF WHITE FLIGHT

The cost of white flight in terms of the reduction in interracial contact (defined as
the proportion white in the average black child's school) can easily be estimated.
Mandatory desegregation plans, particularly in school districts above 35 percent,
yield a greater proportion white in the average black child's school than voluntary
plans although these plans and these districts have greater white flight. Even school
districts such as Boston which have experienced massive white flight have a propor-
tion white in the average black child's school which is almost twice as great as it
would have been if the school district had not desegregated.

Ms. ROSSELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee, for inviting me to summarize my research and that of others
on the question of the relationship of school desegregation of white
flight and what we can do about it.

My purpose today is to discuss what white flight is, what causes
it and what we can do about it, in somewhat more detail than my
two colleagues.

The term "white flight" was originally used to characterize the
phenomenon of middle class, white suburbanization that has oc-
curred since the 1950's, mostly because of "pull" factors-the great-
er suburban space, greenery, and until recently lower cost family
housing, lower tax rates, Federal housing loan policies, and
changes in production and transportation patterns. More recently
and erroneously, the term "white flight" has been used to describe
the decline in central city white public school enrollment. Most of
this decline is a function of the secular suburbanization trend
discussed above and the declining birth rate which has affected all
races, although whites the greatest.

Because of these factors, we can expect most northern central
city school districts to have a "normal," that is, with no segrega-
tion, percentage public school white enrollment decline of at least 4
to 8 percent annually, and that means even if they don't desegre-
gate, and most northern suburban school districts to have an
annual public school white enrollment decline of about 2 to 4
percent, again, even if they don't desegregate.

Some Southern countywide school districts, because they benefit
from Northern migration to the South have stable or increasing
white enrollment, in spite of the national decline in birth rates.

In terms of racial percentages, national data indicates that the
proportion white is declining in the public schools of the suburbs as
well as the cities. The decline for cities is about 2 percentage points
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annually and for suburbs less than 1 percentage point. Both public
and private schools have a declining proportion white. Indeed, from
1968 to 1978, the proportion white in the public school system
declined less than in the private school system.

THE MAGNITUDE OF WHITE FLIGHT FROM DESEGREGATION

Determining the decline in white public school enrollment result-
ing from school desegregation requires isolating the impact of
policy from these long-term demographic trends. That's something
that most commentators forget to do.

The analytical question is: In any given school district, how
much does school desegregation accelerate the already declining
white enrollment?

Virtually all of the research on school desegregtion and white
flight indictates that school desegregation significantly accelerates
white flighTt in most school districts in the year of implementation,
and the magnitude is a function of three factors: the white propor-
tion enrollment in the district, the proportion of whites reassigned
to formerly black schools, and the proportion of blacks reassigned
to formerly white schools. The first two factors are the most impor-
tant. The effect of black reassignments on white flight is one-third
to one-half the effect of white reassignments to formerly black
schools.

It is estimated that-on the average-for every 20 percent of
whites reassigned to formerly black schools in city school districts,
the percentage white enrollment decline will increase in that year
by an additional 9.6 percentage points over the predesegregation
annual percentage white enrollment decline in school districts with
over 35 percent black enrollment.

Mvfst of -the comparative, aggregate analyses of the effect of
desegregation on white enrollment are unable to separate white
flight characterized by the transfer of students to private schools
from that characterized by the movement of families outside the
district. Case-studies indicate, however, that most of the white
flight is to private schools rather than to the suburbs, although the
proportion moving increases the smaller the geographical size of
the school district. -

The research to date indicates the following factors increase
white flight:

The reassignment of whites to formerly black schools; the extent
of protest and negative media coverage; the reassignment of whites
to older, larger formerly black schools.

A greater than 35 percent black population; phasing-in a plan
over a period of several years; having a small, geographic boundary
encompassing only the central city.

Elementary school desegregation, although it is the most success-
ful educationally and in terms of race relations in the classroom.

Longbusing distances in city, not metropolitan, school districts.
The implementation year white flight is the single greatest

annual loss of whites a school district will experience. After that,
the annual loss rate declines rapidly. Suburban and countywide
school districts may actually make up their implementation year
loss by the fourth or fifth year. Central city school districts, howev-
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er, are unlikely to make up the implementation year loss. They
will either return to the "normal" decline, or have continuing,
although smaller in magnitude, annual white flight.

Now, I have suggested some policy options for local school dis-
tricts and courts. One policy option is a voluntary plan. Voluntary
plans do have less white flight, but for school districts above 30
percent minority enrollment, they produce less school desegrega-
tion than a mandatory plan.

One potentially effective option is a desegregation plan with a
two-stage reassignment process. The first stage is voluntary and
includes the creation of magnet school programs over a 4- or 5-
month period in the preimplementation year. All magnet schools
should be built in minority neighborhoods. Badly deteriorating, and
the most isolated, black schools should be closed in favor of main-
taining schools near the boundaries of black and white neighbor-
hoods.

The first stage of the reassignment process would then begin
with the magnet school reassignment. The evidence suggests there
are enough white parents who are willing to put their children in
schools in black neighborhoods to racially balance them, if-and
this is very critical-if these schools are publicized as superior
schools and if-again, this is very critical-the alternative is man-
datory reassignment to another desegregated school chosen by the
school administration. It is important this be done on an individual
basis rather than a school basis as was done in Los Angeles. When
schools are asked to volunteer, rather than individuals, any given
school can have enough parents who oppose this action, and as a
result withdraw their children, to effectively sabotage any chance
of racial balance. After white parents are asked to volunteer, any
remaining empty seats in schools in black neighborhoods will be
filled by mandatory reassignment.

To reduce the perceived costs of school desegregation, magnet
schools should be made a part of any mandatory desegregation
plan, and college preparatory courses offered in all schools. In
addition, research indicates the greatest achievement gains and
most interracial contact occurs when classrooms are reorganized
into cooperative teams which compete against each other. Rising
achievement an3 positive interracial contact should minimize any
long-term whit,, flight.

PROVIDING INCENTIVES FOR HOUSING DESEGREGATION

Desegregation plans should exclude residentially integrated
neighborhoods from cross-town busing in order to give families an
incentive for living in integrated neighborhoods. In addition, any
individual who moves into a neighborhood in which their race is in
a minority, should have the option of being excluded from cross-
town busing, thereby encouraging individuals to do it, even though
their presence may not make the neighborhood instantly integrat-
ed.

There is also a problem of public information. Since the greatest
white flight occurs in most districts in the year of implementation,
those who have fled are people who have never experienced school
desegregation. They obtain their information on the negative as-
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pects of it from the media which tends to publicize white flight,
protest, and interracial conflict. Since negative media coverage
increases white flight, a media specialist should be employed to
give the media positive stories about school desegregation before
and after implementation.

I have also suggested here some Federal and State policy options,
some of which may be unrealistic under the current administration
and in the current political climate, but I am going to suggest them
anyway.

First, the Federal Government should provide matching funds to
States specifically for interdistrict transfer programs.

HUD should initiate a program to use section 8 housing opportu-
nities to residentially integrate school districts in order to mini-
mize busing.

The Federal Government should provide financial incentives to
individuals who live in desegregated neighborhoods or send their
children to desegregated schools by (a) giving them tax credits-I
see no reason why people who spend a lot of time and energy in
building social growth shouldn't get a tax break the same way
people who spend a lot of time and energy and money building
economic growth get a tax credit; (b) guaranteeing the fair market
value of their home if they live in an integrated neighborhood or
send their child to a desegregated school for at least 3 years, or (c)
giving them a tuition voucher to add to their school's budget, if it
is an integrated school, because many people believe money adds
up to quality education.

The Federal and State Governments should require all schools
that receive any kind of subsidy to publish inforifiation on school
characteristics and individual student progress. That is almost
never done. Most information is publicized on school progress, and
that is a completely different and misleading piece of information.

Although the latest Coleman report on public and private schools
claims to have proved private schools produce better cognitive out-
comes than public schools, and most parents believe this, there is
actually no evidence to date to support this. Moreover, most re-
search indicates that public schools have facilities, curriculums,
and faculty which are superior to those of the average private
school.

Now, most people want to know what is the cost of white flight.
The cost of white flight in terms of the reduction in interracial
contact, defined as the proportion of white in the average black
child's school, can easily be estimated. Mandatory desegregation
plans, particularly in school districts above 35-percent black, yield
a greater proportion white in the average black child's school than
voluntary plans, although these plans and these districts have
greater white flight. Even school districts such as Boston which
have experienced massive white flight have a proportion of white
in the average black child's school which is almost twice as great
as it would have been if the school district had not desegregated.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Dr. Rossell. The gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. Hyde.

Mr. HYDE. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. As we
plunge further into this controversy, it gets more and more inter-
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esting and difficult, because we get different stories from equally
highly qualified people.

Dr. Armor, I am interested in a study that recently came out of
Vanderbilt. It said that school integration was helpful to the black
child and didn't harm the white child, I believe. Have you got a
better synopsis of what that study found?

Mr. ARMOR. I have not examined that report. By the way, I have
been trying to get it, but it is going to take awhile. I just heard
about it last week myself. But I believe that they're referring to
one of the studies. There are several published studies on the
achievement issue, and I suspect what they were referring to is
that some researchers have found that there is overall some
achievement gain from minority students in desegregated schools,
while at the same time the white students do not lose any ground.

Mr. HYDE. Well, isn't that a laudable goal for the white students
and their parents, that they don't lose any ground? Shouldn't they
be seeking improvement too? I mean, shouldn't the goal be of every
student to improve rather than not lose any ground?

Mr. ARMOR. I think that's true. I think, though, that in the
public debate, there has been some concern among opponents that
white students may lose ground in a desegregated educational
system. There is no evidence for that. It may be that we should all
be looking for gains, but I think the policy issue that has been
debated most concerns the differential achievement patterns be-
tween white and minority students. So I think the policy issue is:
How do we achieve-how do we increase minority student achieve-
ment while not sacrificing the much higher levels of achievement
for white students?

Mr. HYDE. The problem with busing, say, in an urban area, as I
see it-the objections we hear from parents-are there are great
advantages to having your child attend the nearby school. In case
of injury or illness, the parent can take care of him, not some nice
person who will put a sign in the window. The child can participate
in extracurricular activities; the parents can participate and inte-
face both with the teachers and with the school. The time spent on
the bus being transported is lost time, essentially, and at some
jeopardy. It's awfully hard to get records of accidents of school
buses. It's real tough; nobody really keeps them. If you go State by
State, you might find some, but nevertheless, in bad weather,
heavy traffic, your child is at risk in a bus, going and coming.

Don't parents have a legitimate right to hope that they would
maintain some control over their child at the school, some interac-
tion with the teachers, and that their child can enjoy playing on
the basketball team or being in the school play or something
without the hour or half-hour or 40 minutes of travel back and
forth on the bus?

In other words, the kids are disadvantaged. How do you weigh
those advantages and disadvantages?

Mr. ARMOR. Well, you're very clearly saying all the things that I
heard parents say in the surveys that I have done. White parents
in particular-even minority parents will cite the same factors.
And in fact, that is why most white parents oppose busing, for all
those reasons. The difference is that white parents do not see any
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improved education for their child just by the mere fact of their
being transported across town.

Some minority parents do see an advantage, because they see the
white school as superior. But I think this is an incorrect percep-
tion.

Mr. HYDE. Just to latch on to what you said, perhaps if that
perception could be corrected, that's if the adequacy or desirability
of the education available to everybody, regardless of race or loca-
tion, was more perceptive and more manifest, that might go some-
where toward helping solve this problem.

Mr. ARMOR. If black minority parents, particularly, because His-
panic minority parents and Asian minority parents do not favor
mandatory busing much more than white parents, but black par-
ents tend to be the primary group here, the group that believes, I
think, in this misperception about what schools are better and
worse. If they could be convinced that their schools were as good
educationally as the white schools across town, I think a substan-
tial majority of black parents would not favor busing for the very
same reasons the white parents do not favor it now.

I would like to add on the Hawley study that the evidence on the
benefits for minority students in busing programs, most of us at
this table have seen those studies and we disagree on their mean-
ing. I think there is no question that some studies have shown
some gains, but those gains are very small, and on the average,
other studies will show that it cancels out.

There is no overall significant benefit for minority children in
being part of a busing program.

Mr. HYDE. See, that is the difficulty we have. These things don't
lend themselves to definitive statistics.

Mr. ARMOR. Well, the problem is that as long as there are even
only 10 studies that show a gain and 100 that show a loss, there
will be many social scientists who will say, well, the 10 that showed
the gain did it right. And what we have to do is replicate whatever
programs those 10 schools have. But I think it's a misplaced energy
and mis placed investment. I think that there really isn't any good
theory that says simply being transported across town to a racially
balanced school is going to help substantially the achievement
process compared to what you could be doing with the same time
and money spent in the school.

There is increasing, I think, consensus on the part of many
educators that the key for minority students is time in a classroom,
being able to create an environment where there is enough time to
spend in study, increasing the amount of time that's now spent in
minority schools.

I don t think that there is any final answer to it, but I think you
will find many educators who believe we should put our energies
into improving minority education in minority schools.

Mr. HYDE. Well, peripherally, we're talking about the quality of
education available to every child in this country. I'd love to see all
of the efforts of the Ph. D.'s who spend useful time on discussing
the advantages and disadvantages of transportation to provide
quality education spend half as much time-and I don't mean this
critically either, because I am a minority of one, I'm sure on this-
with what is really wrong education and the inability to get good
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teachers, to attract quality people to the teaching profession, give
them advancement and get rid of the incompetence, not lock them
in on tenure.

And we all know the arguments for and against. But you're
never going to educate if you don't get teacher's like Marva Collins,
I'm picking a genius, but I mean the people who are gifted as
teachers. We should find those people and have a system which
makes them available to black kids and white kids and Hispanic
kids and everybody and homogenize them throughout the area.
And I find all sorts of obstacles to achieving that. I find efforts to
protect the teachers who are incompetent. I find this in junior
colleges and colleges alike. It's very frustrating, and I feel very
frustrated.

Mr. ARMOR. I think maybe we're going a bit beyond the desegre-
gation issue itself.

Mr. HYDE. Sure.
Mr. ARMOR. But there is no question-and I part with my social

scientist colleagues-that we really have misplaced the focus by
getting off on mandatory busing which is so devisive and costly, it
doesn't really gain things, in my opinion. It's never going to be
accepted as a legitimate way to assign kids to school in this coun-
try, and I think that the sooner we get off that issue and get on
with the issue of how to provide good education to all kids, all
schools, regardless of their racial composition, that we will certain-
ly do a favor to our public school system.

Mr. HYDE. It's a form of conscription that is resented. Now may I
ask, and I appreciate what you have said, and I'd like, if you would
be generous enough, for us to be able to send you data and other
statements from other people, and maybe give us the benefits of
your expert commentary on them from time to time.

Could we burden you with that?
Mr. ARMOR. I'd be very happy to.
Mr. HYDE. Thank you.
Professor Rossell, both public and private schools have a declin-

ing proportion white. Indeed, from 1968 to 1978, the proportion of
white in the public school system declined less than the private
school system. That surprises me, in view of what we have been
hearing about-that's, I think, your first page, near the bottom,
"The proportion white in the public school system declined less
than in the private."

Less whites were staying in the public school system, less than
were in the private school system.

Ms. ROssELL. No, I am talking about the proportion white. What
has happened is that the proportion white in the private school
system has declined at a greater rate than the proportion white in
the public system, even though it has been higher all this time.
The reason why it has declined at a greater rate is because the
proportion minority in the private school system has been growing
tremendously since 1968.

Mr. HYDE. Why is that? Why have the minorities increased in
the private school? Dissatisfaction about the public school system?

Ms. ROSSELL. I would say it's primarily dissatisfaction with the
public school system. In addition, too, in some school districts we
find black flight. F r example, in Boston, we found black flight at
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the secondary level primarily from a few schools in which the
blacks felt they were in danger if they were sent there.

Mr. HYDE. Are you talking about private schools or parochial
schools as well?

Ms. ROSSELL. Yes, both.
Mr. HYDE. "Research indicates that public schools have facilities,

curriculum and faculty which are superior to those of the average
private school." That's on page 5. There are parochial schools in
Chicago in the black community that you just can't get into.
There s a waiting list at Our Lady of Angels, Father Collins' school.
Just a couple of years wait to get in there.

If the public schools-we're talking average-have superior facul-
ty, curriculum and facilities, why is there the increase proportion-
ately in the private schools? Is this perception?

Ms. ROSSELL. It's perception. Most parents, both white and black,
do not know what they mean by quality education. For example,
most people would be surprised to learn that the Boston School
District spends more per pupil than any other school district in the
metropolitan area, including the wealthy school districts out in the
suburbs, such as Newton. In addition, the Boston School District
this year, and I believe last year also, when they started consolidat-
ing, has the smallest classroom teacher/pupil ratio and had teach-
ers with more experience, more degrees, et cetera than any other
system in the SMSA.

Now parents do not perceive that-they think, in fact, those
suburban schools have better facilities and better curricula, and
that's how they justify the fact that they believe the suburban
schools-and private schools-give them a better education. They
don't know what a better education is, or what they mean by that
term, and so in the face of no other information, they think it must
mean curriculum, quality of the faculty and the resources.

In fact, what they're really talking about is what they perceive
to be the socioeconomic status of the students in the classroom and
the degree of order in the classroom. That's why they're eager to
get into the parochial schools in Chicago, even those that are black,
because parents perceive those schools as having more discipline
and more order.

Mr. HYDE. Which they can do, because they're not bound by
some of the strictures the public schools must deal with. The
parochial schools can kick a kid out if they want to, and the public
school has a more difficult time doing that.

Ms. ROSSELL. That's right.
Mr. HYDE. Peripherally, would it help the quality of education

for everybody, if more power were given to the public school au-
thorities to get rid of disruptive kids, instead of having to keep
them in as a disruptive force?

Ms. ROSSELL. Well, it depends on how you want to deal with
those people. You can just shift the focus to another arena. Then
you have to increase your police system or juvenile system.

Mr. HYDE. If you have 80 kids in a classroom and 75 of them
want to learn and 5 of them need custody for the day, aren't you
harming those 75 kids by rules and regulations that say all 80 have
to stay in that classroom most of the time?
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Ms. ROSSELL. Well, the tragedy is that most of the things that
social scientists come up with as to how to reorganize classrooms so
you can minimize the likelihood of having these kids hate school
and becoming troublemakers, have not been adopted by educators.
Most of the educators I talked to in the school districts that I have
gone to around the country and interviewed in, have not the slight-
est idea of what the latest social science research shows. They
think that you teach to a desegregated school or an inner-city
school the same way you teach at any other school, and that is
simply wrong.

Mr. HYDE. If students learn from each other, which is one selling
point for integration, doesn't a private school have that advantage
on balance over the public school, that the parents usually have
the kids at the private school because there is sacrifice entailed in
going to that private school, and they possess a motivational factor
that is not always present, or as present, in the public school?

Ms. ROSSELL. Sure. But that's not because of anything that the
private schools have done.

Mr. HYDE. I agree with you. It's something that the student at
the private school brings to school that he can communicate
through the other kids.

Ms. ROSSELL. Exactly. But it's not something the private schools
have done. If we could figure out something that the private
schools have done to get that order--

Mr. HYDE. Charging tuition.
Ms. ROSSELL. Well, charging tuition. That might do it.
Mr. HYDE. Well, the private schools are permitted to teach some

religious values that the public schools cannot. Now that may not
be a good reason to say that the private school is able to communi-
cate more in terms of right and wrong and good behavior and bad
behavior. But maybe that's what the private schools can do and the
parochial schools can do that the public schools cannot.

Ms. ROSSELL. Yes. There's no solution, because if we put all the
public school kids in private schools, the private schools will start
to resemble the public schools.

Mr. HYDE. Sure. But if they operated on the private school's
rules, they can do a little more.

Ms. RoSsELL. Then we have a large number of teenage kids out
on the street and people clamoring to get them back in the school,
because they'd be loitering on the street corners and probably be
unemployed and people would be--

Mr. HYDE. Of course, if we lower the minimum wage, maybe we
could put them all to work. But that's another problem.

Ms. ROSSELL. That's another problem.
Mr. HYDE. It is, indeed.
I certainly agree with your comments about the media, because,

if there is one detriment toward smoothing integration in any
community, it's the media which, of necessity, gravitate toward
protest and conflict. I don't know how you ever solve that here.
Your suggestion is a good one-a media specialist should be pro-
vided to give the media positive stories. I think that's a very good
idea, and I would hope that school districts and mayors would take
your advice. But the impact of the way you present something is
very important and sometimes it can be very counterproductive.
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So I agree with you, the rioting scares people, the protests, the
hate on the faces that you seem to see in every bus.

Ms. ROSSELL. Which you see every night on TV.
Mr. HYDE. That's what I mean. That's the first thing you see and

the last thing you see. And it's sad. But your idea is a good one, a
media specialist to spoon feed the media on the good things as well
as the bad.

Well, thank you very much.
Mr. EDWARDS. Ms. Cooper, do you have any questions?
Ms. COOPER. Dr. Pearce, how can we be sure that the survey you

spoke of is not simply indicating that a neighborhood or communi-
ty is in the middle of a transition from one race to another? In
other words, that white flight is occurring.

Dr. PEARCE. The measure I use is called the "index of dissimilar-
ity" and ranges from zero to 100. One way of thinking of it is that
it measures the percentage of one group that would have to move
for every school in the system or block in the city to have the same
racial composition as the city as a whole. The more segregated it is,
the higher it is.

And so what it measures as you move down closer and closer to
zero, is that the city as a whole-more and more of the city as a
whole resembles racial composition-more and more neighborhoods
resemble the racial composition of the city as a whole.

Ms. COOPER. Professor Rossell, do you want to comment?
Ms. ROSSELL. Yes. First of all, you can't tell from the index of

dissimilarity whether or not white flight is occurring, because the
index of dissimilarity is standardized and reflects the racial compo-
sition of the school districts, and if the proportion of white goes
down, the index of dissimilarity will not reflect that as long as it's
evenly balanced throughout a school district. What Dr. Pearce has
done is to add data in our study indicating the change in propor-
tion black over time in the school district. And the change in
proportion black over time in the school district suggests that
white flight does not account for the decrease in residential segre-
gation that we see here, although I would suggest she also use
another measure which is an unstandardized index of interracial
contact.

But nevertheless, the fact that she did chart the change in pro-
portion black over time, shows that little, if any, of what we see
out there is the result of white flight or racial transition of a
community.

Ms. COOPER. So in other words, is it also your conclusion that the
residential integregation that you see in these communities is a
more stable integration than in other communities?

Dr. PEARCE. Yes, I would say so. In almost all communities the
minority percentages are rising, as result of demographic changes
occurring in our country. So to some extent it is relevant to that.
But I do believe that the integration is genuine; recall that these
measures are for the whole metropolitan area. For my "integra-
tion" to be really "racial transition,' white flight would have to be
outside the metropolitan area, not just suburbs or private schools.
One of the indications that this is not white flight is the fact that
neighborhoods have been able to be removed from the busing plans-
in these cities because they become residentially integrated.
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Ms. COOPER. Do you think it's appropriate to consciously use
school desegregation to effectuate housing desegregation?

Dr. PEARCE. One of the interesting things about my study is that
none of the school districts that I studied had done anything to try
to maximize their plans, effect on people's housing choices or on
housing patterns. I think even if the smallest amount of effort was
made such as in Louisville as Dr. Rossell mentioned-even the
smallest amount of effort can increase even more so the impact,
and I think that since schools do affect people's housing choices
they should pay attention to how they are doing that. One of the
most important factors when people look for houses, are the
schools.

They ask "what are the schools like?" "Are these schools I want
to send my children to?"

I think it's very important for schools to take cognizance of the
effect of their decisions and their policies and the effect that it is
going to have on people's choices about housing, because this is
going to influence the racial composition of the schools in a rela-
tively short amount of time.

Ms. COOPER. So it's an unintended beneficial consequence that
should be made conscious in order to maximize it?

Dr. PEARCE. The choices can be made in ways that are very
positive or very negative, with no cost involved in terms of the
choice that the school officials have. With a little attention to this,
I think a great deal of positive things can be done.

Mr. HYDE. May I just interrupt, because if we're going to bus
kids to racially integrated schools, how does the neighborhood
school have any impact on the neighborhood then, since that may
not be where your child is going to go?

Dr. PEARCE. Because people make choices on the basis of other
things, other than the racial composition of the school located in
the neighborhood. Apparently what is happening in these cities
that I examined, these choices become less segregated in their
impact. If you decide where to live on the basis of other things like
closeness to work, people end up living in more racially integrated
areas.

Another thing that happens is, when you're in a racial transi-
tional neighborhood where you have school desegregation, the
school system says we're going to keep that school racially bal-
anced. The white family is considering moving out of that particu-
lar area and moving to a segregated white area. The children
under that plan would then be bused to the schools, but if they
stay in the neighborhood--

Mr. HYDE. They see no advantage to moving.
Dr. PEARCE. They see no advantage to moving. So it helps to

stabilize neighborhoods.
Mr. HYDE. Thank you.
Ms. COOPER. What would you say to Congressman Shumway's

constituents who are complaining that they chose to move to a
certain neighborhood and buy a -new house because they wanted
their children to go to a certain school which they conceived as a
quality school? What would you tell those constituents?

Dr. PEARCE. Everybody wants their children to attend a quality
school, and everybody wants their children to have equality of
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educational opportunity, and I think that option should be open to
everybody. I think what happens is, when one does desegregate
schools, one disconnects the connection between where one goes to
school and where one goes to housing, as the superintendent from
Charlotte testified. And one of the things that I found in the survey
of real estate brokers, when you desegregate the schools across a
metropolitan area, the perception of schools as a whole changes. A
great deal of attention is paid to what is going on in the schools in
the process of desegregation, and in that process an effort is made
to improve all the schools for all children.

Precisely, because one can't guarantee by where one is living,
where one goes to school, one wants to make sure every child gets
a good education, no matter where they live, or where they come
from.

Ms. COOPER. Professor Rossell, how would you summarize the
major ways in which your findings and conclusions differ from
those of Dr. Armor's?

Ms. ROSSELL. Well, I think we agree on the major causes of white
flight. I would say there is some disagreement in the following
areas: First of all, the magnitude of the implementation year loss;
second, whether or not the loss continues in years after the imple-
mentation years, and to what degree.

Further refinement of my own research has suggested that our
disagreement is getting smaller and smaller, as I find that there is
continuing white flight at many large urban school districts. So
that perhaps the disagreement is only over the suburban and
school districts smaller than the metropolitan school districts. In
addition, we both have a problem in the sense that there simply is
not enough information to compare voluntary desegregation plans
with mandatory desegregation plans in terms of long-term net
benefit; that is, in terms-of increase in interracial contact.

I take the position that if we look simply at mandatory desegre-
gation and the increase in interracial contact, in every school
district that I have examined, it is much higher than if there had
been no desegregation. Dr. Armor counters, well, what if there had
been voluntary desegregation? Unfortunately, we just don't have
enough data to compare the two. He argues that there would be
more desegregation in a voluntary desegregation plan, even though
in the implementation year, there is less integration.

But the fact that there is less white flight continuing on, he
believes would eventually result in more interracial contact in
voluntary plans. Both of us are indeed speculating on this to some
extent, and our particular positions are a function, I think, of our
ideological bias, because we really do not have enough data to say
one way or the other, when comparing voluntary and mandatory
on long-term benefits.

Ms. COOPER. Did you want to comment, Dr. Armor?
Mr. ARMOR. I agree with Professor Rossell by and large in terms

of her summary of our differences. I think that the techniques that
we are using are complicated. They rest on a variety of assump-
tions, and it's not surprising that two analysts will come up with
somewhat different answers. I'm very encouraged that at this point
in 1981, that her results and mine are very close together corn-
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pared to where they were in 1975, when we both began publishing
works on this topic.

One of the things to keep in mind about the trade off between
mandatory and voluntary-and I think you can see this in cities
like San Diego and in cities like Los Angeles which had a volun-
tary plan before mandatory and are continuing with one, I should
emphasize-is that you do get an increase in white enrollment at
minority schools under mandatory busing plans. I don't dispute
that.

It's the magnitude of that increase that's of great concern com-
pared to the white loss in the white schools. Remember if there's
white flight, you're reducing white enrollment in white schools
which offers less interracial contact over the long run in many of
those schools for those minority students who come into the white
schools. In-Los Angeles, for example, some of the majority white
schools over the 3-year period of busing, went from 500 or 600
white students to 100, and the demographics that I have done
school by school show they should have at least 300 or 400 whites
by now.

So on a voluntary basis, you might not have got as many white
students across town to minority schools, but you would have had a
much larger white resource from minority students who voluntar-
ily come into those white schools. And this is the trade off-and it
may be that we can't be definitive about it, but, like I say, the
courts, which are more or less adjudicating the process, really
haven't given voluntary a chance, and until they do, it will be very
hard to be definitive. I just hope that the data we do have will
encourage courts and the Congress to really push voluntary plans,
because we certainly know mandatory plans, whatever the flight
issue, are devisive and unpopular.

Ms. COOPER. One final question that I find troubling. There
seems to be a consensus that white flight is at its minimum under
a metropolitan desegregation plan. But as Dr. Armor pointed out,
because of both State and Federal law at the present time as well
as public resistance, it's unlikely that there are going to be that
many more metropolitan plans implemented mandatorily anyway.

So what is the prognosis, Dr. Pearce?
Dr. PEARCE. One of the things that can be done is that voluntary

interdistrict plans can be developed, and I think those are impor-
tant as a way of dealing with the fact that we indeed have very
high minority enrollments in many large central city districts. The
State of Wisconsin has provided incentives to school districts that
have been quite effective involving minority students coming out to
the suburban school districts, and I think the Federal Government
could do that in a way that would be very positive in promoting
interdistricts voluntary action. I also think there are a number of
courts-the evidence is not entirely in-that courts are not going to
order interdistrict remedies. For example, Indianapolis has just
begun in a metropolitan desegregation plans.

I would also like to point out that there is some evidence on the
effect of voluntary plans-voluntary desegregation plans-on the
level of interracial contact and integration. Dr. Armor s own study
shows that after several years in San Diego, the level of interracial
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contact is essentially unchanged from what it was before the volun-
tary plan was begun.

In other school districts he examined, with the exception of
Pasadena, which is not really a city school district, being a suburb
of Los Angeles, none of the cities ended up more segregated even
with white flight. And as Dr. Rossell has said, in Boston as they
were before the mandatory desegregation, which suggests that even
with large amounts of white flight, we end up with higher levels of
interracial contact and integration than we have before. Particular-
ly in metropolitan plans, the differences are dramatic, and we
should keep that in mind when we try to evaluate that issue.

There are also the freedom of choice plans which were voluntary
desegregation plans, and they had virtually no impact, just token
impact, on the levels of segregation.

Mr. ARMOR. I agree that the only realistic option right now is
metropolitan plans on a voluntary basis for many of the larger
cities. But I think-and this is important, I think, for the Con-
gress-the courts have really fouled things up. They could not find
a legal basis to order metropolitan plans, and yet they have fright-
ened the suburbs literally away from participating in interdistrict
plans on a voluntary basis.

A good example is St. Louis, where the court asked the suburban
districts to voluntarily agree to participate in an exchange. The
controversy has been so great and so intense that virtually none-I
think 3 or 4 out of 25-agreed to participate. I submit we wouldn't
have that kind of dilemma today if the courts hadn't frightened
people with mandatory busing policies. As a matter of fact, the St.
Louis judge has, after he couldn't get anywhere, has now ordered
those districts to take part. I think that, you know, as much as I
want to pursue voluntary plans, we have to get the court out of the
business, because we are not going to be free, I think, to encourage
communities to cooperate when they fear that the courts will use
that against them in the future. I am not sure how to solve it, but
there is no question that the courts have done damage in our
ability to actually convince people to participate in voluntary
plans.

I'd also like to make a comment about the housing issue, if I
might be allowed to, and that is that I think it's very important to
encourage the kind of research that Dr. Pearce has done. I think it
very impressive. I also think, however, you have to look at the
possibilities, again, under voluntary plans for housing integration
under that approach.

You will note, for example, that Riverside shows among the most
extensive increase in housing integration. In our study, Riverside
has not had any extensive mandatory busing of white students to
minority schools. That's very important to point out. San Berna-
dino, although not showing as great gains as Riverside-it's next
door-has shown very substantial increases in housing integration
with a strictly voluntary plan. So again, I think we don't want to
be misled by this very important data to think that it is only
mandatory busing of whites that is going to accomplish housing
integration. Again, the evidence is not substantial, but there is
every reason to think we can in fact make progress in housing
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integration in voluntary plans, and they certainly are a lot more
acceptable to the public.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Rossell, is it fair to say, again, based on your comment with

regard to comparing your testimony with that of Dr. Armor, that
you agree with him that white flight is not based so much on racial
prejudice as by a perception of declining safety and declining qual-
ity of education for children?

Ms. ROSSELL. No; I think the problem with his analysis is it's a
simple one-stage analysis. I have seen some path analysis models
which suggest that one of the prime causes of how you perceive the
quality of education in the schools and the quality of life in the
urban city is racism.

Mr. BOYD. So you think racial prejudice is the principal motiva-
tor?

Ms. ROSSELL. Yes.
Mr. BOYD. How then do you explain the amount of black flight

which has taken place from the District of Columbia during the
decade of the 1970's, as indicated by the 1980 census, to the effect
that a large percentage of middle-class blacks have been leaving
the District of Columbia for the suburbs?

One reason for that could be a belief that the quality of educa-
tion in the District of Columbia is less than excellent.

Ms. ROSSELL. I have always thought one of the most naive beliefs
that people have is that a human being cannot be prejudiced
against their own racial or ethnic group. In fact, we find human
beings are quite capable of being prejudiced against his or her own
racial group, and we find blacks, for example, are quite capable of
being prejudiced against blacks. Second, research done by Giles,
Gatlin, and Cataldo finds that although racism is not a primary
factor in their study, what was a prime factor was class prejudice.
The two are so intertwined at times that it is hard to distinguish
between them.

Blacks do leave the center city because they are concerned about
race, that is, having their children going to school with other
blacks. They may be concerned about having their children go to
school with lower class children-all of which in their mind is
bound up in the idea of quality education.

The example I always use to show how confused people are about
this is that Wellesley High School about 2 years ago-Wellesley is
an upper middle class practically all-white suburban high school in
the Boston SMSA-approximately 3 or 4 years ago, they lost their
accreditation because their library was deemed to be extremely
bad. No library in the Boston school system lost its accreditation
because of a bad library. Yet most people would have said that the
facilities of Wellesley High School are better than the facilities at
the Boston public schools, because there is a higher proportion of
Wellesley students going on to college.

In fact, what we are simply talking about here is the idea that-
the fact that upper middle-class white kids go on to college and
people think that if you send them to those schools, your kids will
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get a good education. There is no evidence that in fact that is the
case.

Mr. BOYD. But there may well be a third consideration which
explains why black members of the middle class leave the District
of Columbia. That may be the level of standing of the District of
Columbia public schools in relation to the rest of the country, and
the low test scores that the District of Columbia has with regard to
the rest of the country, and the perception of those middle-class
blacks who themselves have experienced a degree of discrimination
in their lives that they can gain better schooling and better educa-
tional opportunity outside the District.

Dr. Armor--
Mr. HYDE. Wait a minute. I would like to hear some comment on

that.
Ms. ROSSELL. OK, well, I guess the problem is that in fact that

may indeed be their perception, that low SAT scores mean a bad
education. In fact, if we're talking about actual inputs into the
school system, the Washington--

Mr. BOYD. Financial input?
Ms. ROSSELL. Yes; quality of teachers, facilities, curriculum. The

Washington public school system would have to have something
like 5 times the amount of ti:oney put into it---

Mr. BOYD. I think the teachers have the highest pay--
Ms. ROSSELL. Yes; something like 5 times the amount of money

put in to come close to the suburban schools. The problem is that
most of what the children come into school with, they leave with. I
mean, very few children actually progress to the extent of having

- acceleration in their learning.
Mr. BOYD. One of the problems with the District of Columbia

school system, as I understand it, has to do with discipline, and the
statistics have shown that students have been rewarded more for
conforming to rules than for academic achievement, with the
result, unfortunately, that some highly lauded, highly qualified
students, have been admitted to local colleges and have performed
poorly because they were not taught the basics.

The fact that they were not taught the basics, and were ad-
mittel, and the tests show they have not learned the basics, has
encouraged black middle class citizens of the District to go to areas
where they perceive their children to have better educational op-
portunities.

Ms. ROSSELL. Sure. But the point is we don't know what is the
cause and what is the effect. Do the kids not learn the basics
because they come to school from troubled home environments,
and do not want to learn, and find the schools a hostile place; or
did they not learn the basics because the teacher was a bad teacher
and the classroom was always disrupted?

The same thing would be true of private schools. I made the
point earlier, and I will stick by it. If we put all the public schools
in the private schools, you would find the private school student
would resemble the public schools. There's nothing magical about
private schools.

Mr. HYDE. Except that they can discipline the kids, and they
can't do that in the public schools. They can get rid of the trouble-
makers and then teach and not have to worry about karate, de-
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fending themselves. That's the difference. That's why private
schools will never have the handicap. And I am not blaming the
public schools. They are handicapped.

Ms. ROSSELL. We could go back to the 19th century, to the elite
system.

Mr. HYDE. When a lot of people were pretty well educated.
Ms. ROSSELL. That's right, and a lot of people weren't.
Mr. HYDE. That's true, and now we are spending a lot of money

and still a lot of people aren't well educated, and are functionally
illiterate. It's a scandal that the colleges have to teech remedial
reading with the billions we spend on education. It isn't racism.
There is much more that's wrong with our educational system. And
you can't accuse blacks of being against blacks. It's cultural disaf-
fection. It's economic disaffection.

We use the term "racism" so broadly, and it's so misleading.
There are white communities where I would not want my kids to
go to, and study-plenty of them, and I could name them. There
are Hispanic communities-there are so many other factors. Youth
gangs. In Hispanic communities, in Chicago the Cobras, the Vice
Lords in the black community. We haven't talked about that.

But if my kid had to get bused to one of those places where it's
worth his life to leave the classroom, and worth the teacher's life-
that is something-and not the quality-it has to do with the
cultural situation that we are a long time in resolving. I sure don't
have the answer.

Ms. ROSSELL. That's right.
Mr. BOYD. Dr. Pearce?
Dr. PEARCE. I just would like to add a comment that one of the

reasons that you find middle class black flight from the District of
Columbia or any other city is that in our society, for a child to be
educated in a predominantly minority school, no matter how good
or how much there is in terms of financial resources, that educa-
tion will not be valued as highly by the society at large.

Mr. BOYD. Even if the quality of the school is high, and test
scores are high?

Dr. PEARCE. Right, because it is a minority school, and minority
parents know that even if it is equally as good as a white school,
they know that it will not be seen that way by whites. They want
their children not only to get the best education, but to have it
valued as the best.

Mr. BOYD. So what you are saying is if there was a school such as
an academic high school in the District of Columbia-if there were
to be a school populated principally with minorities in the District
of Columbia which produced students of high academic qualities,
whose level of scores were within the highest percentile nation-
wide, that they would be frowned upon by colleges, because they
make a minority?

Dr. PEARCE. I said a predominantly minority school, an over-
whelmingly minority schools.

Mr. BOYD. That's what I am hypothesizing.
Dr. PEARCE. Yes; I think so.
Mr. BOYD. Yes, Dr. Rossell.
Ms. ROSSELL. I did an analysis of white flight in Los Angeles for

the first and second year of desegregation, and I found absolutely
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no relationship between the median achievement scores of the
minority schools and white flight. Whether I looked at math,
verbal, or combined them together, there was no relationship what-
soever. The dominant characteristic was that it was a minority
school and the length of busing distance. In fact, four minority
schools had higher achievement levels than the white schools that
they were paired with, and had no difference in white flight com-
pared to the other minority schools.

Mr. BOYD. How does that respond to my hypothesis? In other
words, are you saying that if a school in the District of Columbia,
simply because the District of Columbia is 70 p*!rcent black, were
to be an academic high school with high academic levels, high
academic ratings, high test scores, but predominately, minority
those students who apply to colleges, wherever those colleges might
be located, will be considered on a secondary level to those coming
from majority white schools?

Ms. ROSSELL. That's right. Whites consider minority schools to be
inferior, regardless of the achievement of the school.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Armor, do you have any comment on that?
Mr. ARMOR. Yes. First of all, Professor Rossell and I have to get

together again, because we disagree fundamentally on what the
data is saying in Los Angeles. My analysis of the white flight,
which I testified to in court there, was that the only two factors
that were correlated with white flight-the amount of white flight
in individual pairs and clusters-the No. 1 factor was distance-
travel time. The further away the school, the more white loss. And
the No. 2 factor was the achievement level of the minority-receiv-
ing school. It was a very strong and significant correlation. So we
will have to go back and look at our data.

But I know I can cite you cases and examples of what happens.
For example, Baldwin Hills, which is a middle class, upper SES
black community paired with Pacific Palisades, had among the
least white losses of any paired cluster. The ones that pitted a San
Fernando Valley white school with a central city and a very low
achieving black minority school had loss rates of 80, 90 percent, a
virtual wipeout. Almost no white students showed up.

And I do want to say one more thing about racial prejudice. I
couldn't agree more that that term has been completely destroyed
of utility, by social scientists, now, because we now cover so many
different kinds of behavior and call it "racism." As I mentioned in
my statement, we now have symbolic racism, which means if you
oppose busing you are a symbolic racist.

And I don t think that the kind of things that we studied in
prejudice years ago are happening today. There's no question that
there's racial prejudice, but it's much less than it was 20 or 30
years ago, and there is no indication in Los Angeles, for example,
that there has been any loss of whites from black and Hispanic
kids coming in very large numbers into their neighborhood schools.
No indication at all.

The schools that were paired where whites had to be transported
out of their neighborhoods lost 60 percent of the white students.
They did not show up. The white loss rate in those schools that
were not part of the mandatory busing plan had anywhere from 3
to 5 percent loss, which are normal demographic losses. Now, what
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is the utility of the term "prejudice" if we're going to claim the
whites who were transferred were prejudiced, but those who were
not transferred but had a lot of minority students in the schools
did not flee?

I think we have lost all utility for that term. It's educational
considerations. Some racial, yes, for some people, but the majority
of whites who do not like busing and flee from it are not doing it
for racial reasons-strictly racial reasons. They are doing it for
educational reasons; issues of personal safety; concern, perceptions,
possibly incorrect, about whata minority community is like. But
those do not have to be called racial prejudice. I don't think we get
anywhere when we accuse whites who oppose busing of being
racist.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Rossell.
Ms. ROSSELL. I want to add a couple of points. First of all, the

school he was alluding to in Baldwin Hills is Windsor Hills Ele-
mentary School. For a long time in Los Angeles, it had the highest
reading scores in the City of Los Angeles, and it was an all-black
school.

Gradually, each year, blacks left that school, and put their chil-
dren in private schools.

Mr. BOYD. What level of success did the graduates of that school
have with regard to applying for college?

Ms. RoSSELL. I have no idea. I'm sorry.
Gradually, over the years, black professionals, psychiatrists, and

all of those who lived in the area of Baldwin Hills, began taking
their children out of that school and putting them in private
schools.

As a result, in 1977, when Los Angeles first desegrated, Windsor
Hills did not have the highest reading scores, even among the
minority schools. There was still that perception amongst whites
that it did. But the reason why it didn't is because all of these
upper class blacks who had gone to that school had, by this time,
left-or most of them had left for private schools, which had the
prestige that enables your kid to get into a good college.

Mr. BOYD. Excuse me, but for racially motivated reasons; is that
right?

Ms. ROSSELL. Well, in this particular case it wasn't racially moti-
vated reasons. I mean, I don't know, but I would suspect it's essen-
tially a matter of practicality.

Mr. BOYD. What sort of practicality? You mean in terms of
quality of schooling?

Ms. RossELL. No. In terms of how much a black school is worth
in the college marketplace. Graduation from a black school, regard-
less of what its achievement is-you see, when you apply for col-
lege, the college doesn't ask you what the average SAT score of
your child's school is.

Mr. BOYD. No. But they ask you what the average SAT score of
the child is.

Ms. ROSSELL. That's right.
Having gone to a black school is apparently seen by many par-

ents as a deficit and, in fact, one of the things that is always
discovered. And Dr. Armor discovered it in his analysis of METCO.
METCO is the voluntary interdistrict busing program between the
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city of Boston and the various suburbs. The suburbs who take
minority students from the city of Boston are paid a certain
amount of money to do that. It's one of the most successful volun-
tary programs in the country in terms of numbers involved.

Even Dr. Armor found, in his study of that program, that minor-
ity students who went to white schools had greater access to- infor-
mation about colleges, that black schools in general tended to be
very bad about giving that kind of information and getting you the
kind of contacts you need.

Now, maybe that's what black parents were thinking of when
they took their children out. I have no idea, because there's no
social science research on this.

Mr. BOYD. Might that sort of conclusion be different if the school
was full of, let's say, a majority black population which was highly
academically motivated? I mean, it's very difficult for me to accept
your conclusion that black students are finding it difficult to get
into college, regardless of their academic abilities, regardless of
their academic test score results which pit them against students
all over the country, regardless of the recommendation and all the
other material which goes into a college application, simply be-
cause they come from a majority black school.

Ms. ROSSELL. Well, that definitely does.
I have been on admission committees, and I can tell you that the

school that the child goes to is a very important thing if we know
anything about that school.

Mr. BOYD. I have been on admission committees, too, and found
the quality of the child's performance relative to other children,
compared to test scores, has the greatest bearing on whether that
child is accepted.

Ms. RoSSELL. Right. But the important thing here is not what
you or I think. The important thing is what the parents think,
what their perception is. And that's really the important thing, not
the fact.

Mr. BOYD. I have one question, if I may, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Armor, you indicated earlier that you thought that one of the

problems with regard to black views on the busing question was
the perception of the black community that better education was
available in predominantly white schools. Is that a correct reflec-
tion of your testimony?

Mr. ARMOR. That's correct.
Mr. BOYD. If that's the case and if you could change that percep-

tion and substitute one which says that a local minority school has
a good academic atmosphere, then blacks would be disinclined to
favor busing; is that correct?

Mr. ARMOR. I would say many fewer would favor busing than do
today.

Mr. BOYD. Well, if that happens, then how do we, as a society,
encourage interracial contact, without which there would be, at
least in the view of some, the danger of social segregation? How do
we deal with that?

Mr. ARMOR. Well, I think it's a complicated problem. And to
some extent we're always going to have a certain amount of con-
centration of groups, whether it be racial or religious or ethnicwise.
I think that-it's my belief that in the long run-I mean, it's kind
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of a false question, because the mandatory programs are actually
increasing the amount of separation in my opinion, especially in
the central city cases. So it's a question of-it's going to be a
problem, but what is the most cost-effective way to get to it?

And it may well be that if we change perception of black par-
ents, that fewer will transfer out; although I don't think it's going
to completely change. I think there will always be minority parents
who would prefer to change locations, possibly not for educational
reasons, but for other reasons. And I think to some extent that
that will be always true, and we should facilitate that as much as
possible.

But I do think the process of integrating society is a very com-
plex one, and it is going to take an awful lot of effort and time and
growing, shall we say. The closer I think that the races get eco-
.nomically and occupationally and socially, I think that is the long-
term way to assimilate society. And we're trying to force it, which I
think has backfired and really perhaps set us back from that goal.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. All the witnesses have testified that a desegregat-

ed America is desirable insofar as the education system is con-
cerned; is that correct?

Mr. ARMOR. Yes.
Ms. ROSSELL. Yes.
Ms. PEARCE. Yes.
Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Armor, previous witnesses on other days have

given us examples, such as in Charlotte-Mecklenburg, where deseg-
regation just wouldn't have taken place if it had not been for the
court order. And witnesses testified that it can't be successful-
desegregation or a busing order of the court-unless there is lead-
ership by the political figures, by the newspapers, and by the
school board. And from what we have heard, the Los Angeles case
was exactly the opposite of that. And in Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
eventually there was support from the political leaders and the
school board.

What would have happened in Los Angeles if the school board
members hadn't tried to sabotage the order and the newspapers
instead of gone along with it? Did you study that in your study of
Los Arngeles?

Mr. ARMOR. It's hard to study the effect of media and the school
board. I know that Dr. Rossell has commented on it in her state-
ment. I think though that you have to realize-maybe this is just
something we all already realize-that a school board and the
press are going to reflect to a large extent the community. If a
community is more inclined to favor a certain policy, then you're
going to have less controversy. Certainly that's true in Berkeley,
Calif., where the board voluntarily adopted a mandatory busing
plan. There was some white flight, but less than what we see in
other cities.

And Charlotte-Mecklenburg was one of the first districts to un-
dergo desegregation. I think it has many attributes that made its
leaders want to favor it. I think that there was also less white
flight because it was a metropolitan district. There were fewer
options there.
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I think in Los Angeles you're talking about very, very strong
opposition and a place where there are many options to leave, to
flee the system.

It's possible that a school board can exacerbate the situation. But
when you have 86 percent of a group opposing a policy, then you
are going to have controversy. I don't think that the school board
creates the problem. I think they simply reflect the public opinion
that's behind it, and so does the press.

Mr. EDWARDS. You just didn't have 86 percent in the old South.
You had almost 100 percent of the people resist it, and yet it
worked out rather well.

Mr. ARMOR. In Charlotte. But we can't let Charlotte stand for the
entire South.

Mr. EDWARDS. No. I meant in most cities of the Old South, where
100 percent of the people resisted-the white people-arid yet the
political leaders and others cooperated with the court's order and
with the law, and somehow or another it worked out all right.

Mr. ARMOR. I don't know. It's a question of the Los Angeles
board, not cooperation with law. I think it's a question of what the
board. says. The board represents what it feels its constituency is
and the policy. It's not going to happen just in Los Angeles. It has
happened in Boston, it's happened in Denver.

As you know, school boards often change in composition if the
board comes out in favor of busing. It's happened again and again.
As a political entity, a school board does have an obligation to
represent the opinions of its population. It didn't happen in Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg; it didn't happen in some other places in the
South.

But also Los Angeles is not that different than, for example,
what happened in Atlanta during this controversy. The board in
Atlanta opposed a mandatory plan.

So, I do agree that we will find cases where it has worked out
with relatively little controversy. But in the large city districts,
where the issue of segregation is most important because they have
the most minorities, mandatory busing is going to be controversial
and it's going to be opposed by a large majority of the whites and
significant majorities of other minorities, except for blacks. It's a
fact. I think we can minimize it to some extent, but I think we're
not going to get away from the 80 percent that oppose it in most
cases.

Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Pearce.
Ms. PEARCE. I'd like to make a comment. Charlotte was one of

the cities I studied. Charlotte is possibly unique because it was the
first school system in which the Supreme Court ordered dis-
trictwide busing. The district court had ordered busing in 1970, and
the school system experienced busing for a year, believing it would
be overturned at the end of that year.

At the end of the year, when the Supreme Court upheld Judge
McMillan's order, they were in the position of having experienced
it for a year, and the world hadn't come to an end. And it pretty
much undercut the opposition, which reinforces the suggestion you
made, that there was tremendous opposition in Charlotte, as well
as elsewhere throughout the South, and that after experiencing
desegregation, there has been a dramatic decline in opposition to
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desegregation throughout the South. And the most dramatic
change in opinion has occurred afterward.

The opposition that Dr. Armor is talking about, including a
survey in Los Angeles, is of parents before they have experienced
desegregation plans in communities, before it has been implement-
ed. Once it has been implemented among those who are experienc-
ing it, the great majority-85 percent is a figure in the last Harris
poll, from March 1981-of those whites whose children experience
busing find it satisfactory.

To say that because there is tremendous opposition to busing,
one must distinguish between whether they have had experience in
desegregation, or not, because it is simply much less among those
with the experience compared to those without it.

To answer your question about the media, I think one of the best
school systems to handle that was Springfield, Mass., where they
hired a media specialist and went on TV and had special programs.
They had rumor phones for people to call and ask questions about
what was happening, such as, "Is there, in fact, a riot?" or what-
ever.

And they did a very effective job of communicating with the
community. They had visits between schools ahead of time so
people could get to know the schools where the children would be
going. They had a PTA bus.

They did a great deal of things to facilitate it. They basically
decided that if this is what we're going to have to do, we're going to
do it right. I think that's what is happening in many school sys-
tems like Charlotte.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, thank you very much.
Are there further questions?
Mr. HYDE. I didn't hear the gentleman from Charlotte-Mecklen-

burg testify, but I read his statement and my recollection is he said
there were 5 years of pretty rough going. Was that correct?

Ms. PEARCE. Yes. Although you also have to remember there was
a great deal of rough going throughout the country. There was a
great deal of unrest, and the level of blacks in all schools was much
higher in the early 1970's than it has been in the second half of the
decade. It's very difficult to separate out which caused it-desegre-
gation or such things as Vietnam.

Mr. HYDE. Well, I don't know the cause and effect, but Charlotte-
Mecklenburg is held up as a model. My recollection from the-just
from the statement was that there was 5 years of pretty rough
going and a lot of antagonism and polarLation, et cetera, et cetera.
And that is a cost factor that has to be put in the balance.

Now, I guess you can get used to a lot of things you don't want to
get used to in the beginning, and I think we can agree that, with
the nonavailability of options that are evidently available in a
place like Los Angeles and having to get accustomed to it, it's
working fine. If there were just some way we could get over that
transition period everywhere, it would be great.

Mr. EDWARDS. If the gentleman would yield.
Doing the right thing is often very unpopular.
Mr. HYDE. Finding out the right thing is often very difficult.

Doing the right thing isn't half as tough as finding out what it is.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Well, if there are no further questions, these three
witnesses have been immensely helpful.

Mr. HYDE. One of the great panels we have had, Mr. Chairman.
And I would like to congratulate every one of them.

I hope this is published. I want to read and re-read everything
that was said today.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]



SCHOOL DESEGREGATION

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 7, 1981

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:07 a.m., in room 2237 of the Ray-
burn House Office Building; Hon. Don Edwards, (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Edwards and Sensenbrenner.
Staff present: Janice E. Cooper, assistant counsel, and Thomas

M. Boyd, associate counsel.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
The Chair notes the presence of a working quorum for a public

hearing, and the subcommittee will recess for 10 minutes for a
vote.

[Whereupon, a short recess was taken.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
Our witness today is an old and dear friend of the subcommittee,

Dr. Arthur Flemming, Chairman of the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights.

Since its inception, the Commission has provided the Congress
with the most useful, comprehensive, and accurate information on
this volatile issue of school desegregation, as well as on other
issues. The reports and surveys conducted by the Commission have
been invaluable in helping to keep the debate as close to reality as
possible.

We would like to welcome you here today, Pr. Flemming. We
thank you for your patience and consideration in rescheduling this
hearing. All of us are particularly grateful for the valuable assist-
ance that the Commission rendered to the Judiciary Committee
and to the House of Representatives, and indeed to all of the
American people, on the extension of the Voting Rights Act which
the House passed overwhelmingly day before yesterday. We really
couldn't have gotten along without the wonderful information and
research that you furnished to us, and we indeed are very, very
grateful.

Would you please identify your colleagues.
Without objection, the entire statement will be made a part of

the record, and you may proceed.
[The complete statement follows:]

(243)
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STATEMENT OF ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, CHAIRMAN, U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL
RIGHTS

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Arthur S. Flemming,
Chairman of the United States Commission on Civil Rights. The Commission is
pleased to respond to your request for our testimony on school desegregation.
Accompanying me today are John Hope III, Acting Staff Director, Karen McGill
Arrington, Education Monitor, and Paul Alexander, Acting General Counsel.

The Commission believes that school desegregation is the single most important
issue confronting the Nation today in the field of civil rights. Any retreat in our
efforts to achieve this goal will seriously harm our efforts to move forward in other
civil rights areas.

Consistent with this belief the Commission is concerned about the following
recent decisions by the Civil Rights Division of the U.S. Department of Justice: To
drop its efforts to seek an order which would require in Houston, Texas the develop-
ment and implementation of a metropolitan desegregation plan; to accept as ade-
quate the Chicago school board's proposed initial steps towards desegregation when
as recently as July 1981 the Department had advised the court that the plan was
"incomplete"; to change its position on a Texas State law which denies free public
education to illegal alien children from opposition on constitutional grounds to no
position; and to change its position on the State of Washington's anti-busing law
from opposition on constitutional grounds to support.

Also, the Commission is very much concerned about the following actions by the
Congress: Insistence by both Houses of Congress over the past four years on inclu-
sion of an amendment to education appropriations which prohibits the use of funds
to require school desegregation when the transportation of students to a school
other than the school nearest the student's home would be required; the passage by
the House of Representatives of the Collins amendment to the Department of
Justice's authorization bill which woud deny to the Department the right to spend
funds to bring school desegregation cases that require transportation of students
beyond the school nearest to the student's home; the passage by the Senate of the
Helms amendment to the Department of Justice's authorization bill which would
deny to the Department the right to spend f nds to bring, or maintain, school
desegregation cases that require transportation df students beyond the school near-
est to the student's home; and the passage by the Senate of the Johnston amend-
ment to the Department of Justice's authorization bill which seeks to limit the
instances when Federal courts could order student transportation and the time and
distance of such transportation in school desegregation cases.

Taken together, these actions can be interpreted in only one way, namely, that
those who oppose desegregation of our schools are developing a momentum which
must be taken seriously by those who believe that segregated schools are in direct
conflict with the 14th amendment of the Constitution.

The Supreme Court of the United States, twenty-seven years ago in Brown v.
Board of Education, ruled that segregated school facilities are inherently unequal
and held that State-sanctioned dual school systems deny minority children the right
to the equal protection of the laws which is guaranteed by the 14th amendment to
the Constitution.

Segregated school facilities are still inherently unequal. They still deny children
and young people equal educational opportunity. Segregated school systems which
are the outgrowth of actions by public officials must be desegregated if the constitu-
tional rights of the young persons who are dependent on those schools are to be
enforced.

School desegregation has already taken place successfully in many communities
across the country. In 1954 in the South, less than one percent of black students
attended schools with whites. By 1968, 18 percent of black students in the South
were attending majority white schools and by 1978 this figure had increased to over
44 percent. Nationwide in 1968, some 23 percent of black students attended majority
white schools. By 1978 this figure had increased to over 38 percent.

These same figures make it clear that we still have a long distance to travel.
Brown v. Board of Education set a national goal-the goal of desegregating public
school systems. That goal can be reached. In order to do so, however, we must defeat
the efforts to erect obstacles that would deny to public officials-particularly in the
judiciary and in tne executive branch of the government-the right to utilize
methods that must be used if segregated school systems are to be broken up.
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LEAL CONTEXT

One of the most encouraging developments in the area of desegregation has been
the manner in which the Federal courts, over the years, have implemented the
basic holding in Brown v. Board of Fducation. These developments, viewed in the
context of our past, underline the national progress we have made in the last
twenty-seven years in accepting and enforcing the constitutional mandate of equal
opportunity, particularly in the area of school dewgreation.

When slavery was legally abolished by the ratification of the 13th amendment in
1865, the proponents of the amendment, as well as the proponents of the 14th and
15th amendments, intended to place blacks on equal footing with white citizens and
remove the badges of inferiority that had been conferred upon them by slavery. This
new freedom was soon undermined by a system of laws and customs, by no means
limited to the South, that barred blacks (and almost all persons of color) from the
mainstream of American society. Legislatures dominated by white-supremacist
thinking enacted laws for housing, public transportation, educational institutions,
and other public facilities which sabotaged the clear intent of the Civil War amend-
ments by creating a segregated society.

The Supreme Court subsequently put its s!amp of approval on this system of dual
societies by supporting the "separate but equal" doctrine in 1896. Not until the mid-
twentieth century did the Supreme Court recognize in Brown v. Board of Education
what it had earlier rejected in 1896, namely that "enforced separation of the two
races stamps the colored race with a badge of inferiority." Brown held that the
legally-sanctioned practice of segregating public school systems denied black chil-
dren the right to equal protection of the laws that is guaranteed by the 14th
amendment. The Supreme Court declared that State-imposed separation by race in
public schools was an invidious and discriminatory class sification and, for that
reason alone, a violation of the Constitution.

Brown heralded the demise of the entire legal framework that had sustained and
fostered segregation in almost every aspect of American life. After this landmark
decision, Federal courts moved to end all forms of State-sanctioned racial segrega-
tion in decisions citing Brown that were affirmed by the Supreme Court. In various
other areas of life such as public parks, restaurants, hotels, libraries and court-
rooms, desegregation also took place despite vigorous opposition by segments of the
public.

The Supreme Court set forth in 1955 broad guidelines for implementation of its
order in the Brown decision. The Court required local school officials to "effectuate
a transition to a racially nondiscriminatory school system" and to do so "with all
deliberate speed." The Court charged the Federal district courts with the responsi-
bility of overseeing local compliance. The court emphasized in its Brown II holding:

"Full implementation of ... constitutional principles may require solution of
varied local school problems. School authorities have the primary responsibility
for . . . solving these problems; courts will have to consider whether the action of
school authorities constitutes good faith implementation of the governing constitu-
tional principles. Because of their proximity to local conditions . .. the courts
which originally heard these cases can best perform this judicial appraisal."

Brown did not and could not by itself end segregated public education. A single
judicial decision could not overcome determined resistance by local officials and
others in communities where the practice of racial segregation was still deeply
entrenched in every aspect of daily life.

Further, the simple removal of segregation laws from the books did not initiate
desegregation. Local school officials merely acted to substitute so-called "racially
neutral" policies that were intended to have little or no effect in removing State-
perpetuated segregation in education. These local evasionary strategies included
freedomm of choice" assignment plans and the promotion of the "neighborhood
school" concept.

In the years following Brown the Supreme Court has carefully clarified the
constitutionally-mandated remedy for officially sanctioned public school segregation.
Once it is determined that a school system is segregated, school officials have the
affirmative duty to eliminate its effects. If racialty-neutral policies do not result in
public school deseeation (and they rarely, if ever, do) color-conscious remedies
must be employed. As Judge John Minor Wisdom of the 5th Circuit Court of
Ap als in US. v. Jefferson County Board of Education aptly observed:

the Constitution is both colorblind and color-conscious. To avoid conflict with
the equal protection clause, a classification that denies a benefit, causes harm, or
imposes a burden must not be based on race. In that sense, the Constitution is color
blind. But the Constitution is color-conscious to prevent discrimination being perpet-



246

uated and to undo the effects of past discrimination. The criterion is the relevancy
of color to a legitimate governmental purpose."

School boards that had chosen deliberately to segregate their systems and had
bypassed numerous opportunities to make decisions that countered school segrega-
tion, frequently delayed or simply refused to develop desegregation plans that would
be effective. The Supreme Court in 1964 recognized that the time or the measured
pace of "all deliberate speed" had passed. The Court in 1968 reiterated that "[tjhe
burden on a school board today is to come forward with a plan that promises
realistically to work, and promises realistically to work now." Frustrated with the
lack of progress in achieving school desegregation, the Supreme Court in 1971
focused on remedial methodsby which school officials might dismantle unconstitu-
tionally segregated school systems. The Court observed in Swann v. Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Board of Education:

"Absent a constitutional violation there would be no basis for judicially ordering
assignment of students on a racial basis .... But all things are not equal in a
system that has been deliberately constructed and maintained to enforce racial
segregation. The remedy for such segregation may be administratively awkward,
inconvenient, and even bizzare in some situations and may impose burdens on some;
but all awkwardness and inconvenience cannot be avoided in the interim period
when remedial adjustments are being made to eliminate the dual school systems."

The Swann decision upheld the use of busing as a part of a desegregation plan.
The Court stated that pupil transportation by bus is a "normal and accepted tool of
educational policy," that bus transportation 'has been an integral part of the public
education system for years, and was perhaps the most important factor in the
transition from the one room schoolhouse to the consolidated school," and that
although busing is only one tool among many, "desegregation plans cannot be
limited to the walk-in school." This observation is borne out by the fact that slightly
over 50 percent of school children are bused to school, and of this percentage less
than seven percent are bused for desegregation purposes.

The Supreme Court's early school desegregation decisions dealt with cases arising
primarily in southern States that had statutes requiring segregation in public
schools. This form of segregation is known as de jure segregation.

The courts found the mere presence of segregation, de facto segregation, to be
inadequate evidence of a violation in instances where there was an absence of State
laws requiring school segregation. In 1972, the Supreme Court in Keyes examined
the concept of de jure segregation and held that in addition to laws requiring
segregation it includes deliberate actions taken by school officials, local officials, or
State officials that create or support dual systems of education. The Court recog-
nized that school board policies and practices regarding "school site location, school
size, school renovations and additions, student-attendance zones, student assignment
and transfer options, mobile classroom units, transportation of students, assignment
of faculty and staff," could be employed to create or maintain school segregation.
Since this decision was rendered, any school district that has been found to be
s gegated as a result of actions taken by public officials has been under the same
oblgation to desegregate as are those that were segregated by State law.

It is important to underscore that courts have imposed orders requiring the
reassignment and where necessary, the transportation of students only where a
violation of the 14th amendment by government officials has been judicially deter-
mined and where other school desegregation methods have proven inadequate to
remedy the violation. Litigation in individual school desegregation cases generally
involves numerous evidentiary hearings and multiple judicial decisions which cover
a number of years. Before ordering any remedy, Federal district courts have uni-
formly required local school authorities to develop their own plans for school deseg-
regation. Judges have ordered the implementation of specific remedies only when

.school districts have failed or refused to ropose plans that will effectively eliminate
the vestiges of segregation in their schools.

The meaning of Brown must be clearly understood by those examining the process
of school desegregation. It does not require quality education for all children nor
does it mandate racial balance. Although school districts should seek, as a part of a
desegregation plan, to improve the quality of education, they are not required
constitutionally to do so. All they are required to do is to breakup the segregated
system. Also, contrary to allegations made by some opponents of desegregation no
Federal judge has required a single school district to achieve racial balance in all of
the schools in the district. Again, all that is required is to break up the segregated
system.

The crux of Brown is simply this: officially imposed segregation in education
discriminates against minority children and denies them the right to equal educa-
tional opportunity which is guaranteed by the United States Constitution. Desegre-
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gation is the constitutional remedy mandated by the Supreme Court. In interpreting
this mandate, Judge John Minor Wisdom noted "The only school desegregation plan
that meets constitutional standards is one that works." Stated another way, a right
without an effective remedy is meaningless.

THE STATUS OF SCHOOL DESEGREGATION

In evaluating the status of school desegregation in our Nation, it is important to
understand that the Constitution, as interpreted by the Supreme Court of the
United States, requires the elimination of officially imposed segregated systems of
education. It is segregation that denies to children and young people equal educa-
tional opportunity. Therefore, the question that should be addressed is: What has
happened to segregation in our schools since 1954?

In 1978, more than 38 percent of black students attended schools that were at
least 50 percent majority; the corresponding figure in 1968 was 23 percent. In the
South where desegregation efforts have been concentrated the percentage of black
students attending schools that were at least 50 percent majority rose from 18
percent in 1968 to 44 percent in 1978.

Some school districts have not only implemented student reassignment plans but
also have worked to achieve the spirit of the law by integrating all aspects of the
school environment.

The Commission's experience in the area of school desegregation spans over
twenty years and includes hearings, reports and studies on the subject. I would like -
to identify some of our principal observations.

Affirmative leadership and support at the community level are essential for the
successful implementation of school desegregation.

In 1976, the Commission issued its report, "Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the
Law," a comprehensive study of the desegregation of the Nation's public schools.
This report incorporated the findings of numerous Commission studies, public hear-
ings, meetings, case studies, and a national survey of school desegregation in hun-
dreds of districts in the North and South. Some school districts studied had desegre-
gated voluntarily, while others had done so under court order. Our major conclusion
was that school desegregation does work and one of the primary ingredients for its
success is positive local leadership.

In numerous communities, such as Greenville, Mississippi; Minneapolis, Minneso-
ta; Denver, Colorado; Tampa (Hillsborough County), Florida; Berkeley, California;
and Union Township, New Jersey, desegregation initiatives were accompanied by a
positive approach from the local school board, administrators, or community leaders
that promoted support for effective desegregation. In these and similar communi-
ties, students and parents were encouraged to go forward despite personal misgiv-
ings they may have had. In other communities, such as Bogalusa, Louisiana; Ponti-
ac, Michigan; and Prince George's County, Maryland, resistance to desegregation by
school authorities and other community residents resulted in needless opposition
and polarization.

Because of the unrest and community disruption that accompanied desegregation
of the Boston Public Schools and the Louisville-Jefferson County Public Schools, the
Commission conducted public hearings at these two sites. In our report on desegre-
g ation in Boston, the Commission found a failure on the part of leaders at all
evels-the Boston school committee, city officials, and the Federal government-a

failure "to speak out in no uncertain terms in support of the constitutional and
moral values which were] an integral part of the court-ordered desegregation plan."
The report further noted that a lack of leadership and defiant attitudes had fostered
community resistance to desegregation and reinforced the view that opposition
would yield results. Similarly in Louisville, the Commission found that local elected
officials had abdicated their responsibility to support the desegregation order, and
as a result, had contributed to community controversy and opposition.

The Commission strongly believes that the constitutional mandate of the Brown
decision cannot easily be achieved without the clear support of leaders at the
community level.

The implementation of desegregation plans should include reassignment of pres-
ent staff and should be accompanied by the development and implementation of an
affirmative action p lan for all School personnel.

In most school desegreation cases, reassignment of teaching faculty is a neces-
sary component of the desegregation plan. A comprehensive plan must provide for
reassignment of minority administrative and auxiliary staff as well as teachers
throughout the system. In districts where there are limited numbers of minority
personnel, it will be necessary to develop and implement an affirmative action plan
in order to obtain an integrated staff that will reflect closely the composition and
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needs of the total school community. Provisions should be adopted both in the
desegregation plan and in the affirmative action plan to ensure that minority staff
do not suffer discriminatory demotion, dismissal or displacement. Minority staffing
was addressed, for example, by the court orders in Boston, Denver, Tampa (Hillsbor-
ough County), and Louisville (Jefferson County).

Affirmative recruitment and reassignment of administrative, faculty and service
personnel are important because they reflect the commitment of school officials to
the objective of achieving a truly integrated system.

The positive results from such efforts include cross-cultural experience for stu-
dents. Black children accustomed to being taught solely by black teachers should
have an opportunity to be exposed to the experiences and perspectives of white
teachers. Similarly, it is important for white students and parents to have the
opportunity for association with minority administrators and faculty. Minorities in
positions of responsibility provide positive role models for all students, and ease the
adjustment of minority students and their parents and majority teachers. A Tampa
mother described her daughter's experience:

"My child's favorite teacher in high school was her black Spanish teacher, and
without desegregation, she never would have had this experience. I think it was a
very rewarding experience for my child."

In short, adequate minority professional representation throughout the system
must be recognized as crucial to the successful implementation of a school desegre-
gation plan.

The implementation of desegregation plans has positive effects on the lives of
both minority and white students.

Any examination of the benefits of school desegregation must give consideration
to the damaging effects of racially-based discrimination on young minorities. As
psychologist and Professor William Ryan stated recently:'The argument that school desegregation produces no educational dividends is
simply irrelevant .... The purpose is to wipe out the casts implications of color.
When drinking fountains were desegregated, no one expected the water quality to
improve; when lunch counters were desegregated, the hamburgers and cokes didn't
taste any better.... And no one expected black kids in desegregation swimming
pools to start swimming faster .... Segregation itself unjustly inflicts pain and
injury on black people. desegregation is designed to stop that particular source of
hurt; that's a good enough goal.'

In addition, evidence clearly demonstrates that school desegregation has other
positive effects on students.

We found as early as 1967 that both white students and black students who
experience desegregated schools are more likely later to live in desegregated neigh-
borhoods. They are more likely to have friends across racial lines than are adults of
both races who attended segregated schools, and their children are more likely to
attend desegregated schools. Research also indicates that blacks who have studied in
a desegregated setting have a more positive outlook on their occupational opportuni-
ties, have more access to an informal network of information about employment
opportunities, and are more confident in interracial situations. These are all impor-
tant considerations for adult occupational success.

Similarly, desegregated education contributes to higher levels of educational at-
tainment and aspirations for minority students. Research shows that black students
graduating from desegregated high schools are now more than twice as likely to
complete college as their segregated peers.

Finally, it is clear that only in learning together as equals, and in sharing
knowledge and experiences, can children acquire the values and understanding
which will prepare them to become fully contributing members of our complex
pluralistic society. A white and a black student, testifying at a Commission hearing
in Boston, Massachusetts, discussed their experiences with school desegregation.
One student stated:

"The benefits of . . . desegregation, are that you are educated alongside every
other American child. You are not educated just about yourself, you are educated to
what they are, who they are, what they are about, just as they are educated about
you....

The other stated:
"[One] ... benefit ... is that we get to live together with one another. It is not

just all whites living with all whites. It is everybody together, all races, colors,
creeds, and religions and that is one main benefit I see.tr
__ The implementation of school desegregation has helped to strengthen the commu-
nities in which it has taken place.

The direct beneficiaries of school desegregation are of course the students. But,
when local communities approach the desegregation process with the determination
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to make it effective and successful, both students and other community members
benefit. Charlotte, North Carolina is an outstanding example.

Recently, there was celebration in Charlotte, whose desegregation litigation led to
the Supreme Court's unanimous affirmation of the use of pupil transportation to
remedy constitutional violations. An impressive cross-section of Charlotte-Mecklen-
burg citizens turned out for the local celebration. The school board canceled its own
meeting to attend the dinner honoring the U.S. District Court Judge James B.
McMillan, who listened to the testimony and made the initial decision, and the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund attorney Julius L. Chambers who represented the
plaintiffs. According to journalist and North Carolina native Tom Wicker, now a
distinguished columnist with the New York Times, who was the guest speaker for
the occasion:

"Judge McMillan has frequently said that he knew little about Charlotte's schools
when the desegregation case reached him in 1969 but he found evidence of unconsti-
tutional segregation in his home community "overwhelming." And he told the
dinner audience that he had not hesitated to order busing as a tool for desegrega-
tion because it had been for so long used as a tool to maintain segregation."
(Emphasis added.)

The Charlotte Observer noted in retrospect:
"Prior to busing, Charlotte was much more segregated than it is now. Not only

were its schools identifiably white or black, but the community itself was divided
along racial lines. ... Through the use of busing, schools are no longer black or
white, but are simply schools.. . . The center city and its environs are a healthy
mixture of black and white neighborhoods. In fact, there is reason to believe school
desegregation has encouraged neighborhood desegregation to a degree that allows a
reduction in busing."

Progress in Charlotte-Mecklenburg has not been achieved without pain and effort.
As the Charlotte Observer noted, "[IIt has taken 10 years to honor the two men who
pushed that decision. [W]ithout busing and a commitment to desegregation, it might
not have been possible." Editor Jerry Shinn of the Charlotte Observer wrote on the
same subject:

"If, despite the Constitution and the courts, politicians find a way to do away with
busing, they will be cheating some children out of something very important: the
experience of functioning in an integrated society, which is the kind of society their
generation is going to have to live in-that, or 'a house divided against itself, which
cannot stand."

METROPOLITAN DESEGREGATION

If we are to achieve the national goal of desegregation, we must move more
rapidly than we have to develop and implement metropolitan-wide school desegrega-
tion remedies.

In many urban areas, desegregated education for students can be most effectively
accomplished through metropolitan-wide remedies because minorities predominate
in the inner-city areas of large urban centers. When evidence demonstrates that a
mix of Federal, State, and local practices produced segregation in education and
housing in the metropolitan area, interdistrict remedies are appropriate and neces-
sary. The Supreme Court in Milliken v. Bradley indicated that a metropolitan-wide
remedy should be ordered when the evidence presented shows that the constitution-
al violations have infected in a significant way all of the school districts sought to
be included in the metropolitan decree. In recent years such violations have been
demonstrated and interdistrict remedies have been ordered by the courts. Wilming-
ton, Delaware and Indianapolis, Indiana are examples of this.

A major premise of the movement to consolidate school districts over the past 40
years is that reorganization into larger units can provide more effective and eco-
nomical education. Such efforts are specifically needed in some metropolitan areas
where school districts often are extremely unequal in size and overlap lines of
political jurisdictions. By pooling resources and by providing special services for all
students, metropolitan desegregation could eliminate fiscal inequities that exist
among districts within a given metropolitan area.

Transportation of students on a metropolitan-wide basis need not be excessive.
For example, in Charlotte-Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, the desegregation
plan involved a maximum travel time of 35 minutes. Prior to desegregation children
were transported for an average trip of more than one hour. Metropolitan plans
may entail only modest busing because city-suburban political boundary lines have
frequently separated nearby schools that are opposites in racial makeup but which
could easily and effectively be joined for desegregation purposes. Moreover, metro-
politan-wide remedies like school consolidation approaches promote efficiency and
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economy. In addition, recent research by Diana Pearce of the Center for National
Policy Review at the Catholic University of America and by the Kentucky Commis-
sion on Human Rights indicate that metropolitan-wide school desegregation may
contribute to housing desegregation-a promising development-that ultimately
could lead to a reduction in the need for transportation of students for desegrega-
tion purposes.

RECENT EXECUTIVE BRANCH DEVELOPMENTS

Recent decisions by the Department of Justice in pending cases concerning educa-
tional opportunity and school desegregation are of serious concern.

We are disturbed by the fact that the Department of Justice has changed its
position in the case of State of Washington v. Seattle School District No. 1. The
United States as intervenor has successfully challenged up through the U.S. Court
of Appeals the constitutionality of a Washington State initiative prohibiting student
assignment to schools beyond schools nearest or next nearest the student's home
except where such assignment was made for health, safety, or special education
Purposes or in response to inadequate or unfit conditions. The opinions of the lower

federal courts make clear that the initiative was a reaction to voluntary efforts by
three local school districts to cure a substantial racial imbalance in their public
schools that was caused by persistent patterns of housing segregation. Nonetheless,
the United States through the DOJ is now supporting the constitutionality of the
statute and has urged the Supreme Court to review the case as an example of a
valid exercise of State constitutional authority over public education. The Justice
Department in its brief urged review especiallyly in light of the decade of judicial
and educational experience since Lee, we believe the Court should now give plenary
consideration to this issue, partly for reasons explained by Justice Powell in Keyes v.
School District No. 1, . . .' It is significant that one of the pages referenced by the
Departmental brief, the same Justice, Lewis F. Powell, Jr., writes:

"In a pluralistic society such as ours, it is essential that no racial minority feel
demeaned or discriminated against and that students of all races learn to play,
work, and cooperate with one another in their common pursuits and endeavors.
Nothing in this opinion is meant to discourage school boards from exceeding mini-
mal constitutional standards in promoting the values of an integrated school experi-
ence."

We believe that this statement points out in an exceptionally effective way why
the Federal government should be in the vanguard in insisting that states should
not be permitted to erect roadblocks that prevent the integration of the Nation's
public schools.

In a second reversal of a prior position, the Department of Justice submitted a
joint statement with the Chicago Board of Education on August 28, 1981, to the U.S.

istrict Court approving a desegregation plan developed by the Board of Education
that the Department rejected as "incomplete" a month earlier. In particular, Justice
Department lawyers in July had objected that the plan would not achieve system-
wide school desegregation by September 1981 as required by a consent decree and
did not contemplate undertaking mandatory desegregation measures including
busing until September 1983 after voluntary measures had been tried and failed.
The signing of the joint statement by the Justice Department means that the
Department has now accepted these fundamental flaws of the Board's plan.

Also, in August, the Department of Justice elected not to appeal to the Circuit
Court of Appeals the dismissal of its efforts to achieve multidistrict school desegre- -
gation in a suit against the Houston Independent School District and other districts.

This Commission has followed with great interest the legal developments follow-
ing the enactment of a Texas statute that permits local school districts to deny
enrollment in the public schools to alien children whose parents have not been
lawfully admitted into the country or to charge them tuition if they do enroll, and
prohibits local school districts from receiving any state funds for the education of
such children. While the statute does not concern desegregation, we believe that the
same principle of equal access to public education is completely in harmony with
the constitutional mandate to desegregate our nation's schools. We were pleased
therefore when two district courts and the court of appeals ruled the statute
unconstitutional in Plyer v. Doe and In Re Alien Children.

The United States took a leadership role in challenging the constitutionality of
the Texas statute in the lower courts. The United States intervened as a plaintiff at
the district court level in In Re Alien children claiming that the statute was invalid
under the Equal Protection Clause and pressed the same argument in an amicus
curiae brief before the court of appeals in Plyler v. Doe and subsequently moved for
summary affirmance in In Re Children. The Justice Department filed a brief with
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the U.S. Supreme Court in those cases asserting that "whether local school districts
are constitutionally required to admit [school-age children who entered the country
illegally or whether the State of Texas is obligated to pay for their education] are
issues that affect the State of Texas and the school districts, not the United States."
It is our position that an issue involving the right, under the Constitution, of equal
access to public education affects not only the State of Texas but all the people of
our nation.

Taken together, the positions espoused by the Department of Justice in these four
cases appears to reflect a change of policy which cannot help but be of deep concern
to those who believe that, as the Supreme Court found in Brown v. Board of
Education, segregated school facilities are inherently unequal.

RECENT CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS

The Commission views any action by Congress to weaken or eliminate an essen-
tial means for accomplishing school desegregation as a move that would severely
undermine the real gains that have been made since 1954 and as a retreat from the
constitutional imperative to end government racial discrimination in the United
States.

Consistent with this view, the Commission has strongly opposed the Eagleton-
Biden amendment that now prohibits the Department of Education from taking
action to compel the transportation of students to schools other than schools which
are nearest the students' home as a means of remedying unconstitutional school
segregation. The Federal courts refrained from striking down this legislation be-
cause it does not bar the Department of Education from forwarding those school
desegregation cases that require pupil transportation to the Department of Justice
for litigation.

At the last session of the Congress, the House of Representatives passed the
Collins amendment which prohibits the Department of Justice from bringing any
suit "to require directly or indirectly the transportation of any student to school
other than the school which is nearest the student's home .. "; the Senate con-
curred in this action. This Commission recommended to the President that he veto
the bill on the grounds that coupled with the Eagleton-Biden Amendment, both the
Executive Branch and Judicial Branch would be impeded in their efforts to pre-
scribe effective remedies to implement the Constitution as interpreted by the Su-
preme Court in Brown and subsequent decisions. The President took such action.

At this session of the Congress the House of Representatives has voted to attach
the Collins Amendment to the Department of Justice appropriation authorization
bill. The Senate has passed the Helms amendment which tracks the Collins amend-
ment but also applies to pending litigation. The Senate also passed the Johnston
amendment that prohibits Federal courts from ordering the assignment or tran spor-
tation of students to a school other than the school which is closest to their
residence unless, among other limitations, the daily round trip will not exceed 30
minutes or 10 miles.

The Commission on Civil Rights continues to oppose the Collins and Helms
Amendments for the same reasons that we include in our recommendation to
President Carter for a veto last year's appropriation bill.

We likewise oppose the Johnston bill on constitutional grounds. Congressional
attempts to limit the authority of the Federal courts when Congress disagrees with
judicial decisions threaten the necessary independence of the Federal judiciary. The
ultimate effect of such a legislative approach would be to negate constitutional
protections in piecemeal fashion by eliminating the available remedies for violations
of these provisions. If passed by the Congress, the Johnston amendment would stand
for the proposition that whenever Congress objects to actions taken by the Federal
judiciary to vindicate constitutional rights, it can simply move to strip the Federal
Courts of their authority to remedy the particular constitutional violation in ques-
tion. We were encouraged when he did veto the legislation.

I am offering for the record a letter to Senator Lowell Weicker from the Commis-
sion setting forth more fully our analyses and concerns with respect to these
prposaIs.

This committee also has pending before it H.J. Res. 56, a proposed constitutional
amendment to prohibit Federal courts from assigning or excluding any person from
any school on the basis of race, religion or national origin. It is clear that this
proposed amendment is designed to make it impossible for federal courts to break
up segregated school systems by reassigning students. This strikes at the heart of
the remedial measures called for by Brown v. Board of Education. Its passage would
undermine the foundation on which civil rights rests in this country in t e same
manner as did the "separate but equal" doctrine of Plessy v. Ferguson in the post
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civil war period. We cannot conceive of this Nation adding to its constitution an
amendment designed to undermine the rights established in another portion of the
Constitution.

CONCLUSION

As I noted earlier in my testimony, our 1976 report on desegregation of our
Nation's public schools, "Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the Law," provided
conclusions which still hold true today. Desegregation can and does work, and one
of the primary ingredients of this success is positive local leadership on the part of
those who hold public offices at the Federal, State and local levels.

Effective local leadership is crucial. But the desegregation effort also requires that
Federal officials exercise their responsibility to provide leadership in implementing
the constitutional mandate to desegregate the Nation's public schools. In passing
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the legislative branch provided leadership and provided
the Executive branch with effective means for implementing the mandate of Brown.
The Federal courts have likewise provided very effective means means for imple-
menting the same mandate.

We know that the implementation of this mandate has disturbed the status quo.
This in turn has created opposition. When the passage of the 13th, 14th, and 15th
amendments to the Constitution created similar opposition in the Post Civil War
period, there was a retreat in the civil rights field that lasted almost 100 years. We
hope that leaders in both the executive and legislative branch will think long and
hard before they retreat from their civil rights responsibilities under the Constitu-
tion by undermining the foundation on which implementation of the mandate under
Brown must rest. The passage of the proposed constitutional amendment and the
pending appropriation-authorization riders, or the failure to pursue vigorously the
remedies against segregation which are available through the courts would lead to
such a result. There is no middle ground. Either we are for desegregation and a
system of education that provides equality of opportunity, or we are for continued
segregation and a system of education that makes a mockery of our Constitution.

TESTIMONY OF DR. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, CHAIRMAN, U.S.
COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN
HOPE III, ACTING STAFF DIRECTOR; KAREN McGILL ARRING-
TON, EDUCATION MONITOR; AND PAUL ALEXANDER, ACTING
GENERAL COUNSEL
Dr. FLEMMING. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
On behalf of the Commission, may I express to you and those

associated with you our deep appreciation for the leadership that
led to the result that has been recorded in the House of Repre-
sentatives as far as the extension of the Voting Rights Act is
concerned.

As you know, as a Commission we have unanimously supported
the extension of the act. We have been convinced, on the basis of
our field studies, on the basis of hearings, that the act has been
responsible for a tremendous service to the American people in
dealing with not only the voting rights situation but opening up
opportunities for dealing with many other issues in the field of
voting rights.

And the votes recorded by the House of Representatives are
certainly a source of encouragement to us as I know they are to the
entire civil rights community. And we are very, very appreciative
of the leadership that has led to that particular result.

I am grateful to you for your comments relative to the contribu-
tion of the Commission, and we will certainly see to it that the
staff that worked so hard on that report become aware of those
comments. That will mean a great deal to them also.
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I am accompanied today by John Hope III, who is our acting staff
director; Karen McGill Arrington, our education monitor; and Paul
Alexander, who is our Acting General Counsel.

As you appreciate, Mr. Chairman, this Commission believes and
has believed that school desegregation is the single most important
issue confronting the Nation today in the field of civil rights. Any
retreat in our efforts to achieve this goal that has been set for us
by Brown v. Board of Education will seriously harm our efforts to
move forward in other civil rights areas.

Consistent with this belief, the Commission is concerned about
the following recent decisions by the Civil Rights Division of the
U.S. Department of Justice:

First: To drop its efforts to seek an order which would require in
Houston, Tex., the development and implementation of a metro-
politan desegregation plan.

Second: To accept as adequate the Chicago school board's pro-
posed initial steps toward desegregation when as recently as July
1981 the Department had advised the court that the plan was
"incomplete."

Third: To change its position on a Texas State law which denies
free public education to illegal alien children from opposition on
constitutional grounds to no position.

And finally, to change its position on the state of Washington's
antibusing law from opposition on constitutional grounds to sup-
port.

We are likewise concerned by the pending sharp reductions in
appropriations for title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act and the Emergency School Aid Act, two provisions of law
that in our judgment have made very significant contributions to
the area of desegregation.

Also, the Commission is very much concerned about the follow-
ing actions by the Congress:

First, insistence by both Houses of Congress over the past 4 years
on inclusion of an amendment to education appropriations which
prohibits the use of funds to require school desegregation when the
transportation of students to a school other than the school nearest
the student's home would 'e required.

Next, the passage by the House of Representatives of the Collins
amendment to the Department of Justice's authorization bill which
would deny to the Department the right to spend funds to bring
school desegregation cases that require transportation of students
beyond the school nearest to the student's home.

Next, the passage by the Senate of the Helms amendment to the
Department of Justice's authorization bill which would deny to the
Department the right to spend funds to bring, or maintain, school
desegregation cases that require transportation of students beyond
the school nearest to the student's home.

Next, the passage by the Senate of the Johnston amendment to
the Department of Justice's authorization bill which seeks to limit
the instances when Federal courts could order student transporta-
tion and the time and distance of such transportation in school
desegregation cases.
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Taken together, these actions can be interpreted in only one way;
namely, serious efforts are underway to undermine or to complete-
ly block programs for desegregating public school systems.

We welcome, therefore, the decision of this committee to conduct
a thorough investigation of the status of desegregation in our
public schools.

I am filing for the record a statement of the Commission's views
on desegregation, a statement which I will now summarize.

The Supreme Court of the United States in Brown v. Board of
Education ruled that segregated school facilities are inherently
unequal and held that State-sanctioned dual school systems deny
minority children the right to the equal protection of the laws
guaranteed by the 14th amendment to the Constitution.

Segregated school facilities are still inherently unequal. They
still deny children and young people equal educational opportunity.
Segregated school systems which are the outgrowth of actions by
public officials must be desegregated if the constitutional rights of
the young persons who are dependent on those schools are to be
enforced.

School desegregation has already taken place successfully in
many communities across the country. We discuss some of those
successes and the reasons for them in our prepared statement.

One of the most encouraging developments in the area of deseg-
regation has been the manner in which the Federal courts; over
the years, have implemented the basic holding in Brown v. Board
of Education.

Brown heralded the demise of the entire legal framework that
had sustained and fostered segregation in almost every aspect of
American life.

In the years following Brown, the Supreme Court has carefully
clarified the constitutionally mandated remedy for officially sanc-
tioned public school segregation.

Once it is determined that a school system is segregated, school
officials have the affirmative duty to eliminate its effects.

If racially neutral policies do not result in public school desegre-
gation-and they rarely, if ever, do-color-conscious remedies must
be employed.

Frustrated with the lack of progress in achieving school desegre-
gation, the Supreme Court in 1971 focused on remedial methods by
which school officials might dismantle unconstitutionally segre-
gated school systems.

The Court-and this was a unanimous Court-in Swann v. Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education upheld the use of busing as a
part of a desegregation plan.

The Court stated that pupil transportation by bus is a "normal
and accepted tool of educational policy," that bus transportation
"has been an integral part of the public education system for years
and was perhaps the most important factor in the transition from
the one-room schoolhouse to the consolidated school," and that
although busing is only one tool among many, "desegregation plans
cannot be limited to the walk-in school."

This observation is borne out by the fact that slightly over 50
percent of schoolchildren are bused to school, and of this percent-
age, less than 7 percent are bused for desegregation purposes.
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In 1972, the Supreme Court in Keyes v. School District No. 1,
Denver, examined the concept of de jure segregation and held that
in addition to laws requiring segregation, the concept includes
deliberate actions taken by school officials, local officials, or State
officials that create or support dual systems of education. Since
this decision was rendered, any school district that has been found
to be segregated as a result of actions taken by public officials has
been under the same obligation to desegregate as are those that
were segregated by State law.

The Federal courts have imposed orders requiring the reassign-
ment and, where necessary, the transportation of students only
where a violation of the 14th amendment by Government officials
has been judicially determined and where other school desegrega-
tion methods have proven inadequate to remedy the violation.
Judges have ordered the implementation of specific remedies only
when school districts have failed or refused to propose plans that
will effectively eliminate the vestiges of segregation in their
schools.

The meaning of Brown must be clearly understood by those
examining the process of school desegregation.

It does not require quality education for all children, nor does it
mandate racial balance in all of the schools in a school district.

Although school districts should seek, as a part of a desegrega-
tion plan, to improve the quality of education, they are not re-
quired constitutionally to do so. All they are required to do is to
break up the segregated system.

The crux of Brown is simply this: Officially imposed segregation
in education discriminates against minority children and denies
them the right to equal educational opportunity which is guaran-
teed by the U.S. Constitution.

Desegregation is the constitutional remedy mandated by the Su-
preme Court.

In interpreting this mandate, Judge John Minor Wisdom noted,
"The only school desegregation plan that meets constitutional
standards is one that works."

Stated another way, a right without an effective remedy is mean-
ingless.

What has happened to segregation in our schools since 1954?
In 1978 more than 38 percent of black students attended schools

that were at least 50-percent majority; the corresponding figure in
1968 was 23 percent. In the South, where desegregation efforts
have been concentrated, the percentage of black students attending
schools that were at least 50-percent majority rose from 18 percent
in 1968 to 44 percent in 1978.

Some school districts have not only implemented student reas-
signment plans but also have worked to achieve the spirit of the
law by integrating all aspects of the school environment.

The Commission's experience in the area of school desegregation
spans 20 years and includes hearings, reports, and studies on the
subject. Here are some of our principal observations:

Affirmative leadership and support at the community level are
essential for the successful implementation of school desegregation.
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This conclusion was underlined many times in our 1976 report,
"Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the Law," a comprehensive
study of the desegregation of the Nation's public schools.

Next, the implementation of desegregation plans should include
reassignment of present staff and should be accompanied by the
development and implementation of an affirmative action plan for
all school personnel.

Affirmative recruitment and reassignment of administrative, fac-
ulty, and service personnel are important when it comes to imple-
menting a desegregation plan and because it reflects the commit-
ment of school officials to the objective of achieving a truly inte-
grated system.

Next, the implementation of desegregation plans has positive
effects on the lives of both minority and white students. It is clear
that only in learning together as equals, and in sharing knowledge
and experiences, can children acquire the values and understand-
ing which will prepare them to become fully contributing members
of our complex pluralistic society. A white student and a black
student, testifying at a Commission hearing in Boston, Mass., dis-
cussed their experiences with school desegregation. One student
stated:

The benefits of.. . desegregation are that you are educated alongside every
other American child. You are not educated just about yourself, you are educated to
what they are, who they are, what they are about, just as they are educated about
you ....

The other stated:
One . . . benefit . . . is that we get to live together with one another. It is not

just all whites living with all whites. It is everybody together, all races, colors,
creeds, and religions, and that is one main benefit I see.

Finally, the implementation of school desegregation has helped
to strengthen the communities in which it has taken place. The
direct beneficiaries of school desegregation are, of course, the stu-
dents. But when local communities approach the desegregation
process with the determination to make it effective and successful,
both students and other community members benefit. Charlotte,
N.C. is an outstanding example.

The Charlotte Observer has noted:
Prior to busing, Charlotte was much more segregated than it is now. Not only

were its schools identifiably white or black, but the community itself was divided
along racial lines .... Through the use of busing, schools are no longer black or
white, but are simply schools .... The center city and its environs are a healthy
mixture of black and white neighborhoods. In fact, there is reason to believe school
desegregation has encouraged neighborhood desegregation to a degree that allows a
reduction in busing.

Finally, if we are to achieve the national goal of desegregation,
we must move more rapidly than we have to develop and imple-
ment metropolitanwide school desegregation remedies. The Su-
preme Court in Milliken v. Bradley indicated that a metropolitan-
wide remedy could be ordered when the evidence presented shows
that the constitutional violations have infected in a significant way
all of the school districts sought to be included in the metropolitan
decree. In recent years such violations have been demonstrated and
interdistrict remedies have been ordered by the courts. Wilming-
ton, Del., and Indianapolis, Ind. are examples of this.
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At the beginning of my testimony I identified recent decisions in
both the executive and legislative branches which in our judgment
can only be regarded as a part of a regressive movement in the
field of civil rights.

In the statement we have filed with the committee we discuss
these developments in detail.

We urge these developments be regarded not as isolated inci-
dents but as a part of a well-organized strategy to sidetrack pro-
grams designed to substitute a desegregated school system for a
segregated system.

ITis clear that this strategy of undermining the remedial meas-
ures called for by Brown would be given tremendous impetus if
House Joint Resolution 56 should be submitted to the States. We
cannot conceive of this Nation adding to our Constitution an
amendment designed to undermine rights established in another
portion of the Constitution.

We know that the implementation of the mandate in Brown v.
Board of Education has disturbed the status quo.

This in turn has created opposition to desegregation.
Those who oppose desegregation have developed a strategy de-

signed to weaken or eliminate methods which must be used if
segregated schools are to be broken up.

The passage of the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth amend-
ments to the Constitution following the Civil War also disturbed
the status quo.

This also brought about opposition to the implementation of
these amendments.

The opposition was able to develop a strategy that led to a
retreat in the civil rights field that lasted almost 100 years.

Our Commission hopes that leaders in both the executive and
legislative branches will think long and hard before they retreat
from their civil rights responsibilities by undermining the methods
which must be used if the mandate spelled out in Brown is to be
implemented.

Brown does not provide for any middle ground. Either we are for
continued segregation and a system of education that makes a
mockery of our Constitution, or we are for desegregation and a
system of education that provides for equality of opportunity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Dr. Flemming.
I am certain that I have never read or listened to a more explic-

it, important, and accurate statement of the issue that confronts
this committee and Congress than this. I'm sure that a number of
your lawyers and experts had a hand in it, and I want you to
compliment them. It is really quite a document.

Dr. FLEMMING. Thank you. I appreciate it very much.
Mr. EDWARDS. It really says it all. And the full statement, of

course, is very helpful, too.
Dr. Flemming,.can you describe the kinds of deliberate acts of

school officials that created or supported school segregation and
which provided the justification for court-ordered school desegrega-
tion plans?

Any of the witnesses can answer.
What kinds of deliberate acts did school officials do?
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Dr. FLEMMING. Of course, your question relates particularly to
the cases which have arisen in the northern cities. In the South we
were dealing with a situation where the legislatures had ordered a
segregated system. But some of the actions that were taken by
school officials in the assignment of students were designed to
make sure that the minority students would go to particular
schools and that white students would not have to go to those
schools.

We know in the northern cities, as was the case in the southern
cities, there was pupil transportation prior to Brown v. Board of
Education and prior to the issuance of desegregation orders. But
that pupil transportation would take black students beyond neigh-
borhood schools to the schools to which they had been assigned in
order to insure that they would not attend schools with white
students, and in order to make sure that they would attend schools
that were predominantly, if not 100 percent, black.

Some school officials used the authority that they had to assign
students for the purpose of perpetuating a segregated system.

And, of course, part and parcel of that was the way in which
they would draw their attendance districts within the overall
school district. I think that is one of the principal devices that they
used.

In addition to that, of course-your question related to what
school officials did?

Mr. EDWARDS. School officials, not the states.
Dr. FLEMMING. Of course, we can go beyond that and think in

terms of what other public officials have done which has likewise
contributed to the segregated school system, I mean those officials
which have taken actions which have contributed to segregated
neighborhoods, and the segregated neighborhoods in turn have con-
tributed to the segregated school system.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, we have segregated housing patterns, and I
suppose a school official would say, "Well, the schools conform to
the housing patterns. The housing patterns are segregated and
therefore the schools are segregated."

Dr. FLEMMING. That's right.
Mr. EDWARDS. That is not by the school officials. What, in addi-

tion to that, did they do to violate the law?
Dr. FLEMMING. Of course, when it comes to the question of locat-

ing new schools, they will locate the new schools in such a way as
to perpetuate the segregated system.

When it comes to the expansion of existing schools, that is,
enlarging minority schools rather than transferring the minority
students to nearby white schools, that has taken place in certain
communities.

Then, also, you have situations where the school board has re-
fused or failed to relieve overcrowding at white schools by transfer-
ring white students to nearby minority schools where space was
available.

Obviously, the discriminatory hiring of teachers and administra-
tors has also contributed to the perpetuation of the system as well
as the discriminatory assignment of teachers and administrators.

More recently, of course, we have seen decisions made relative to
the closing of schools because of reduced enrollments, particularly
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in elementary schools, that have contributed to a segregated rather
than a desegregated system.

All of these methods have been used at one time or another.
Mr. EDWARDS. The courts have ruled that certain cities, certain

school districts, certain officials, did in particular all or some of
those acts.

Dr. FLEMMING. That is right. One of the best records along that
particular line-I will ask Mr. Alexander to double-check me on
this, but I think one of the best records developed by a lower court
on this line was the U.S. District Court in Columbus, Ohio. I read
the opinion of the District Court judge, and he went way back to
the beginning as far as Columbus was concerned and brought it
right down to the present. On the basis of the evidence that had
been presented in his court, he identified very clearly all of the
steps that had been taken by the school officials which had result-
ed in a segregated system.

The fact that he had developed such a fine record I think made it
possible for him to write a very convincing opinion. Also the Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals wrote an excellent opinion in that particular
case, and the Supreme Court had no real difficulty in upholding
the findings of both the District Court and the Circuit Court of
Appeals.

That carries me back to the statement I made relative to metro-
politan desegregation. So often when we talk about that, people
talk about Milliken v. Bradley. The only difficulty with Milliken v.
Bradley was that those who were contending that the suburban
districts should be brought into the plan had failed to develop this
kind of a record insofar as it related to the suburban school dis-
tricts. And the court made it very clear that if a record had been
developed along this line, they probably would have come out
differently than they did in their opinion.

And, of course, the cases in Wilmington, Del., and Indianapolis,
Ind., indicate the willingness to recognize the metropolitan segrega-
tion where a good record has been built.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Alexander, would you like to comment?
Mr. ALEXANDER. Dr. Flemming mentioned the Columbus decision

in which the court found discrimination in drawing of attendance,
discriminatory location of new schools, the school board's failure to
relieve overcrowding in white schools where there were spaces in
minority schools, discriminatory assignment of teachers, discrimi-
natory promotion of teachers and administrators, and adoption of
an open enrollment system and free transfer policy which further
forced segregation of schools specifically.

I think that the Columbus court's opinion is not unique. It is
typical of the extensive findings of fact that are found in most of
the northern cases.

Judge Garrity's opinion in Boston is similarly extensive and has
similar findings.

One item which was not mentioned is the frequent use of porta-
ble classrooms which is a device to enlarge minority schools when
open space is available in majority schools, and vice versa. There
are extensive findings on the use of portable classrooms in the
Boston school system to encourage segregation in the schools.

This is typical of all the district courts and lower federal courts.
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Dr. FLEMMING. Ms. Arrington might like to add to these com-
ments. She has prepared for us something I think would be helpful
to have in the record. It is an exhibit which is the type of discrimi-
nation found by the court, and then it lists the various types of
discrimination and indicates what the findings were in the Benton
Harbor case, Boston, Denver, Dayton, Detroit, Lansing, and Mil-
waukee.

Mr. EDWARDS. If there is no objection, it will be made part of the
record.

[Committee insert follows.]
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INTRODUCTION

One of the least understood areas of law is the basis on

which judges order the desegregation of public school systems

in the North and West. When the Supreme Court issued its

landmark decision in Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, its

direct impact was on the school systems in 17 Southern and

Border states which had state statutes commanding or authorizing

the strict segregation of public schools by race. In recent

years, however, federal and state courts have ordered the dese-

gregation of public schools in Northern and Western states which

did not have laws or explicit policies requiring racial segrega-

tion either in 1954 or at the time the lawsuit was initiated.*

There is a widespread impression, often fostered by the

media, that the reason judges have ordered desegregation in

these districts is that housing patterns are segregated and that

the practice of geographical or neighborhood assignment must be

changed in order to remedy "racial imbalance" in the schools.

This impression is wrong. The Supreme Court and the lower federal

courts have made it clear that before they will determine that

there is a violation of the Constitution and order the dese-

gregation of public schools, they must find purposeful action on

the part of school officials which created or maintained segre-

gation in the schools.

* Many Northern and Western states did have such laws in the
past but repealed them before 1954.
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This memorandum describes the kinds of deliberate segre-

gative acts by public school officials that have led courts to

require desegregation. It draws upon findings of fact made in

recent judicial opinions that have required desegregation.

Cases are cited in an alphabetical code. A more complete list-

ing of cases with a checklist of types of discrimination found

is incorporated in Appendix A.
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HISTORY OF OFFICIAL SEGREGATION

Although statutes requiring or authorizing segregation

are generally thought to be a Southern phenomenon, many Nor-

thern states enacted laws authorizing public school segregation

after the Civil War and did not repeal them until some time

during the 20th Century. Indiana kept its statute on the books

until 1949:

In about 1868 Indianapolis erected a new school
house and anticipating the 1869 legislation
[providing, for the first time, for the education
of Negros, but in separate schools] assigned the
old building on Market Street for the education
of Negro children. A separate elementary school
was opened there in the fall of 1869. Thus at the
very inception of public education for the Indiana-
polis Negro child, he was segregated by virtue of
state law... [tihe official policy of the State of
Louisiana and of its agent the defendant School
Board was one of de Jure separation of its Negro
and white students-prlor to 1949. (Emphasis added)
(Case A, p. 664).

In other places, segregation was maintained by explicit

school board policy. In New Rochelle, New York, a member of the

Board of Education testified that there had been a tradition of

a Negro School in New Rochelle for approximately one hundred

years. Lincoln School served as the "Negro School" and district

lines were regularly gerrymandered to contain the Negro popula-

tion. (Case B, p. 184, 185). In 1957, the school board com-

missioned the report, "Racial Imbalance in Public Education in

New Rochelle, New York," (The Dobson Report). Despite the warn-

ing of the Dobson Report that continuation of the Lincoln School

would perpetuate segregation, the board proposed rebuilding of

the Lincoln School on its original site. (Case B, p. 190, 191).
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NEW SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

Construction of new schools provides opportunities for the

creation and perpetuation of a segregated school system. School

boards have manipulated the location, size and grade structure

to create racially identifiable schools. Other techniques have

included selective use of building additions, and portable class-

rooms to keep a growing black population contained in the same

segregated school.

Size and Location

School boards can easily tailor the size and location of new

schools to residential segregation patterns. In Minneapolis:

The size and location of Bethune School, which was
constructed in 1968, were intended to have the
effect of continuing the pattern of racially segre-
gated schools which had existed in Minneapolis since
at least 1954. From its inception it was clear that
the location of the school would cause it to have an
extremely high Black enrollment. In fact, since its
doors were opened, it has always been at least 50%
Black. By constructing Bethune with a capacity of
900 instead of the 500-600 optimum which is general-
ly used by the District, the defendant intentionally
increased segregation. Building a school of that
size on the near north side insured that most of the
children in that predominantly Black area of the city
would go to one school rather than spilling over into
neighboring schools with larger majority enrollments.
Indeed, the name itself is evidence of the defendant's
intention that this was to be a Black school. It is
hard to imagine how a school could be more clearly
denominated a "Black school" unless the words them-
selves had been chiseled over the door. (Case C,
p. 803.

School boards often reject alternative school sites which

,would have drawn a racially integrated student population. In

Pontiac, Michigan, the Board of Education constructed Bethune, a
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new black elementary school, to relieve the overcrowding at

Bagley, an existing black school. Webster, a nearby white ele-

mentary school, also suffered from overcrowding and a single

new school could have alleviated the problems of both schools.

Although sites which would have accommodated the excess popula-

tions of both schools were considered the Board rejected them.

(Case D, p. 740, 741). As in Minneapolis, the choice of the

name Bethune, in honor of Mary McLeod Bethune, a famous black

American educator, indicated the board's intention to create an

identifiable black school.

Shortly after the construction of Bethune, the adjacent

white elementary school, Whitfield, became overcrowded.

To alleviate that situation without leopard ting the
pale complexion of the school, the Board of Education
erected the Irving School. Irving School 1 as a total
attendance of 167 students; it is the smallest full
elementary school within the Pontiac School system.
It has been located in such a fashion as to serve
solely whites. It could have been and should have
been located otherwise so as to achieve the racial
balance for which the school board expressly strived.
(Case D, p. 741).

New school construction often stifles integration brought

about by shifting residential patterns. The Clark County School

district in Las Vegas built new schools in both the black neigh-

borhoods and the white suburbs while it closed schools in border

areas which would have drawn an integrated student population.

(Case Z, p. 107).
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As the Supreme Court has pointed out peoplepe gravitate

toward school facilities just as schools are located in response

to the needs of people. The location of schools may thus in-

fluence the patterns of residential development of a metropoli-

tan area and have important impact on the composition of inner

city neighborhoods.' Swann v. Charlotte Mecklenburg Board of

Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1971).

Zn Kalamazoo, Michigan, the Court found

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the board (of edu-
cation) went into an extraordinarily close association
with a real estate developer in the development of
Arcadia subdivision. The board not only purchased a
school site in Arcadia before many houses were built
there, but allowed the developer to put up a sign ad-
vertising the fact that a new school was to be built
in the subdivision. As a result, many whites were
drawn to the area, and, predictably, Arcadia School
was predominantly white. (Case F, p. 202).

Grade Structure

School districts have manipulated the grade structure of

schools to thwart integration. In Omaha, the district converted

its lower schools from a kindergarten through eighth grade ele-

mentary school structure to a kindergarten through sixth grade

elementary school and a seventh and eighth grade junior high

school system. The integration of junior high school students

from elementary schools of different racial compositions was care-

fully avoided.

... conversion was achieved in a manner which minimiz-
ed the necessity of assigning white seventh and eighth
graders to the two identifiable black junior high
schools: Mann and Tech. Two basic techniques brought

88-140 0-82-18
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about this result: (1) delaying the conversion of
predominantly white K-8 schools which would be lo-
gical feeders for Mann and Tech; and (2) granting
options to the seventh and eighth graders to attend
more distant identifiably white junior high schools,
when the conversion did take place.

Under the option, only 5 of 169 eligible white students chose

Tech. (Case G, p. 541).

The school board in South Holland-Phoenix, a suburb of

Chicago, abandoned a proposed structural innovation because of

possible integrative effects. The board felt it educationally

desirable to institute an upper grade center for the district.

The soundest plan would have utilized the predominantly black

Coolidge school and dispersed its grade three through six stu-

dents throughout the district, which would have increased minor-

ity enrollment in the other schools. The Board responding to

community pressure against desegregation, rejected Plan C.

(Case H, p. 796). In Boston the school committee used differing

grade structures for blacksand whites as one technique for

creating racially identifiable schools.

Black students generally entered high school upon
completion of the eighth grade, and white students
upon completion of the ninth. High school education
for black students was conducted by and large in
citywide schools and for white students in district
schools. White students were generally given options
enabling them to escape from predominantly black
schools; black students were generally without such
options. The advantages and disadvantages of the in-
troduction of middle schools were experienced almost
entirely by one of the races, the black. The advan-
tages and disadvantages of coeducation were experi-
enced mainly by one of the races, the white. (Case
1, p. 448).
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Annexes and Portable Classrooms

Construction of additions to existing schodis has also

been used to promote segregation. in Indianapolis,

The defendant Board has constructed numerous
additions to schools since 19541 more often than
not the capacity thus created has been used to
promote segregation. It has built additions at
Negro schools and then zoned Negro students into
them from predominantly white schools; it has
built additions at white schools for white chil-
dren attending Negro schools; it has generally
failed to reduce overcrowding at schools of one
race by assigning students to use newly built ca-
pacity at schools of the opposite race. The Board
has also constructed simultaneous additions at con-
tiguous predominantly white and Negro schools, and
has installed portable classrooms at schools of
one race with no adjustment of boundaries between
it and neighboring schools of the opposite race.

The Board has also constructed additions to
large, predominantly Negro elementary schools when
desegregation would have resulted from adding
classrooms to nearby, smaller predominantly white
schools. The large schools have often had inade-
quate sites. (Case A, p. 667).

The Boston School Committee actually sacrificed state funds

for new construction in order to avoid state guidelines on ra-

cial imbalance in public schools.

Significantly, many of the annexes that were not
subjected to state scrutiny, because constructed
without state financial aid of any sort, opened
identifiably black. If state aid had been applied
for when these facilities were being planned, the
state board would routinely have inquired about
their probable racial imbalance. Evidently, the
defendants preferred not to have to respond to that
kind of inquiry . . . it is apparent that, in the
matter of facilities utilization and new structures,
the defendants were covertly resisting the elimina-
tion of racial imbalance and endeavoring to perpe-
tuate racially segregated schools. (Case I, p.
428, 429).
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Portable classrooms provide a quick solution to overcrowd-

ing of single race schools, and an alternative to integrative

boundary changes. In Denver, the purpose of the portables was

to relieve overcrowding at black schools without rezoning dis-

tricts or reassigning students.

The building of 28 mobile units in the Park
Hill area in 1964 (at the time there were only
29 such units in all of Denver) resulted in a
further concentration of Negro enrollment in
Park Hill schools. The retention of these
units on a more or less permanent basis tended
to continue- this concentration and segregation.
(Case J, p. 285).

Students often are required to suffer overcrowding because

logical steps to relieve it would also bring about racial integra-

tion, something the school board wants to avoid. Judge Garrity,

in the Boston opinion, found 8 predominantly white high schools

and junior highs to be significantly overcrowded and 7 predomi-

nantly black high schools and junior highs to be significantly

underutilized. Elementary schools presented a similar pattern.

in one instance, the School Comittee assigned white students to

another overcrowded, more distant school, rather than to a nearby

black school with available seats. (Case I, p. 426).

Discriminatory school construction policies were also found

by courts in Oxnard, Pasadena and San Francisco.
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DISCRIMINATORY STUDENT ASSIGNMENT

Gerrymandering Attendance tones

School boards sometimes exercise great ingenuity in design-

ing school attendance zones and pupil assignment policies. In-

stead of counteracting residential segregation or adopting a

neutral policy, boards use zoning to exploit residential segrega-

tion. School districts may exacerbate residential segregation,

too. Since the racial composition of schools influences resi-

dential choice, practices leading to racial segregation in the

schools may also encourage racial isolation of neighborhoods.

Some districts capitalize upon ready-made residential se-

gregation. In Manhasset, an affluent suburb of New York City,

the Board of Education effectively isolated the pocket black

ghetto. All the black students attended one of three schools

which served only 162 students, 12% of the total student popula-

tion. The Manhasset schools were totally segregated until a

successful desegregation lawsuit was brought in 1964. (Case K,

p. 212).

Larger districts with more complicated housing patterns

sometimes find they must exercise greater imagination in drawing

boundary lines if they wish to maintain segregation. Indiana-

polis, Indiana, is one of dozens of school districts found to

have utilized discriminatory zoning policies.
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At the close of the 1952-53 school year the Board
drew fixed boundary lines for all elementary schools.
These boundary lines were drawn with knowledge of
racial residential patterns and the housing discrimi-
nation underlying it. Not only did the Board not
attempt to promote desegregation, but the boundary
lines tended to cement in the segregated character of
the elementary schools. In some instances segregation
was promoted by drawing boundary lines which did not
follow natural boundaries or were not equidistant be-
tween schools. In some instances optional attendance
zones between white and Negro schools were adopted in
racially integrated neighborhoods. From 1949 to 1953
the high school assignments were maintained in the
same segregatory patterns and the creation of the pre-
dominantly white Harry E. Wood High School on the
Manual High School campus helped perpetuate the segre-
gation of nearby Crispus Attucks. (Case A, p. 666).

The court found that of the 350 zone changes which the board

made between 1954 and 1971, more than 90% promoted segregation.

(Case A, p. 670).

Optional Attendance Zones

Optional attendance zones are a technique often employed by

school boards to enable whites to opt out of schools that would

otherwise be racially mixed. Detroit provides a classic example

of the use of optional zones to create schools identifiable by

race and religion.

During the decade beginning in 1950 the Board created
and maintained optional attendance zones in neighbor-
hoods undergoing racial transition and between High
School attendance areas of opposite predominant racial
compositions. In 1959 there were eight basic optional
attendance areas affecting 21 schools. Optional atten-
dance areas provided pupils living within certain ele-
mertary areas a choice of attendance at one of two
high schools .... The natural, probable, foreseeable
and actual effect of these optional zones was to allow
white youngsters to escape identifiable "black" schools.
There had also been an optional zone (eliminated be-
tween 1956 and 1959) created in "an attempt to separate
Jews and Gentiles within the system,w the effect of
which was that Jewish youngsters went to Mumford High
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School and Gentile youngsters went to Cooley. (Case
L, p. 587, 588).

Optional zones may be easily manipulated to adjust to chang-

ing residential patterns, as was found in the Denver schools.

One of the 1962 boundary changes which was adopted
assigned the Hallett-Philips optional zone to Philips.
This reassigned zone was predominantly Anglo and
Philips at the time virtually 100% Anglo. There was
no problem of overcrowding at either Hallett or
Philips. All that was accomplished was the moving
of Anglo students from a school district which would
gradually become predominantly Negro to one which
has remained predominantly Anglo. (Case J, p. 293).

Open Enrollment and Transfers

School administrators also have used open enrollment and

transfer policies to allow white students to leave predominantly

black schools.

For many years Boston's open enrollment plan allowed white

students to transfer out of black schools. Black parents seeking

to transfer their children to white schools were usually dis-

couraged by school officials. Despite pressure from the State

Board of Education, the Boston School Committee refused for five

years to prohibit transfers which aggravated racial segregation.

When the Committee finally adopted such a prohibition, the nume-

rous exceptions to the new transfer policy effectively continued

to exacerbate imbalance. (Case I, p. 449, 450, 453).

School administrators employ individual transfers as an in-

formal means of allowing white students to escape from predominant-

ly black schools. In Omaha, during the 1970-71 school year, nearly
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301 of the white student population assigned to identifiably

black elementary schools transferred to white schools. In 1971-

72, the percentage of white students transferring out of black

schools increased to 32%. In the junior high schools, 61% of

white students assigned to black schools transferred to white.

(Case 0, p. 540.)

Feeder Systems

A "feeder system" can be used to create segregated secondary

schools by grouping together segregated primary schools. Since

a secondary school usually draws a larger student body from a

larger geographical area than a primary school, a boundary draw-

ing that is reasonable often would result in integration. School

boards bent on maintaining segregation avoid the line-drawing

problem by "feeding" the student bodies of several primary schools

of one race directly to a secondary school.

Boston schools utilized such a discriminatory "feeder" sys-

tem. Graduates of white elementary schools were given seat

preferences at white high schools and graduates of black lower

schools were given seat preferences only at black schools.

English High School in Boston demonstrates the racial impact of

feeder pattern changes in school years 1967-68 and 1968-69. In

1967-68, when the first changes were made, English was 18.5%

Black; in 1968-69, 56.5%; in 1969-70, 76% Black and 18.5% other

minority; in 1972-73, English was 81% Black. During the 1967-68

1600 whites attended English. In September of 1969, only 15
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white students enrolled as first year students at English.

(Case I, p. 445, 446). The Morgan court concluded that "The

only consistent basis for the feeder pattern designations,

changes and deletions was the racial factor." (Case I, p. 446).

'Neighborhood School Policy"

Since neighborhoods often are ill-defined, school authori-

ties sometimes say euphemistically that they are pursuing a

*neighborhood school policy' when in fact they have simply drawn

lines around a minority area for purposes of assignment. That

is what happened in Manhasset. (Case K, p. 218).

Similarly, in the Boston school case, Judge Garrity dis-

covered the hollowness of the 'neighborhood' defense.

Several practices of the defendants were antithe-
tical to a neighborhood school system: extensive
busing, open enrollment, multi-school districts,
magnet schools, citywide schools and feeder pat-
terns. Additionally, the elementary district map
does not show districting which would be consis-
tent with a neighborhood school policy: schools
are not located near the center of regular, com-
pact districts, but rather near the edges of
irregular districts requiring some students to
attend a relatively distant school when there is
another school within one or two blocks. (Case
I, p. 473).

Other districts found to be employing discriminatory student

assignment policies include Dayton, Ohio; Hillsboro, Ohio; Kala-

mazoo, Michigan; Las Vegas, Nevada; Minneapolis, Minnesota; New

Rochelle, New York; Oxnard, California; Pontiac, Michigan; San

Francisco, California; and Springfield, Massachusetts.
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Busing

Busing, which is often decried when used as a means to

correct segregation, has long been used to maintain segregation.

Some school districts have regularly bused white students past

nearby minority schools to more distant white schools and vice

versa. Busiig for segregation has continued despite the dis-

tance and, in some cases, overcrowding at the receiving schcols.

In Pasadena,

From 1967 until 1969, while the school was closed
temporarily due to structural deficiencies, the
District transported all Linda Vista's (white]
children in kindergarten and grades one through
six three miles across the Colorado Freeway to San
Rafael Elementary School, where the enrollment in
1967-68 was 457 white, one black and 11 other stu-
dents. Five majority black elementary schools,
three of them with more unused capacity than San
Rafael are closer to the.Linda Vista School than
is San Rafael. (Case M, p. 507).

In Detroit, 'lack school children traveled past nearby white

schools to more distant, predominantly black schools. No white

children were bused to black schools despite the underutiliza-

tion of many black schools. Those schools with a student popula-

tion at least 90t black contained a total of 22,961 empty seats.

(Case L, p. 588).

Busing also has provided a convenient short-ccrm means of

segregation until segregation can be institutionalized with new

construction or permanent boundary changes. Selective busing may

also accommcodate special interests in the school district. In an

Illinois case evidence was presented to show that discriminatory
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busing was instituted to allow children of a local school

board member to attend a distant white school rather than the

minority school within wali.inq distance of their home. (Case

H, p. 795).

FACULTY ASSIGNMENT

Discrimination by school authorities in the assignment of

faculty members to schools may be significant not only to

teachers but to students as well. A school may be identified

to the community as a minority or white school simply by assign-

ing only staff of that race. Such discrimination also provides

a good indicator of the objectives of the administrators of a

school system. As the court noted in a Las Vegas case,

,*. teacher assignment is so clearly subject to
the complete control of school authorities, un-
fettered by such extrinsic factors as neighbor-
hood residential composition or transportation
problems, that the assignment of an overwhelming-
ly black faculty to black schools is strong
evidence that racial considerations have been
permitted to influence the determination of
school policies and practices. (Case E, p. 107).

Faculty segregation is accomplished by a variety of tech-

niques. In Minneapolis,

The principal has an absolute veto over any
teacher coming into his or her school. While
written reasons must be given for a rejection
of a teacher seeking to transfer to a new
school, apparently a principal need give no
reasons for rejecting a new teacher in the
District. It is obvious that a principal
seeking to maintain an all white faculty at a
majority school has little trouble in doing so.
(Case C, p. 805).
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In Buffalo, teacher assignments were clearly made on the

basis of race.

In 1970, fifteen elementary schools in the 85-
100 percent majority range had no black teachers,
while 63.3 percent of the black elementary tea-
chers were concentrated in fifteen predominantly
black schools. In 1973, nine elementary schools
that were 85-100 percent white were without a
single black teacher, and 57.6 percent of the non-
white elementary teachers were assigned to four-
teen predominantly black school. (Case N, p. 02).

Discriminatory faculty policies were also found in the

following school districts: Benton Harbor, Michigan; Denver,

Colorado; Indianapolis, Indiana; Kalamazoo, Michigan; Omaha, Ne-

braska; Oxnard, California; Pontiac, Michigan; San Francisco,

California; and South Holland-Phoenix, Illinois.

DIFFERENTIAL COURSE OFFERINGS

Tracking

Even when schools are physically desegregated, minority

students may find themselves in segregated classrooms. For ex-

ample, this comes about in systems where sharply different curri-

culums are offered to groups of students depending on assessments

of their ability. In these situations, guidance counselors com-

monly route minority students into 'commercial' or 'general'

rather than academic programs.

Different tracking systems may also reinforce the racial iden-

tifiability of black and white schools. In Benton Harbor, Michigan,
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two different methods of classification were used in the pre-

dominantly white and predominantly black schools. The dis-

trict court ruled that's

The tracking system as used at Benton Harbor
Junior High School as differentiated from that
used at Fairplain Junior High School and Hull
Junior High School, results in a denial of equal -
opportunity to the students at Benton Harbor
Junior High School to achieve the same level of
education in junior high school and high school
as is afforded to the students at Fairplain
Junior High School and lull Junior High School.
This system is improper and denies equal oppor-
tunity to the children who are attending Benton
Harbor Junior High School. (Case 0, p. 241).

The tracking of students is sometimes begun at a very early

age and students once classified in lower tracks find it diffi-

cult to escape. (Case P, p. 473, 512).

In deciding where to locate special programs, school offi-

cials have made decisions that have created or reinforced segre-

gation. For example, a decision to terminate program at a pre-

dominantly black school can hasten the flight of white students.

At Tech High School in Omaha, certain course offerings and ex-

tracurricular activities were dropped as enrollment decreased

and the black population increased. Electronics was one course

dropped, changed to another school, and culinary arts and auto

body shop were added. By 1973-1974, Tech was almost 100%

Black. (Case G, p. 544).

In Buffalo, a combination of course offerings and academic

transfers hastened the 'white flight' from an integrated high
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school. In the 1960s, the East High School district included

large numbers of Black and Polish families. East High School,

though, did not offer Polish or Russian language courses, which

were part of the curriculum of other Buffalo schools. "if there

was any district in the Buffalo school system where a demand for

Polish language classes existed, it was the East High School

district and the Board of Education was well aware of this.x

(Case N, p. 34).

The School Board did allow transfers from East HighSchool

to other, predominantly white schools which did offer Polish and

Russian. Many white students exercised this transfer option and

East became predominantly black.

At a board meeting on May 26, 1971, Superintendent
Manch was specifically informed that South Park
High School alone had 143 out of district students,
$generally from the East High School district,'
studying Polish and Russian. The possibility that
language transfers were contributing to East's
predominantly black enrollment was raised as early
as 1963 in a report by the Civil Rights Commission
of the United States. Noting that East High at
that time was predominantly black, though the East
district was not, the report suggested that lan-
guage transfers were possibly being used by white
students to transfer out of East. (Case N, p. 35,
36).

The school board did not even monitor the language transfer pro-

gram to insure that transfer students actually enrolled in the

language classes. (Case N, p. 39).

SUBVERSION OF DESEGREGATION PLANS

In response to government or community pressure, some school

boards have entertained plans to remedy acknowledged segregated
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conditions. often, these plans are rejected or, where adopted,

not effectively implemented. Succeeding school boards have

sometimes rescinded the plans adopted by their predecessors.

Voluntary efforts by private groups have been thwarted by

school officials.

The Boston School Committee submitted numerous ineffective

plans and rejected several meaningful plans in negotiations with

the State Board of Education, which has withheld funds from the

city since 1966 because of racial imbalance in the Boston

schools. (Case I, p. 438, 439). Under pressure from the Board

and the courts, in August, 1971, the Committee submitted modifi-

cations to its own plans, including the formation of a Citizens

Advisory Group.

The (Boston School] committee then proceeded to
sabotage both proposals. To membership on the
Citizens Advisory Committee it appointed persons
known to be vehemently opposed to redistricting
and encouraged them to stalemate discussions with
members who had been selected by the Estate]
board. Regarding the broader plan, it engaged in
a similar charade.... (Case I, pp. 440, 441).

Boston school officials sabotaged even voluntary desegrega-

tion efforts. A group of Black parents began Operation Exodus

in September 1965. They raised funds for the private tranporta-

tion of black pupils transferring under open enrollment to pre-

dominantly white schools. In 1965-66, 250 students participated

in Operation Exodus, in 1969-70, the number peaked at 1100 stu-

dents; by 1971-72, the number dropped to 171.
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At some of the transferee schools, the students
encountered locked doors, physical segregation
in separate classrooms, auditoriums and corridors
and placement in the rear of classrooms. Antici-
pating the arrival of black students, administra-
tors of some transferee schools had desks unbolted
from the floor and removed from classrooms. (Case
I, P. 450).

A Concluding Note

This summary description of intentional practices of segre-

gation by school boards in Northern and Western systems helps to

explain why federal judges, many of them initially skeptical

about the claims of minority parents, have ordered desegregation

after hearing all of the evidence. The cases used are only il-

lustrative; a more complete list of cases appears in Appendix A.

Further, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare has

recently begun to require desegregation of some Northern and

Western school systems as a condition of continued receipt of

federal financial assistance. Like the courts, HEW requires de-

segregation when it finds persuasive evidence of intentional

practices of segregation. The findings made by HEW investigators

in places such as Flint, Saginaw and Ferndale, Michigan; Joliet

and Cahokia, Illinois; Bakersfield and Fresno, California,

closely parallel those made by the courts in the cases described

above. In addition, in other systems where no lawsuit or admini-

strative proceeding is pending, investigations by agencies such

as the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights have revealed similar

practices of segregation by school officials.
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Additional information may be obtained by contacting the

Center for National Policy Review, Law School, Catholic Univer-

sity, Washington, D.C. 20064. (202/832-8525). •

APPENDIX A

Case A - United States v. Board of School Commissioners of
Indianapolis, 332 F. Supp. 655 (S.D. Ind., 1971).

Case B - Taylor v. Board of Education, 191 F. Supp. (S.D.N.Y.
1961).

Case C - Booker v. Special School District No. 1, 351 F. Supp.
799 (D. Minn., 1972).

Case D - Davis v. School District of City of Pontiac, 309 F.
Supp. 734 (E.D. Mich., 1970).

Case E - Kelly v. Guinn, 456 F.2d 99 (9th Cir., 1972).

Case F - Oliver v. School District of City of Kalamazoo, 368
F. Supp. 143 (W.D. Mich., 1973).

Case G - United States v. School District of Omaha, 521 F.2d
536 (8th Cir., 1975).

Case H - United States v. School District 151 of Cook County,
Illinois, 286 F. Supp. 786 (N.D. Ill., 1968).

Case I - Morgan v. HennLgan, 379 F. Supp. 410 (D. Mass., 1974).

Case J - Keyes v. School District No. 1, 303 F. Supp. 278, 285
(D. Colo., 1969).

Case K - Blocker v. Board of Education of Manhasset, 226 F. Supp.
208 (E.D.N.Y. 1964).

Case L - Bradley v. Milliken, 338 F. Supp. 582 (E.D. Mich., 1971).

Case N - Spangler v. Pasadena Board of Education, 311 F. Supp.
501 (C.D. Calif., 1970).

Case N - Arthur v. Nyquist, Civ.-1972-325 (W.D.N.Y. Apr. 30,
1976).

Case 0 - Berry v. School District of City of Benton Harbor,
Michigan, 505 F.2d 238 (6th Cir., 1974).

Case P - Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F. Supp. 401 (D.C.D.C. 1967).
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litigated, alleges several of the types of discrimination listed
above.
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Ms. ARRINGTON. This is from the Center for National Policy
Review, which we have used.

The only thing I would add to the discussion as evidence has also
been presented in northern school desegregation cases to show that
busing has been used in the North to transport both black and
white students beyond schools where they would be in the minority
to schools where they would be in the majority. I am thinking
particularly of evidence presented in Detroit and also the Pasade-
na, Calif. case.

So busing for segregation purposes is not a phenomenon only of
the South.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have some examples of cities or areas
where the desegregation efforts, which included busing, have
worked out, where there is relative community harmony and there
has not been the white flight that we have heard so much about in
these hearings?

Dr. FLEMMING. We have in our complete statement references to
a number of other communities where, on the basis of the evidence
we have, we can conclude that it really has worked. We will not
contend that there hasn't been any white flight. Sure, you get a
certain amount of white flight; you are bound to. But just consider-
ing the situation from an overall point of view, weighing the pluses
and minuses, there is no question at all but that on balance it
comes out in favor of the pluses.

And we do refer to- some of those communities, and we can
amplify on the evidence that we have relative to those particular
communities.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
We have had testimony to the effect that most "white flight" is

not necessarily caused by busing anyway, that the white flight has
a life and energy of its own.

Dr. FLEMMING. All of its own, that's right.
Of course, Mr. Chairman, I have done a fair amount of speaking

on this throughout the country and always try to open up for
questions and answers, and I have had to deal with the white flight
issue always. And I don't deny that some people do want to avoid
having their children participate in a desegregated school system.
We know that there are people who will do that. So to some extent
a decision to desegregate will contribute to it.

But, as you say, there are many other factors that enter into this
development that we have witnessed over a period of 20 years or
so-25 years-in this country. And to say that it is due entirely to
desegregation is inaccurate.

On the Other hand, I don't want to say that it doesn't make any
contribution. It does in some instances, because I can recognize
that we still have in our society people who do not want to have
their children attend a desegregated school. And they will go to no
end to prevent that. Sometimes it is white flight; sometimes it is
helping to establish a new private school, and so on.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Ms. Cooper.
Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Ms. Arrington, you mentioned earlier the use of busing in the

North for segregative purposes, and the prepared statement also
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indicates that approximately 50 percent of American school chil-
dren are bused, most of them for nondesegregation purposes.

What do these facts and the other realities indicate about to the
extent to which neighborhood school is still the goal and reality of
American public education?

Ms. ARRINGTON. Well, I think with declining enrollments and the
consolidation of school districts over the past few decades, the
neighborhood school has become less a reality than it was in the
past.

I also believe-and Mr. Alexander can comment on this-that
there have been court decisions not related to school desegregation
that have established that parents do not have the right to require
that their children attend neighborhood schools, that this is a
decision that is made by the school board in the assigning of
students.

Busing for purposes of transporting children to school is a con-
venienice. It is a convenience that has been with us since the 19th
century, and that most parents wanted. In the South, before the
Brown decision, oftentimes transportation of students through
busing was provided only for white students because again it was a
service, and funding for minority schools was not as extensive as it
was for white schools.

So often when I talk to people about school desegregation I make
the point that we should not make busing synonymous with school
desegregation. School desegregation is a reassigning of students,
and the transportation or the provision of buses is often provided
as a convenience to the parents.

Ms. GOOPER. But, of course, much of the debate that is going on
about school desegregation has focused on busing and the inconve-
nience that it poses for children who are involved in the busing
program, for example, that they can't participate in extracurricu-
lar activities, there is difficulty in picking up a sick child. Those
arguments are made. But what about those 50 percent of American
children who are bused for nonsegregative purposes? Is the average
time they spend on the bus comparable to the average time chil-
dren are on buses for purposes of desegregation? Are they compara-
ble?

Ms. ARRINGTON. Well, we do have indications from some districts
in fact that as a result of school desegregation the time and dis-
tance involved in the transportation of students has sometimes
decreased. This has happened with metropolitanwide plans that
have allowed you to cross district lines, which might result in less
transportation in terms of the time and the distance.

MS. COOPER. Dr. Flemming.
Dr. FLEMMING. Have you finished?
Ms. ARRINGTON. Yes.
Dr. FLEMMING. I was going to say on that particular point that I

am sure if you could make some comparative studies of the time
spent on buses that arn used in order to carry forward the work of
a consolidated school district as contrasted with the time spent on
buses in order to carry out a desegregation plan, you would find
very little difference between the two.

But also I think it is very important to keep in mind that the
Supreme Court in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg recognized that
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it is possible for someone to devise a desegregation plan that calls
for busing that would involve too much time and that would have
an unfavorable impact either on the health of the students or on
the achievement of the educational objectives.

And the court in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg made it very,
very clear that pupil transportation on buses should be worked out
in accordance with the conditions that exist in a particular commu-
nity, and that a plan should not be put into effect that would place
an unreasonable burden on children.

The Chief Justice, Chief Justice Burger, who wrote that opinion,
was very emphatic on that very point.

I am sure that if we took a look at all of the desegregation plans
we could probably identify a few, or conceivably the people who
devised .the plan went a little too far in saying that pupils should
participate in a transportation program that made it necessary for
them to spend an hour on the bus each way. To me that would be
unreasonable.

In some instances the overall standards have specified that the
detailed plan should not call for transportation that would take,
say, longer than 30 to 40 minutes. I think that is a reasonable kind
of provision.

But I think it is very important for people to understand the
Supreme Court has made clear that they would not accept a plan
that was unreasonable as far as the burden that it placed on the
students was concerned.

Ms. COOPER. I think one of the gaps in our knowledge needed to
figure out what is reasonable is that we don't know how much time
children are spending on buses, particularly those who aren't-in a
desegregation plan. Maybe the information is out there.

The amendment to the Justice Department authorization bill,
sponsored by Senator Johnston is an attempt to set "reasonable"
time and distance limits. But under those limits, there would be
virtually no busing. So it is not necessarily "reasonable."

Is that kind of information available? Could the committee be
advised as to how much time children are spending on a bus for
whatever purpose?

Dr. FLEMMING. Well, we'd certainly be glad to make some inquir-
ies to see whether or not that information is available and, if not,
whether anyone is making any plans to try to bring it together.
Because I agree with you, I think it would be very relevant to the
current debate.

Ms. COOPER. Mr. Alexander.
Mr. ALEXANDER. One of the problems is dealing with what is

reasonable as an abstract notion. We have had consolidated schools
in this country for the reason we have had very diversified rural
school systems that could not provide the kind of service consoli-
dated schools could provide. Out West an hour's tide on the bus to
a high school is a fairly common thing. On a Navajo reservation
you can ride a lot longer than that to get to a school.

So to focus on an hour ride in the Washington metropolitan area,
which might seem unreasonable to a court in terms of its equitable
powers in fashioning a remedy in many of the rural school systems
of the country as a norm, we may find ourselves comparing apples
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and oranges and strawberries that are not very much related. The
question itself has some fallacies in it...

Ms. ARRINGTON. I want to make a further point about extracurri-
cular activities and student participation. The Commission has
found when school districts make an attempt to go beyond simply
reassigning students and to see that all students are truly integrat-
ed into the school system and feel a part of the school system, often
they will provide after-hour buses that will permit the students to
participate in after-school activities. And again it is a convenience
to transport them back to their neighborhoods.

We have found this is something that has increased community
support for school desegregation.

MR. COOPER. To what extent has that kind of support been de-
pendent upon Federal financial assistance which is no longer going
to be forthcoming? And if money is no longez available for the kind
of programs that make desegregation publicly acceptable, what is
the future?

Ms. ARRINGTON. Federal funds were never used for transporta-
tion, but certainly they have been used in the past for human
relations training and programs to inform the community about
school desegregation, to help provide information centers, and so
forth.

And as the chairman stated, we are very distressed about the
cuts in funding, and unless that void is filled-and I don't know
how that could occur-I think the results will be very devastating
across the country.

Ms. COOPER. Mr. Alexander, as the Commission's attorney, could
you give us your opinion as to what the Mottl amendment, House
Joint Resolution 56, means? What consequences other than a ban
on court-ordered busing would flow from it?

Mr. EDWARDS. I believe that that response will take a little while
and since there is a vote on the floor, so I think we will hold that
response until after a brief recess.

[Whereupon, a short recess was taken.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
Mr. Alexander.
Mr. ALEXANDER. The Mottl amendment, which is fairly simple on

its face, would prohibit any person to be assigned to or excluded
from any school on the basis of race, religion, or national origin. In
effect it would preclude what the chairman quoted Judge Wisdom
saying in his opening statement, and that is that a remedy to be
constitutional must be effective.

And the long history of school desegregation litigation in this
country has shown we have not come to the point of.pupil assign-
ment by accident. Between Brown and Alexander there were 12
years of attempts at all sorts of remedies in the lower courts that
were ineffective. In the early 1970's we struck down the freedom-of-
choice policy, and so on. We've gotten to this point 25 years after
Brown, being forced to the point of using pupil transportation as a
remedy in some cases.'

The additional problem with Mr. Mottl's amendment is we don't
know what "assigned to" and "excluded from" means. It appears
from reading his proposed amendment that all race-conscious rem-
edies in the school context might be precluded, such as magnet
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schools, clustering, things people define as somewhat more accept-
able school desegregation techniques than simply student assign-
ment.

The use of religion in the article is without explanation. I am
sure it would confuse such things as religious dismissal policies and
the like.

The major point, however, is that it eviscerates the Constitution.
It sets up the 5th amendment and the 14th amendment as horta-
tory promises, paper tigers, promises that cannot be achieved. It is
as if we went back to the 1880's when the Supreme Court destroyed
reconstruction in the civil rights cases and said that the 14th
amendment to the Constitution could not be enforced. And we lived
with that, and we are living today with the results of that nonen-
forcement by our Federal Government of its responsibilities under
the Civil War amendments until 1954. And an amendment of the
nature that Mr. Mottl proposes or the amendments that prohibit
the Department of Justice from bringing such litigation or litiga-
tion strategy by the Department of Justice that preclude it from
achieving effective remedies in fact will take us back to the 1880's
in terms of litigating constitutional rights and achieving effective
remedies. We will have paper promises, false promises.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Mr. Boyd.
Mr. BOYD. Mr. Alexander, then what you are saying is the only

effective remedy available to the Government to enforce the 14th
amendment is mandated school busing; is that correct?

Mr. ALEXANDER, In certain circumstances, in certain geographic
settings, and in certain population clusters, that in fact has been
found by our court systems to be the only effective remedy.

Theoretically, I'm sure anybody could come up with a community
of a certain size and a certain segregation pattern that you can usL
walk-in school assignments.

But to get back to Mr. Mottl's amendment, it is not just pupil
transportation. That is assignments. If, on the one side of the
street, we have a black community, and on the other side of the
street, we have a white community, and on the white side of the
street, we assign students to school A and on the other side of the
street we assign students to School B-if we desegregate by just
mixing up the assignments, that is probably a violation of the
Mottl amendment. There is not a bus, a train, or any form of
transportation involved.

Mr. BOYD. It is only a violation of the Mottl amendment if those
mixed-up assignments are mixed up on the basis of race.

Mr. ALEXANDER. We are taking race into consideration in defin-
ing what our remedy is.

Mr. BOYD. Not necessarily. If you put all the names in a hat and
pick out x number of names for school A and x number--

Mr. ALEXANDER. Why are you doing that?
Mr. BOYD. I am not doing it.
Mr. ALEXANDER. No, why would you go from the existing system

to a system of mixing up names in a hat? You are doing it to find a
remedy, and that is a race-conscious remedy.

Mr. BOYD. In your opinion.
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Mr. ALEXANDER. It may be an effective one, but it is race con-
scious.

Mr. BOYD. Is there any case law to back you up?
Mr. ALEXANDER. On that particular one?I don't know if anybody

has used a mixed-bat one that has been litigated in court.
Mr. BOYD. Random assignment.
Mr. ALEXANDER. A random assignment system. There have prob-

ably been random assignments on the district court level but I'd
have to get back to you on that.

Ms. COOPER. In Beaumont, Tex., the district court recently or-
dered such a system, using selection of colored pingpong balls to
make assignments, which would be a random assignment with a
motivation of achieving racial balance.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Does a child who gets a pingpong ball for a
school 30 miles from their house and is transported by bus-what
is the basis there?

Mr. BOYD. The determination of who goes to what school in the
Mottl amendment would not be based on race. It would be based on
the motivation -of the student to choose school A, B, or C, or a
random selection of students who go to schools A, B, and C without
regard to race.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I will get back to Judge Wisdom again, who
explains the difference in the Jefferson County decision as the
difference between being color conscious and colorblind. In allocat-
ing constitutional rights, the Constitution is colorblind. In curing
constitutional violation, it is color conscious. And Jefferson
County--

Mr. BOYD. Green is not on point. Green involved a random selec-
tion system in which there were not enough vacancies once the
selection had been made. It was a stacked deck.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. FLEMMING. Could I just follow up on that item. I'd like to

read into the record at this point the quote from Judge Wisdom in
United States v. Jefferson County Board of Education because I
think it does sum up the situation very effectively:

The Constitution is both color-blind and color-conscious. To avoid conflict with the
equal protection clause, a classification that denies a benefit, causes harm, or
imposes a burden must not be based on race. In that sense the Constitution is color-
blind. But the Constitution is color-conscious to prevent discrimination being perpet-
uated, and to undo the effects of past discrimination. The criterion is the relevancy
of color to a legitimate governmental purpose.

And I feel that that sums up the situation very well on the
colorblind and color-conscious discussion.

But I would also like to reiterate our conviction that it would be
a sad day for this country if we pass a constitutional amendment
designed to restrict the courts in their implementation of other
provisions of the Constitution which are designed to assure our
people certain basic rights.

One other thing. We did have quite a discussion on the Court's
attitude toward busing. In Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Chief
Justice Burger did say this-and I am quoting:

An objection to transportation of students may have validity when the time or
distance of travel is so great as to either risk the health of the children or signifi-
cantly impinge on the educational process. District Courts must weigh the sound-
ness of any transportation plan in light of what is said in subdivisions 1, 2, and 3
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above. It hardly needs stating that the limits on time of travel will vary with many
factors, but with probably none more than the age of the student. The reconciliation
of competing values in a desegregation case is, of course, A difficult task with many
sensitive facets, but fundamentally no more so than remedial measures courts of
equity have traditionally employed.

I like the language because it recognizes the fact that when you
confront a situation in a particular community, you are sometimes
confronted with some very difficult problems to reconcile. And
under the system that we are operating at the present time, the
district court is charged with the responsibility of reconciling them,
and if somebody feels that the district court is arbitrary or capri-
cious, you can appeal to the circuit court of appeals, and you can
ultimately appeal to the Supreme Court.

And it seems to me this is the way to do it, and not to attempt to
take away from the courts the opportunity of working out this kind
of a reconciliation.

Mr. EDWARDS. Would you consider it almost a general rule, as
some witnesses have indicated, that where there is political leader-
ship by elected officials, and by appointed officials, and by school
officials and city and county people, and school board members, of
a particular desegregation plan, that the chances for peaceful and
useful implementation of the plan are increased?

Dr. FLEMMING. There is no question about that at all. Mr. Chair-
man, I referred to Columbus, Ohio. As you know, I am a graduate
of Ohio Wesleyan located in Delaware, Ohio, which is a little north
of Columbus, and I later served as president of Ohio Wesleyan so I
know Columbus well and followed things there with a great deal of
interest. The idea of desegregation there was resisted, and they
exhausted their remedies in the court. But there was a group of
community leaders who said, "We think the people who are ulti-
mately fighting this in the courts are going to lose, and when they
lose we want to be ready to implement this in a positive and
constructive manner." Andthey were ready.

And every report I get from back there indicates it is moving
forward in a very positive and constructive manner.

And let me give you one other illustration. As you know, right in
the middle of the initiation of the desegregation plan in Boston, the
summer between phase 1 and phase 2, the Civil Rights Commission
held 5 days of public hearings. And we took testimony relative to
South Boston and all of the tensions that existed there. But we also
took testimony relative to a situation involving the Burke High
School, which wasn't very far away from the South Boston High
School. And that testimony made it very clear that the leaders of
that neighborhood had made up their minds they were going to
make it work. They were joined by the principal, by the faculty
members, by the parents of the students, and there was all the
difference between day and night between the situation in the
Burke neighborhood and in the South Boston neighborhood.

So right within the same city, where you get the kind of commu-
nity leadership that you have *identified, you are going to get a
positive result. It is inevitable.

I quoted in my opening statement the testimony of two seniors
who had graduated from the Burke High School. One was a
member of the black community, and one a member of the white
community, and I don't know that I have listened to any more

88-140 0-82----20
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moving testimony than we heard from those two students, demon.
strating that whatever anybody may say about the educational
impact it is clear that one of the gains is going to be that students
will have the opportunity of becoming acquainted with other cul-
tures, with the representatives of other cultures, and will have the
opportunity of being better prepared to live and to work in a
pluralistic society.

Ms. COOPER. Just a couple of more questions.
What current projects, if any, is the Commission undertaking in

the area of the issue of school desegregation?
Dr. FLEMMING. We will be issuing within a couple of months a

monograph dealing with desegregation where we will deal with
some of the same basic issues this committee has been dealing with
and that I have dealt with in my longer statement and that we
have been dealing with here today, and will update the situation as
much as we can.

It is not a long study in this case. It is a monograph, and we hope.
that it will be the type of monograph that can be used from an
educational point of view so that people will have a better under-
standing of this overall situation.

Ms. COOPER. We will certainly look forward to that.
Finally, Dr. Flemming, would you comment on the statement

made the other day by the Assistant Attorney General for the Civil
Rights Division. Mr. Reynolds, indicating that the Department of
Justice would be pursuing a policy of suing school systems where
the resources would be unequally divided between black and white
schools, and that would be the thrust of their enforcement effort as
opposed to race-conscious remedies such as busing.

Dr. FLEMMING. I read the newspaper account of that statement. I
have not seen the complete text of the statement. But on the basis
of the newspaper account I was disturbed. I was disturbed because
it seemed to me that this was beginning to walk down the old
pathway of separate but equal. And after all, Brown v. Board of
Education rejected the concept of separate but equal.

It may be that there were some qualifying statements or qualify-
ing expressions in the full statement that would lead to my modify-
ing what I have just said, but I feel that we turned our backs on
separate but equal in 1954. Certainly this Nation had a disastrous
experience with that.

I believe, first of all, that you never will achieve the objective of
separate but equal as the governing establishments will make sure
of the fact that you don t. But even if yod. did you would be
depriving the children and young people of this country of an
educational experience to which they are entitled. You would be
depriving members of the black community, members of the Span-
ish-heritage community, members of the white community, mem-
bers of all communities of the opportunity of becoming acquainted
with other cultures and becoming -acquainted with the representa-
tives of other cultures, of the opportunity of preparing themselves
to live and to work in a pluralistic society.

And. you'd just be repeating the experience that was condemned
so vigorously by Chief Justice Warren in writing for a unanimous
court i~i Brown v. Board of Education.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
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Mr. EDWARDS. You mention on pages 1 and 2 of the outline, Dr.
Flemming, your concern about the change in direction by the Civil
Rights Division of the Department of Justice with regard to Hous-
ton, Teg., Chicago, and Seattle, Wash. Would you amplify that?

In the first place, do you think that these approaches that the
Division will take-will in fact achieve desegregation?

Dr. FLEMMING. Mr. Chairman, we are concerned about these
developments because we believe that they represent a retreat as
far as the objective of desegregation is concerned.

Take the Houston, Tex., situation. We were very encouraged
when the Department of Justice filed suit in the district court
asking for the development and implementation of a metropolitan
desegregation plan. We recognize that the initial decision was a
negative decision from the standpoint of the Department of Justice,
but we fully expected that that would be appealed to the circuit
court of appeals so that they would have the opportunity of looking
at the whole issue.

The Chicago situation has been a rather discouraging situation
for a considerable period of time, and we were encouraged when in
Jul the Department of Justice indicated that they were dissatis-
fiedwith the plan that the Chicago school board had developed in
response to a court order on the ground that they felt that it was
incomplete. And certainly our analysis would indicate that that
was a sound conclusion.

It is very difficult for us to comprehend why between July and
August it could- be looked upon as becoming something better than
incomplete.

I did refer to the Texas situation, which is not a desegregation
situation, but it does involve, of course, equal access to the educa-
tional resources of the State. We have followed the developments
in that case with a great deal of interest, and we reacted very
positively to the decisions of the U.S. District Court and the U.S.
Court of Appeals finding the Texas law unconstitutional.

At that point, of course, the Department of Justice had-supported
the position of the unconstitutionality of the law. We were certain-
ly disappointed to have the Department of Justice reverse its posi-
tion and indicate that it was not going to take any position on this
one.

The State of Washington is, we feel, a significant development.
Here is a situation where three communities, really, in the State of
Washington-Seattle, Takoma, and Pasco-on their own initiative
developed desegregation plans. They voluntarily developed desegre-
gation plans. They were not under any court order. But the plans
had in them elements of compulsion.

And as you know, by referendum, then, a law was passed making
those plans illegal. Then the school boards in question, plus some
other interested parties, went into the district court and challenged
the constitutionality of the Washington State law. The district
court held that it was unconstitutional. And the circuit court of
appeals agreed also that it was unconstitutional. And up to that
point the Department of Justice had maintained the same position.

Now, it is discouraging to have the Department of Justice turn
around and take the position that that action was constitutional-
not unconstitutional, but constitutional.
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So when you put all these various steps together, it does raise a
question in our minds as to whether or not we are moving in the
wrong direction as far as desegregation is concerned and, as I
indicated in my statement, particularly when you link it up with
the tendency in the Congress to put riders on which have some-
what similar objectives in mind.

We feel that it means that we confront a situation that could add
up to a serious retreat in the area of desegregation. And as I
indicated in the beginning, we believe that any retreat in the area
of desegregation will signal a retreat across the board a far as
civil rights is concerned.

.We have communicated our concerns to the Department of Jus-
tice and opportunities are going to be provided for us to talk with
them about these matters. With the record standing as it does at
the moment, I feel the concern we expressed in our testimony is a
valid concern.

Mr. EDWARDS. We are certainly going to talk to them, too. We
have not yet seen a carefully presented, scholarly reasoned state-
ment as to why this change in direction is taking place, and I think
we are entitled to and you are entitled to and the American people
are entitled to them explaining it in detail and backing it up with
constitutionally sound arguments why they have this change in
mind.

Do you have further questions?
MS. COOPER. No.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. No.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much. We might have questions

in writing.
Dr. FLEMMING. We'd be delighted to receive them. We'd be de-

lighted to come back any time we can help.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 12 m. (noon) the hearing was adjourned.]
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITrEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:35 p.m., in room
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Edwards and Washington.
Staff present: Janice E. Cooper, assistant counsel, and Thomas

M. Boyd, associate counsel.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
Today's hearing will focus on the status of the desegregation

efforts in two of our most elegant cities-one in the South and one
in the West-Memphis and Seattle.

The histories of these cities are vastly dissimilar, but the prob-
lems faced by their school systems today are not dissimilar.

How these communities have responded to these challenges and
how we may learn from their experiences are the questions before
us today.

Our first witness is my distinguished colleague and my good
friend, whose district includes part of Memphis, Congressman
Robin Beard.

Mr. Beard, we welcome you. You may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF ROBIN L. BEARD, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. BEARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My statement is brief. I would then be more than willing to

respond to any questions that you may have.
Mr. Chairman, I am thankful for this opportunity to comment to

this committee on a matter of extreme importance to millions of
Americans, the continuing use of court-ordered busing to achieve
racial quotas in this country's public schools.

It is time for the insanity of this type of forced busing to be
stopped. I believe that the constitutional amendment proposed by
my colleague from Ohio, Ron Mottl, is the only effective solution,
and I come here today in strong support of that amendment.

Mr. Chairman,, you and every Member of this Congress know
that the only way to end court-ordered busing is through a congres-
sional amendment. Statutory remedies are inadequate because the
unelected, unaccountable Federal judges who impose these orders
on the people do so based on constitutional interpretations, not
statutory interpretations.

(303)
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These interpretations, in my opinion and in the opinion of many
noted constitutional scholars, bear no relation to the constitutional
text, but they are constitutional interpretations nonetheless, and
the only way they can be overturned is through a constitutional
amendment.

Every poll ever taken on this issue shows overwhelming opposi-
tion to forced busing on the part of the American people. Polls also
show that a majority of black and other minority Americans
oppose forced busing.

Busing is literally destroying public school systems all across this
country by causing massive white flight to the suburbs or to pri-
vate schools, not to mention the waste of precious tax dollars that
ought to be going into improving the quality of education for
children of all races.

I am in a particularly good position to comment on the perni-
cious effects of forced busing because my district includes parts of
two metropolitan areas that have been seriously damaged by court-
ordered busing plans.

Those areas are Memphis and Nashville, Tenn. I would like to
make a few comments about the situation in both.

First, Memphis: Memphis has been under a court-ordered busing
plan for nearly a decade. The effect has been nothing less than
catastrophic for the quality of education for both white and black
children in the public schools.

The Memphis Public School System was roughly half white and
half black before forced busing began; now it is over 3 to 1 black,
with the majority of white students living in those parts of the city
outside the boundaries of the busing plan.

Within that part of Memphis under the busing plan, white en-
rollment is below 10 percent and continues to decline every year.
The result of this Federal court-ordered idiocy has been to make
the Memphis Public School System far more segregated now than
it ever was before the forced busing began.

The financial cost of running this plan is about $5 million annu-
ally in direct expenditures but nearly $30 million a year more
when one factors in the amount of State aid lost because of the
flight of so many students from the public school system.

In a time of increasing budgetary cutbacks, these lost dollars
represent a huge amount for the taxpayers of Memphis to forfeit,
money that could and should be going to improve the quality of
education for children of both races in Memphis.

But due to the insanity of forced busing, it is being spent to
further the deterioration of the Memphis Public School System.

In Nashville, the attempts of the entire community to arrive at a
satisfactory desegregation plan that emphasized quality of educa-
tion for all and deemphasized busing were frustrated by a panel of
Federal judges sitting in another State on the eve of the opening of
the Nashville Public Schools this past August, causing untold con-
fusion throughout that city's school system.

The Nashville plan that had been devised jointly by U.S. District
Judge Tom Wiseman along with parents, teachers, and school
board officials was a reasonable replacement for the previous plan
that relied heavily upon forced busing.
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It had the support of virtually all major elements of the Nash-
ville community, both white and black. Teachers and parents spent
the whole spring and summer enthusiastically preparing to imple-
ment the plan in the fall semester.

Then just 2 days before the schools were to open, the Sixth
Circuit Court of Appeals in Cincinnati scuttled the whole effort,
causing the postponement of the opening of the schools and chaos
as educators, parents, and students had to scramble to adjust liter-
ally overnight to the new situation, a situation based on reinstitut-
ing the old forced busing plan that no one liked and which had
totally failed to improve the quality of education for Nashville's
schoolchildren.

The tragedy of this whole sorry episode-and it is a tragedy, Mr.
Chairman-is that the education of the schoolchildren of Nashville
was totally ignored as the social engineering lawyers, judges, and
local activists tried to force their own personal desires and theories
on the people.

This type of occurrence should be totally unacceptable in a de-
mocracy where the people are supposed to rule their own lives, and
those of their children, and not be dictated to by unelected judges
and bureaucrats.

It was to secure the right to self-government that this Nation
fought a revolution over 200 years ago; now we are losing that
right to judges who are supposed to support our democracy, not
undermine it.

The 1954 Supreme Court decision knocking down segregation of
schools by law was a reasonable interpretation of the 14th amend-
ment. It was a decision long overdue, and I do not think that there
are many people in the South or elsewhere in this country who
would want to go back to that system again-a very unfair system.

I know I certainly do not and I am sure that the majority of
Tennesseans in Nashville and Memphis agree with me.

But court-ordered busing takes the logic of Brown v. Board of
Education and twists it perversely. Brown said that race should not
be a basis for assigning students to school.

The busing decisions, however, said that race not only should be
a factor for assigning students, it is the only factor.

The educational needs of the students, the cost of implementing
a busing plan to financially strapped local school systems, the
natural housing patterns of the community, the terrible inconve-
nience to parents and children of having to get up way before dark
in many cases to catch a bus for rides sometimes as long as an
hour one way-none of these things mattered to the judge in his
headlong flight to impose a racial quota on the schools to satisfy
his or some social engineer's pet theory.

Mr. Chairman, I am here to express my full support for the only
solution I see to this madness-the constitutional amendment pro-
posed by Mr. Mottl of Ohio. It says simply:

No court of the United States shall require that any person be assigned to, or be
excluded from any school on the basis of race, religion, or natural origin.

This amendment embodies the 1954 landmark Supreme Court
decision eliminating race as a criterion for school assignment. This
amendment also guarantees that never in the future will race,
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religion, or national origin be used as a means of excluding stu-
dents from school.

In other words, this amendment will prevent the recurrence of
any type of legal segregation such as the type so widespread in this
Nation before 1954.

The amendment,- on the other hand, will have absolutely no
effect on desegregation- plans that utilize such features as magnet
schools, or that strike down school district boundaries drawn obvi-
ously to result in segregated schools.

Nor will this amendment affect in any way special assignment
plans drawn up to benefit handicapped students or other students
with special needs.

In the previous Congress, Mr. Chairman, the only way this body
was able to vote on an amendment to stop forced busing was
through the discharge petition route. I urge you not to force such a
necessity on this Congress.

Whether you, Mr. Chairman, or a majority of your colleagues on
this committee agree with me about the need for this amendment,
I hope we will not be denied that a majority in the Congress and
the Nation does favor an end to court-ordered busing.

You cannot deny that a constitutional amendment is the only
effective way to do it. Already over 200 members have signed the
discharge petition to bring this amendment to a vote on the floor of
the House.

I would strongly request, Mr. Chairman, that your committee at
least allow this amendment to come to the floor where we can have
the opportunity to vote on it. In other words, let democracy have
its chance on this issue.

Thank you for listening to my testimony. I will be more than
happy to respond to questions.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
I yield to the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to welcome Congressman Beard here.
I have one or two questions. On page I in the bottom paragraph

you state:
Busing is literally destroying public school systems all across this country by

causing massive white flight to the suburbs or to private schools. ***

Is not that overstating the case a bit?
Mr. BEARD. No.
Mr. WASHINGTON. We have had testimony here from other locals

which indicated that the white flight, if you want to call it that,
which came after busing was invoked was, in many cases, no
greater than the white flight which preceded it.

In other words, they were supporting the proposition that there
had been a continuing flight over the last 20 years or more in
which affluent people-some white and some black-have gravitat-
ed toward the suburbs.

I would concede that busing in some instances-and maybe Mem-
phis is one, but I do not have statistics, accelerated this trend. But
to take the approach that if you institute busing you automatically,
ipso facto have white flight cannot, I think, be supported.

Mr. BEARD. I think if we looked at the majority of the areas that
have been involved in the type of school busing orders that Mem-
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phis and Nashville, Tenn., have, you will see a very dramatic
increase in white flight, appreciating and understanding what you
are' saying, that there has always been this phenomenon so far as
going out into suburbs is concerned.

Whatever the motive is, with the implementation of busing and
with the fear of seeing their children bused and in some families
children with two or three different children bused to two or three
different schools across town--

Mr. WASHINGTON. Yes, I understand that. But I am talking about
the breadth of your statement.

I have read the testimony that we will have later today that in
one particular city after busing was utilized that the white flight
trend-and that term bothers me--

Mr. BEARD. It bothers me.
Mr. WASHINGTON. It should bother everybody. The white flight

trend was about 3 percent, which was the same as it was prior to
busing. So it is the magnitude and breadth of your statement that
disturbs me, not whether it is true or false that busing affects
flight.

But the question I want to ask is this: Have you conducted a
study or are you privy to any studies which indicate that your
premise is correct?

Mr. BEARD. I do not have this with me, but there are studies on
certain situations throughout the country where this has been the
typical reaction to forced busing.

I am sure there are exceptions. I do not think Memphis, Tenn., is
an exception. I think if we were to look and if we were to have
testimony from the majority of the school systems that have had
this type of busing implemented, that you would find this would be
a typical case.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I have to conclude that since we do not have
the evidence that the statement is contradicted and denied at this
point.

But the thing that disturbs me is the magnitude of it. This is the
kind of thing that gets headlines and people play it up. Before you
know it, it has a life of its own without any supportive evidence.

I would appreciate if we could have such documentation which
would not be selective, but which goes across the entire landscape
of this country.

Mr. BEARD. I would be more than happy to do that.
Also, I would like to think of myself as having an open mind. I

would not want to be totally persuaded by several local situations
that I am personally involved in.

So I would appreciate from the committee or from yourself, Mr.
Washington, examples showing that this has not happened. I think
it is a two-way sword and I would like to see that.

This is the reason why I am excited that we are now having
hearings on what I feel no one can deny is an emotional and real
problem. We certainly will be more than happy to work with you.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I would suggest you bring us that kind of
testimony. You are the witness and I hope you can.

You state: "Polls also show that a majority of black and other
minority Americans oppose forced busing.
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I have not seen such polls, but what I have seen are some polls
which I thought rather adroitly phrased in which they attempted
to plum the depths of the minds of black people within this country
which indicated that the majority of black people supported busing
as a tool, if necessary, to achieve an end toward equality in educa-
tion.

Do you have such polls that you can bring in?
Mr. BEARD. There have been polls taken. We can get our hands

on those polls. I think in Shelby County and Memphis, Tenn., they
have had polls. I know in personal contact that I have had, for
example, the president of Lemoyne-Owen College, a black universi-
ty, has come out expressing his strong opposition to busing.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I would want polls that went beyond quotes.
Mr. BEARD. I understand that.
Mr. WASHINGTON. I have one other question.
Was there not strong opposition to busing by public officials

throughout the Memphis metropolitan area even before it was
invoked? Has there not been a longstanding pattern of almost
violent opposition to busing for desegregation in Memphis?

Mr. BEARD. I would say that probably people throughout this
country and not just Memphis--

Mr. WASHINGTON. I am talking about Memphis.
Mr. BEARD. Yes.
Mr. WASHINGTON. On the part of public officials?
Mr. BEARD. It was greatly opposed as it has been throughout this

country by school boards.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Let us talk about Memphis. Your expertise

seems to be confined to Memphis.
Mr. BEARD. But apparently the expertise that was confined to

Memphis was not good enough from the prior points you made that
you did not want me to zero in on Memphis. So I was trying to
broaden iny scope somewhat.

Mr. WASHINGTON. It might be that Memphis is in a class by
itself.

Before busing was ordered in Memphis, did the community lead-
ers support the concept of desegregation, ignoring busing?

Mr. BEARD. I am not sure. I will not sit here at this table before
you or anyone, in my district or in this country, to try to support
that situation that was created in my State as a result of discrimi-
nation.

I feel that would be unfair discrimination toward black students
which would develop.

In Nashville, Tenn., you could go and be at a Hillsboro High
School or an all-white school in a fairly nice neighborhood with
nice laboratory facilities and nice physical facilities and good teach-
ers and a student-teacher ratio that was adequate for high-quality
education, and then go down the street 10 minutes away to Pearl
High School with broken windows and a poor facility and a jack of
quality education so far as the tools they had to work with.

I feel sadness and embarrassment that this country ever allowed
that to happen.

So, I cannot defend attitudes that came through my part of the
State in that situation.



309

Mr. WASHINGTON. But the question is this: Did not the communi-
ty leaders in Memphis across the board oppose desegregation prior
to busing?

Mr. BEARD. I cannot say that they opposed desegregation. They
opposed this particular form of it, but it would be unfair for me to
speak of them as to whether they opposed desegregation. I am not
in a position to say that.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Aside from busing, and granted the proposi-
tion that desegregation should be our policy today, what suggestion
do you have for implementing it, if you are opposed to busing?

Mr. BEARD. One of the theories that has been kicked around has
been the magnet school proposal. I think the amendment prohibit-
ing the drawing of lines-school district lines, to achieve strict
desegregation, should not be allowed.

I am not sure exactly what approach is the perfect approach. I
am glad that we are now starting to sit down to have hearings on
this to try to find a better solution.

I am saying today that the solution we tried to find has been a
failure.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Let me say this: We do know the amendment
would preclude the possibility of perhaps any other race conscious
remedy; would it not?

Mr. BEARD. I would disagree with that.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Let us look at the language.
Mr. BEARD. The amendment would prevent-go right ahead, Mr.

Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. It says-I think this is a true paraphrase-

that it would prohibit the courts of the United States from requir-
ing a person's assignment to or exclusion from any school on the
basis of race, religion, and so forth. That is all inclusive.

Mr. BEARD. It would preclude situations that happened before
1954 and where they used to bus black children passed their near-
est school all the way across town to go to white schools.

So it does not just address whites and blacks but it addresses the
entire society as a whole.

It does not affect and has no effect on desegregation plans that
would utilize such features as magnet schools. It would not strike
down school district boundaries drawn obviously to result, that is,
it would allow continuing striking down of school district bound-
aries that are drawn obviously to result in segregation.

So it would not affect in any way special assignment plans drawn
up to benefit handicapped children and other students with special
needs.

Mr. WASHINGTON. The issue is one of race. As I read the Mottl
amendment, it would preclude any form being used.

Mr. Chairman, I yield at this time.
Mr. EDWARDS. Picking up where my colleague left off, Mr. Beard,

the Mottl amendment could strike down a plan that purposely
discriminated and segregated, but then it could not do anything
else to correct the situation. It could merely declare it illegal.

So you are taking away anything that the Federal court could do
and you are leaving the Federal courts naked, are you not, except
for striking down the school district's plan?
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Mr. BEARD. I do not think we are totally leaving them naked. I
feel as a -eonstituent of this country and as a representative for
many people, the majority of whom in Memphis, Tenn., oppose
busing, that I feel they are the ones who have been struck down
and left naked. They are the ones who need to be somewhat consid-
ered in this situation.

We continue to hear the question of the interpretation of the
Supreme Court.

If this committee, or if the leadership of this country maybe had
had more hearings or maybe had tried to seek out other solutions
versus busing then we would not have this problem. Congressman
Richardson Preyer had alternative solutions which I supported, but
for some reason I think it is a sad commentary that we have had to
come down to a discharge position. I have always opposed that
approach, but I have had to support it because it was the only
avenue I had to get to a situation that I feel was doing great harm
to our school system.

I do not have the perfect cure-all, but I am sitting before you
saying that what we have tried has serious problems.

Mr. EDWARDS. We appreciate your testimony. I believe we have a
vote on the floor.

If there are no further questions, we thank you very much for
your testimony.

Mr. BEARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. We will recess for, 10 minutes.(Recess taken.]

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., November 12, 1981.
Hon. DON EDWARDS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to my testimony in support of Mr. Mottl's consti-
tutional amendment to stop forced busing, I have for your information a sample of
public opinion surveys which support the contention that the majority of Ameri-
cans-both black and white-are opposed to forced busing. I wish to include this
letter and attachments as an appendix to my testimony before your Subcommittee
on October 14, 1981, and also have it inserted in the record.

According to a CBS News/New York Times poll conducted in January of this
year, whites and blacks are opposed to busing school children for the purpose of
achieving racial integration. Of those interviewed, 77 percent were opposed and only
17 percent were in favor of busing. Moreover, 45 percent of blacks were opposed
compared to 37 percent in favor. Whites were overwhelmingly opposed, 82 percent
to 14 percent.

I find it particularly significant that, of those opposed, 74 percent indicated they
would favor a constitutional amendment if it were the only way to stop busing while
only 21 percent disagreed. Of the blacks who previously indicated opposition to
busing, 52 percent were in favor of a constitutional amendment to stop "busing.
Whites favored an amendment also, 76 percent to 19 percent. (See Attachment 1.)

NBC News also conducted a telephone survey on May 18-19 of this year among
1,599 adult Americans to obtain their feelings about a variety of social issues. When
queried on the busing issue, 76 percent were opposed to busing. Bi-racial opposition
to busing was again registered as 49 percent of the blacks interviewed indicated
their opposition, while 46 percent favored busing. Whites were again strongly op-
posed, 80 percent to 14 percent. (See Attachment 2.)

Even age is irrelevant to the way people feel about busing. From age 18 to 64 and
over, the vast majority of Americans are opposed to busing, as reflected in another
CBS News/New York Times poll, this one conducted by telephone between June 18
and July 1 of this year. Respondents were categorized into age groups of 18-29, 30-
44, 45-64, and over 64. Also interviewed were parents of children under 18. As you
can see from Attachment 3, all age groups are overwhelmingly against busing.
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I am also enclosing an article which appeared in the Winter 1979 issue of The
Public Interest magazine entitled "Blacks, Whites, and Race Politics." The authors
provide what I believe to be a remarkable insight concerning various social issues,
including busing. They interviewed a random sample of 600 New York City resi-
dents by telephone between the months of April and July 1977 to determine the
e xent to which blacks and whites are divided over, among other things, busing.
Fifty-two percent of blacks in their sample and three-quarters of the whites felt that
"busing school children across district lines makes relations between the races
worse." Need we be reminded of the violence and racial animosity that forced
busing has spawned across America? It is indeed a pity that busing has become a
victim of "race politics" at the expc ie of public education.

The authors also cite a survey of black leaders in the nation done by "TonyBrown's Journal," a nationally syndicated television program, in January 1978.A
surprising 60 percent of black leaders disagreed with the proposition that children
should be "bused to schools outside of their neighborhoods to achieve desegrega-
tion," while only 40 percent agreed.

Mr. Chairman, I have included here only a portion of many public opinion
surveys and polls in which Americans have expressed their opposition to busing as a
means of achieving racial integration. As the attached polls show, blacks and whites
op the whole are not divided over busing. To turn this issue into a racial issue is, in
my opinion, completely irresponsible. Busing is quite obviously a failure; the major-
ity of Americans realize this, and our public schools are dangerously close to the
point of no return.

Let the two hundred plus Members of Congress who have signed the discharge
petition be heard, Mr. Chairman, and let's get this amendment to the floor. Let
democracy have its chance.Sincerely, ROBIN BEARD, M.C.

[Attachment 1]

'f1E NEW YORK TIMES-CBS NEWS POLL, JANUARY 1981-PART 11'

A majority of Americans would support a Constitutional Amendment outlawing
busing for racial integration, but few who have experienced busing in their commu-
nities report that they have taken action against it.

About three out of every four Americans say they are opposed to busing for
integration, and most of these say they would support a Constitutional Amendment
if that were the only way busing could be stopped. This is true in all regions, in all
economic groups, and for parents of school-aged children, and those without chil-
dren. Blacks are the only group with sizeable (though not majority) support for
busing. They are close to evenly divided in attitudes towards busing. Those Blacks
who oppose busing are much less likely to favor a Constitutional Amendment than
are Whites.

[In percent]

Total Whites Blacks

Favor bu sing ................................................................................................................................ 17 14 3 7
Oppose busing/suppod amendment ............................................................................................. 57 62 24
Oppose busing/oppose amendment .............................................................................................. 16 16 18

Experience with busing has little to do with support or opposition to it. Those
people who report that busing has taken place in their communities have about the
same opinions about it as do those who have had no busing for integration purposes.
As might be expected, busing has affected more people in the South than in the
North, and more people in urban areas than in rural ones. More importantly,
perhaps, busing is an older phenomenon in the South than elsewhere in the coun-
try.

I This poll was conducted by telephone Jan. 26-29, 1981, among a nationwide random sample.
A total of 1,512 adults were interviewed. The error due to sampling could be plus or minus 3
percentage points for results based on the total sample. This poll conforms to the standards of
disclosure of the National Council on Public Polls.
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Most people, parents included, who live in areas where busing has been imple-
mented, say that they have not personally protested, or taken any other kind of
action against it. The vast majority have simply accepted it. Only 21 percent of
White parents report taking some action against busing.

Acquiescence is highest in the South, lowest in the Midwest and West. While
direct opposition in communities appears to fade the longer busing has been imple-
mented, regional differences are still strong. Better-off individuals seem more likely
to take action than are less well-off respondents.

CBS NEWS/NEW YORK TIMES POLL

44. Do you favor busing of school children for the purpose of racial integration, or
do you oppose busing school children for this purpose?

(In percent]

Total Whites Blacks South Non-South

Favor .................................................................................................... 17 14 37 15 18 .
O ppose ........ ....................................................................................... 77 8 2 4 5 77 77
N o opinion n ....................... .................................................. ......... 6 4 ' 18 8 5

44b. (If oppose). If amending the constitution were the only way to stop busing,
would you favor such an amendment, or would you oppose it?

(In percent]

Total Whites Blacks South Non-south

Favor .................................................................................................... 74 7 6 52 70 76
Oppose ................................. 21 19 39 24 20
No opinion .................................... 5 5 9 6 4

45a. Is there busing now, or is there talk of busing school children for racial
integration in your community? (If busing now). Has the busing for racial integra-
tion gone on for more than three years?

[In percent]

Total Whites Blacks South Non-Sth

Busing now /3 yr. or le s .................................................................... 8 8 13 5 10
Busing now/more than 3 yrs ............................................................. 23 21 34 35 17
Talk of busing ..................................................................................... 4 4 2 4 4
N o bu sing ........................................................................................... 58 6 1 4 2 4 7 63
N o answ er ........................................................................................... 7 6 9 9 6

45b. (If busing or talk of busing). Whether or not you have children, how do you _
feel about this? Have you protested or taken other action against busing, or have
you just accepted it?

[In percent]

Total Whites Blacks Sooth Non-South

Taken action ....................................................................................... 14 16 4 12 15
A cc ted it .......................................................................................... 79 78 82 85 76
N o opinion ............................................................................................ 6 7 14 3 9

45c. How do the other people in your community feel about busing? Have they
protested or taken other action against busing, or have they accepted it?
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(iwp cet]

ToW Whites Blacks Sot INIMSt

Taken action ....................................................................................... 31 36 12 22 37
Accepted sig ................................................................................... 55 52 72 65 49
Noo pnio .................................... 14 12 16 13 14

[Attachment 2]

MAY NATIONAL POLL
Public confidence in the Social Security system's ability to deliver benefits on

retirement has deteriorated sharply over the past year and a half, according to the
results of the latest survey of public opinion by NBC News and The Associated
Press. Americans continue to support the Reagan Administration plan to cut the
federal budget and income taxes, but there is far less unanimity about volatile
social issues, including abortion, school busing and the Equal Rights Amendment.

The most recent telephone survey was conducted on May 18-19, among 1,599
adult Americans. Questions dealt with social security, a variety of social issues,
military aid abroad, federal spending and taxes, President Reagan's job ratings and
other subjects.

Some highlights:
Americans who haven't reached retirement age are only half as confident as they

were 18 months ago that the Social Security system will have enough money to pay
them their benefits. Only one in five expresses high confidence in the system s
solvency.

By a two-to-one margin, the public opposes the proposed 10 percent cut in Social
Security retirement benefits.

Support for the Equal Rights Amendment and a woman's right to have an
abortion remains strong, while a substantial majority continues to oppose school
busing to achieve racial intergration.

President Reagan's overall job rating stands at 62 percent excellent or good,
which represents no significant change in the past month.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Only 18 percent of the under-retirement-age persons (18 to 64 year-olds) say they
have complete confidence or a great deal of confidence that the Social Security
system will have the funds to provide them benefits when they retire. The over-
whelming majority-79 percent-say they have only a little confidence or no confi-
dence at all in the ability of Social Security to deliver their benefits. These figures
contrast sharply with the findings of a survey conducted by Peter D. Hart Research
Associates in November, 1979. At that time, the Hart firm asked a national sample
the same question and found low confidence among 60 percent of the public. High
confidence in Social Security was expressed by 35 percent of the under-retirement-
age group in the Hart survey.

BUSING

Do you favor or oppose busing-of public school children to achieve racial integra-
tion?

[In WWIn]

May 1981 September 1979

AN White Black AI

Strongly favor ................................................. 8 6 24 Favor .............................................................. 27
M iW dly favor ..................................................... 10 8 22 Oppose ......................................................... 73
Stro lyoppose .............................................. 61 65 37 Not sure ......................................................... 4
M dy opM e .................................................. 15 15 12
Not sure ........................................................ 6 6 5
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MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE

Which of the following three issues is most important to you: the busing of public
school children to achieve racial integration, the proposed Equal Rights Amend-
ment, or abortion?

_" Pem:ent

Busing of public school children .................................................................................. 31
Equal rights am endm ent ............................................................................................... 23
Abortion .......... * ........... ................................ 34
N ot su re ..................................................................................... ..................... . . . . .... 12

MILITARY AIR ABROAD

How do you feel about U.S. aid to Israel? Do you think we're giving too much aid,
not enough aid, or do you think the United States is giving about the right amount
of aid?

[in percent]

May 1981 Decembe 1979

Too m uch aid .......................................................................................................................... 32 38
N ot enough aid .......................................................................................................................... 8 5
Right am ount of aid .................................................................................................................. 43 38
N ot su re ......................................................................................... .......................................... 17 19

[Attachment 3]

[CBS News, July 20, 1981, 6 p.m. and the New York Times, July 21, 1981, a m.]

THE NEW YORK TIMES-CBS NEWS POLL, JUNE-JULY 1981-PART II'

Many Americans think juveniles who commit violent crimes should be treated as
adults, but don't think children should be given the same freedom as adults to
decide on living arrangements, abortion and other medical care, and whether or not
to engage in sexual relations. The age to decide those things, according to most of
the public, is 18 years old or older.

Americans did favor certain changes in the way children are dealt with in divorce
cases. Most favored providing children whose parents are engaged in a custody fight
with their own attorney,- and most supported treating divorced parents who"snatch" their children from the parent awarded custody as kidnappers.

JUVENILE CRIME

Most Americans would like to treat children of 13 who commit violent crimes
somewhat differently from adults, but there is a sizeable proportion of the public
who would support public trial of juvenile offenders, trial by jury, instead of by
family court judge, and sentences for the 13 year old criminal equal to those given
to adult offenders.

On only one question was there overwhelming support for treating 13 year old
offenders differently-the prison. Over 90 percent support separate prisons for
juvenile offenders.

The answers given today about 13 year olds who commit violent crimes closely
resemble the responses of the American public four years before when CBS News
and The New York Times asked about people's feelings about the treatment of 15
and 16 year olds. In both cases, there was a general preference to try juveniles in
separate court from adults, an overwhelming preference to house juveniles in sepa-
rate prisons, and split opinion on whether juvenile offenders should be given lighter
sentences than adults.

30. Do you favor busing of school children for the purpose of racial integration, or
do you oppose busing school children for this purpose?

'This poll was conducted by telephone June 28-July 1, 1981 among a nation-wide random
sample. Total of 1,467 adults were interviewed. The error due to sampling could be plus or
minus 3 percentage points for results based on the total sample. This poll conforms to the
standards of disclosure of The National Council on Public Polls.
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(In percent]

Total 18-29 30-44 45-64 Over 64 Have children
under 18

Favor ....................... ................................................ 16 24 15 I1 14 15
Oppose ........ ........................ .............................. . 78 72 81 83 75 79
No op inon ............................................................. 6 4 4 6 11 6

[Attachment 4]

BLACKS, WHITES, AND "RACE POLITICS"

(By Louis Henri Bolce III and Susan H. Gray)
Anyone reading the newspapers or watching television today could hardly escape

the conclusion that monolithic white and black populations remain irrevocably
divided in their opinions. During one typical week last winter, stories clearly"racial" in focus, nearly all emphasizing racial polarization and the victimization of
blacks, ran a close second to the coal strike in the competition for front-page
coverage in The New York Times. Not only do blacks and whites appear to be split
over almost everything, but if one heeds those who are "telling it like it is," this
gulf seems to be widening. The New York Urban League, for example, concluded in
its annual report for 1978, "Black/white relationships deteriorated considerably in
New York City last year." A similar study by the Chicago Urban League predicts
the outbreak of violent black protests. Public-opinion analyst Gerald Pomper claims
that "a broad racial division has developed in regard to most political attitudes."
And the lead sentence of The New York Times' recent analysis of racial progress
since the Kerner Report warns that racial polarization still exists and that the"chances of healing the rift may be more dismal today than they were 10 years
ago."

Central to the popular understanding of race relations is the assumption of
attitudinal conflict between blacks and whites. As the Kerner Commission noted a
decade ago, racial division ultimately boils down to a conflict in attitudes. White
racism or indifference to the needs of blacks is the common explanation for much of
the divergence in white and black attitudes, and the tendency to see whites as well-
off and advantaged and blacks as poor and disadvantaged widens the schism still
further.
-Such misconceptions result in what William F. Buckley recently characterized as

"race politics." "On each issue of major importance there is presumably a white and
a black point of view, each in direct opposition to the other." Contemporary social
ills and their remedies are viewed not in terms of the proble-.., themselves but in
terms of their presumed consequences for certain racial groups, and it is assumed
that one racial group benefits at the expense of another.

The "black" point of view on the economy as articulated by civil rights leaders
and black spokesmen emphasizes the need for a public-employment program and
similar measures that lead to expansion of the Federal government. On the other
hand, the "white" point of view focuses on price stability, anti-inflation measures,
and reductions in Federal expenditures and powers. The supposed polarity of blacks
and whites over economic policy is based on the assumption that if you are white
you are gainfully employed and if you are black you are not likely to be. The"black" point of view supposedly presumes that affirmative-action quotas are justi-
fied compensation for past discrimination and necessary to assure and hasten black
progress. The "white" point of view is that they are neither necessary nor justified
and constitute discrimination in reverse. These examples could easily be multiplied.

Racial polarity "not only implies conflict in attitudes between races, it also
implies homogeneity of opinion within races." It assumes that on any particular
issue a substantial number of blacks are in disagreement with a substantial number
of whites. It would be hard to make a strong case for the existence of racial polarity
over a particular policy issue (affirmative-action quotas, for example) if whites and
blacks themselves were divided over the issue, and especially if large segments of
each race were in basic agreement with one another. Without homogeneity of
opinion within racial groups, it would be difficult to show which attitudes represent
the point of view of a particular racial group. If blacks are divided over law and
order, for example-some favoring tougher penalties to control crime, others opting
for the elimination of root causes-which point of view is the "black" point of view

88-140 O-82--21
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or reflects the interests of blacl-s? Certainly the black point of view, if it is the black
point of view, must reflect more than the thinking of a handful of civil-rights
leaders and black spokesmen. It must mirror the thinking of a majority within the
black community.

Most elite discussion of politics assumes the existence of racial polarity, but to
what extent is this justified by the opinion of the general public? If the rift between
whites and blacks is substantial and growing, we would expect to see the greatest
degree of racial polarity on issues that have a direct bearing on race relations, such
as affirmative-action quotas, preferential treatment, and busing. We would also
expect to find great homogeneity of black opinion on these issues.

RACIAL CONSENSUS OR RACIAL POLARIZATION?

We interviewed a random sample of 600 New York City residents by telephone
between the months of April and July 1977 to determine the extent to which blacks
and whites are divided over preferential treatment, racial quotas, and busing for the
purpose of achieving school desegregation. The survey responses can also be used to
assess the degree to which blacks and whites are split over some of the rationales
for these policies, notably the idea that blacks and victimized and that whites are
responsible for remedying the present condition of blacks.

Affirmative action means many things to many people. The phrase was first
coined in March 1961, when John F. Kennedy issued an executive order requiring
that contractors act affirmatively to recruit minorities on a non-discriminatory
basis. It was a policy geared toward ensuring qualified minorities equal access to job
opportunities. Affirmative action originally meant that employers should agessive-
ly seek out qualified applicants from sources where they might be found. Since that
time it has been enlarged to include compensatory training, preferential treatment,
goals, quotas, and busing.

Included in our survey were two questions designed to measure attitudes toward
the two aspects of affirmative-action policy debated most fiercely today: preferential
treatment for "equally qualified" blacks, and the policy of hiring and admitting to
schools black applicants "less qualified" than white applicants for the purpose of
achieving proportional representation. Depending on how one is disposed toward
reading the data, racial polarization can be seen to exist or not to exist.

Attitudes Toward Preferential Treatment I

Proposition: "There should be a Federal law which would give special advantages
to blacks over whites in college entrance and job hiring in order to make up for the
mistreatment they received in the past."
Whites: ermat

A g ree ........................................................................................................................... 12
D isag ree ..................................................................................................................... 85

Blacks:
A g ree ........................................................................................................................... 40
D isag ree ..................................................................................................................... 53

Source: Authors' survey of 600 New York City residents, April-July 1977.

If the survey analyst is disposed to stress racial differences, he will undoubtedly
emphasize that blacks favor preferential treatment by a margin of three-to-one over
whites. Forty perecent of the black respondents compared to 12 percent of the
whites agreed that "there should be a Federal law that would give special advan-
tages to blacks over whites in college entrance and job hiring in order to make up
for the mistreatment they received in the past." The person not inclined to stress
polarization, while recognizing that blacks are more likely than whites to support
preferential treatment, would direct attention to the fact that a majority of both
races opposes preferential-treatment policies. A Gallup poll carried out in March
1977 reveals a similar pattern of findinja. Gallup asked his sample whether blacks
and women "should be given preferential treatment in getting jobs and places in
college" or whether ability should be the main consideration. A minority of blacks
as well r.s whites favored preferential treatment over ability. "

Even blacks who favor preferential treatment do not confer blanket approval on
all other affirmative-action programs. For example, they do not throw their un-

uivocal support to racial quotas or what has been sensationalized as "reverse
iscrimination." This is revealed by the responses of blacks to a second question on

affirmative action in our survey, one that introduces the idea of competence. Black
approval of affirmative action when it takes the form of a "Federal law that favors
less-qualified blacks over whites in college entrance and job hiring," was halved: In
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fact, blacks were only slightly more supportive of this policy than were whites. That
blacks and whites are not in substantial disagreement over affirmative-action
quotas is also demonstrated by the findings of the October 1977 New York Times/
CBS poll on discrimination and affirmative action. Thirty-two percent of whites
compared to 46 percent of blacks favored the policy of having schools reserve "a
certain number of places for minority applicants, even if it meant that some
qualified white applicants wouldn't be admitted." A 14-percent difference is hardly
what we would call polarization.

Busing for the purpose of school desegregation is another social issue related to
race politics. The popular view as articulated by the media is that this issue is
polarizing, with blacks supporting busing and whites opposing it. Blacks are be-
lieved to favor busing because they see it as a means to achieve racial integration
and greater educational opportunities for their children. Whites are believed to
oppose busing because they don't want their children sent to schools where a large
proportion of blacks are enrolled and because they don't want to have large num-
bers of black children brought into their neighborhoods. The periodic clashes over
busing in Boston, Louisville, and other cities are cited to support this view.

But the idea that whites and blacks are in conflict over busing is not supported by
public-opinion data. A majority of both groups (81 percent of whites and 51 percent
of blacks, according to a Harris poll conducted during the summer of 1976) oppose
it, and both are in substantial agreement that one of the effects of busing is racial
animosity. Fifty-two percent of blacks in our sample and three-quarters of the
whites felt that "busing school children across district lines makes relations be-
tween the races worse." I Here again one could ignore the agreement and emphasize
differences by saying that blacks were roughly three times more likely than whites
to say that busing is not harmful to race relations.

Some might be surprised to find that blacks and whites on the whole oppose
busing and agree that it has negative social consequences. That this is surprising is
one example of how race politics produces misconceptions and false divisions. And

- we would expect to see the same pattern if blacks and whites were asked to
evaluate the social consequences of other race-related issues like affirmative-action
quotas. The bottom line of race politics is the perception that another racial group is

--advocating or benefiting from a policy detrimental to one's own group. Most whites
do not perceive busing, for example, as beneficial to themselves, but see it rather as
geared to blacks, and thus assume blacks overwhelmingly support it. And so long as
whites and blacks perceive (or are told) that blacks hold beliefs different from most
whites, there is potential for conflict. One solution to the conflict is to avoid
sustained interracial contact. But the truth is that whites have a misconception of
the attitudes of a majority of the black community and blacks appear to have
similar misperceptions of white attitudes.

VICTIMIZATION AND RESPONSIBLE ITY

There ae a number of rationales for affirmative-action policies, but none has
achieved the prominence of the thesis that blacks have been victimized and whites
must provide reparations. (People in our survey who held these beliefs were consid-
erably more likely to support affirmative-action quotas than those who did not.) A
fundamental idea of the black-victimization thesis is that individual effort will be
thwarted by racism perpetuated by institutionalized biases in admission, hiring, and
promotion practices. Even though many formal and legal barriers to achievement
have been struck down the proponents of this view point out that the more
insidious effects of a history of racism remain, and thus perpetuate inequality in
opportunity. Since whites are responsible for the social injustices directed toward
blacks and as a group have advanced at the expense of blacks, the argument goes,
they must now shoulder most of the responsibility for correcting past wrongs by
giving blacks the edge that whites once had in hiring, promotion, and school
admissions. This line of reasoning is what The New York Times had in mind in a
recent editorial:

"One complaint of white men is that any recognition of race . . . in the distribu-
tion of opportunity is illegal. But American law itself has been an instrument of
discrimination and deprivation. The courts, as well as society, have acknowledged
the wrongs, identified the victims, and called for relief and remedy. And where the

'The belief, held by both whites and blacks that busing heightens racial antagonism is not
out of line with what actually occurs, according to David Armor's review of some evidence on
busing. Bused students were more likely to report experiences of unfriendliness and prejudice
that exacerbated racial tensions. Armor also found that bused black students were 'more
opposed to integration than the non-bused students."
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law served discrimination by race . . . it logically must permit relief and remedy
that recognize and compensate for race."

The popular wisdom, supported by black and white elites and passed along by the
national media, would say that belief in black victimization and white responsibility
for shouldering the remedy splits along racial lines. Supposedly, whites feel that
blacks can get ahead if they are motivated to do so and work hard, and that whites
have no special responsibility for those blacks who don't; the black view is thought
to be. exactly the opposite. But in fact, black and white opinions on this matter, as is
so often the case, are in far greater agreement than current wisdom would have us
believe.

That blacks and whites are not divided over this issue is pointed up by their
response to two items in our survey. (Of course, those who are inclined to see racial
division will see it here, too.) One item was designed to measure the extent of public
belief that blacks are victimized by asking for agreement or disagreement ,with the
statement, "A young black cannot get ahead in this country no matter how hard he
works." Three times as many blacks as whites agreed with the statement (39
percent to 12 percent); a majority of both blacks and whites were united in their
rejection of this statement. Fifty-six percent of blacks and 83 percent of whites feel
that a young black does have a shot at getting ahead provided he is motivated and
works hard. Nor are blacks and whites substantially polarized over the question of
present white responsibility. A majority of whites (56 percent) feel that "Today,
white people are not responsible for the conditions of black people," and over four
out of 10 (44 percent) of the blacks feel the same way. An equaf number of the
blacks hold whites accountable. If anything, the white-responsibility and black-
victimization issues have had the effect of driving a wedge through the center of
black community opinion, rather than creating a rift between whites and blacks.

On all the issues discussed above, all of which have a direct bearing on race, a
lack of racial polarization is the rule rather than the exception. This is not to argue,
however, that blacks and whites are in substantial agreement on every issue of
major concern. The extent of agreement varies according to the issue and how it is
framed. For example, the 1977 New York Times/CBS poll revealed substantial
disagreement between blacks and whites over the question of whether businesses
should be required to hire a certain number of minority workers-blacks generally
support this policy, whites generally oppose it. Nor are we arguing that a majority
of blacks oppose all forms of affirmative-action programs (The New York Times/
CBS survey and many other polls provide evidence to the contrary), or that most
whites are against programs geared toward helping the disadvantaged. For instance,
almost all polls show that many whites are generally supportive of compensatory
programs designed to upgrade the skills and opportunities of people with limited
training and low income.

What we are arguing is that racial division is not automatic and should not be
expected on race-related issues. Needless to say, racial conflict also should not be
expected on issues not directly related to race (welfare or education policy, for
example). There are very few issues on which a majority of whites line up on one
side and a majority of blacks line up on the other. While on most of the issues we
have discussed there was something approaching a white monolith in opinion, this
was not the case for blacks. In looking for a black point of view, we see several, each
with substantial support, and each in opposition to the others.

THE DIVERSITY OF BLACK OPINION

There seem to be at least two black points of view on the issues of affirmative-
action quotas and preferential treatment, busing, black victimization, white respon-
sibility, and crime control. Conventional wisdom still insists that if given the choice
between tighter police control in low-income areas and elimination of "root causes"
such as poverty as strategies for reducing crime, blacks would overwhelmingly favor
the latter-a misconception of black attitudes toward law and order discredited 10
years ago by James Q. Wilson. Our poll shows the black community split right down
the middle on the question, with 44 percent favoring "tighter police control" and
the same proportion favoring elimination of the social conditions that breed crime.

Blacks, like whites, differ among themselves over policy questions when their
interests differ. Differences within the black community in age, income, education,
and other social and economic factors-as well as ideological differences-account
for black heterogeneity in opinion. In other words, blacks hold a variety of opinions,
just as do whites, and for the same reasons.

The divison within the black community over affirmative-action quotas and pref-
erential treatment illustrates this point well. Affirmative-action policies receive
their strongest support from blacks who would benefit most from them. Young
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blacks are one-and-a-half times as likely to support preferential treatment as blacks
40 years of age and older (48 percent to 32 percent). They are also one-and-a-half
times as likely to favor quotas that could result in hiring blacks less qualified than
whites. The issue concerning quotas produces considerable indecisiveness among
older blacks, who are two-and-a-half times as likely as -younger blacks to answer
"don't know" (22 percent to 9 percent). The weaker support for affirmative action
among older blacks could be linked to a number of factors including its threat to
their job position because of increased competition and the conflict between values
expressed in their white-dominated work environment and in their home environ-
ment in the black community.

On the whole, lower-status blacks are more likely to favor affirmative-action
programs .than higher-status blacks, but this tendency depends on the particular
program being evaluated. Attitudinal conflict within the black community appears
to be much more class-based on the issue of quotas than on the issue of preferential
treatment for qualified blacks. For example, support for programs that could result
in hiring blacks "less qualified" than whites drops progressively as one moves from
lower to higher income groups. Blacks with family incomes under $8,000 are rough-
ly twice as likely to support this type of program as blacks with incomes of $13,000
and above, and one-and-a-half times as likely as the in-between group. When the
question turns to preferential treatment, blacks with higher incomes are just as
inclined to support it as those with low incomes (44 percent each).

While many factors probably account for this pattern, self-interest appears to play
the pre-eminent role. Those in the lowest income groups possess the fewest skills
and lowest qualifications, and no doubt recognize their limitations when compared
to persons of other social and economic groups. Racial quotas would mean more and
probably better jobs than are currently available to them. Blacks with higher
incomes, on the other hand, are more likely to have stronger credentials and more
skills. A program of quotas would not serve their interest at all-they're already
qualified-and might even make their situation worse by creating greater competi-
tion for their own jobs and giving the appearance that they might have been one of
the persons hired as "less qualified." Blacks with a family income of $13,000 or over
rejected racial quotas by a margin of four to one (70 percent disapprove; 17 percent
approve).

While racial quotas may not be in the interest of the middle-class black, preferen-
tial treatment is, as it is for all blacks; and accordingly, support for preferential
treatment, as compared to quotas, increases in all groups, but most precipitously
among higher-income blacks (from 17 percent to 44 percent).

This pattern recurs when we compare educational attainment and support for
affirmative action. Blacks who are college educated are more inclined to reject
quotas than blacks with a high-school degree or less (82 percent to 57 percent), but
are no more likely to oppose preferential treatment than those who have not gone
to college. While there are probably some exceptions, there is little reason to doubt
that when an issue affects various interests within the black community differently,
individuals will evaluate the policy with their interests in mind and act accordingly,
as we expect any other racial group would. Since affirmative action for blacks is not
seen as a benefit to whites as a group, it is not surprising that whites are more
united in their opposition to it. Similarly, when a law or policy directly affects all
blacks, regardless of class and cultural differences-as does, say, residential desegre-
gation-we should expect a more unified response from the black community.

Data tying black support for affirmative-action policies to age differences and
class background raise several interesting points about ongoing trends within the
black community that social scientists and national black political and civil-rights
leaders have tended to ignore or overlook. Our findings contradict the popular
conception of monolithic black opinion, especially on such race-related issues as
affirmative action and related programs. Opinion is heterogeneous even among
black political "influentials," as reflected in the January 1978 findings of a survey
of black leaders in the nation carried out by Tony Brown's Journal, a nationally
syndicated television program. When queried on the busing issue, for example, 60
percent disagreed with the proposition that children should be "bused to schools
outside of their neighborhoods to achieve desegregation," while only 40 percent
agreed. And this group of respondents was completely divided over the question of
the motivation of whites who oppose racial quotas. Fifty-one percent felt that"whites who are against quotas are anti-black," while 49 percent disagreed.

THROUGH THE LOOKING GLASS

In light of these findings, which reflect trends that have been going on for the last
decade or so, why do so many people still think that whites and blacks disagree
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vehemently on almost every issue? We believe this "Alice in Wonderland" percep-
tion of race relations persists because it is constantly reinforced by national black-
political leaders, social scientists, and the national news media.

There is no question that at one time the black community was much more
homogeneous in opinion, and-the two are intimately related-that black socio-
economic status was once much more homogeneous than it is today. Prior to the
mid-1960's, for example, a majority of black males had not attained a high-school
degree and a majority of black families had incomes below the poverty level. But
today, the socio-economic picture of the black community is very different. Blacks
still compose a disproportionately large share of the nation's poor, but the over-
whelming majority of black families are living above the poverty level. Indeed, the
number of black families in the middle and upper-middle classes (incomes of $15,000
and above) nearly equals the number below the poverty level (28 percent for the
former and roughly 30 percent for the latter). Although blacks are more likely than
whites to attend less-prestigious colleges, the proportion of black college students in
the total college population has doubled in the past decade to almost 11 percent, a
figure approaching the proportion of blacks in the school-age population. And while
blacks are more likely than whites to be concentrated in lower-status jobs, the
majority of working blacks (64 percent, according to the 1970 census) presently hold
white-collar or union jobs, whereas only 42 percent held such jobs in 1960. The black
population cannot now be characterized as affluent or poor, educated or uneducated,
skilled or unskilled, but as all of these.

A decade or more ago relations between whites and blacks were more polarized.
Blacks were fighting to secure the basic rights and opportunities accorded most
other Americans, and many whites fought just as hard to deny them. The civil-
rights struggle grew out of an attempt to attain these rights and was successful, as
court decisions and legislation outlawed most overt forms of discrimination. Today,
the focus of the civil-rights movement is no longer constitutional rights but-as
Moynihan and others have pointed out-social and economic issues. The consitu-
tional issues of the civil-rights movement affected all blacks in the same way, but
social and economic policies affect blacks differently, according to their class and
cultural backgrounds. Thus, present "race-related' issues receive less support
among blacks, and are even resisted by some. There is little doubt that the differ-
ences in life experiefices, interests, and culture brought about by the socio-economic
and political transformations of the last 15 years, are beginning to play a much
greater role among blacks-one similar to the role they play among whites. This
development and the corresponding variations in black opinion have been down-
played or ignored by social scientists, national black leaders, and the national news
media.

It has long been noted that intellectuals often align themselves with causes on the
left, and this was true as well of many of the social scientists who emerged from the
intellectual climate of the 1960's. They were activist in orientation, merging re-
search and social relevance, and their studies often reflected the hope that their
findings would guide policy toward positive social change. Their orientation, howev-
er, had unforeseen consequences, and may have led to a result opposite to their
original intentions. Consider, for example, how many social scientists explained the
black urban riots. Their intention was to improve race relations, to shed light n
the causes of the riots, and to ensure a massive Federal commitment to the black
community by eliciting white sympathy. And so the riots were condoned in many
quarters as a legitimate form of political protest, in the belief that it would be
difficult to get large-scale monetary support for the black community if the rioters
were viewed as criminally prone "rift raft" and unrepresentative of the black
community-as the McCone Commission found in the case of the Watts rioters.

To disprove the findings of the McCone Commission and others, new surveys were
commissioned, new researchers went to work, and new data were analyzed. In time
a new explanation was developed, received the imprimatur of the Kerner Commis-
sion, and became the accepted social-science (and official) view of the riots. Unlike
the McCone portrayal of the rioter, the new urban rioter was seen as representative
not only of the black community, but indeed of the best segments of that communi-
ty. In short, he represented, as T. M. Tomlinson put it, "the cream of urban youth
in particular and urban citizens in general." Racism and longstanding and long-
ignored grievances against the "white-dominated" political systm were represented
as the fundamental cause of the riots-not the class and cultural characteristics of
the rioters. All blacks were lumped together as an undifferentiated mass of poten-
tial rioters with the same ideology-violence-prone with non-violent, middle and
working class with underclass, religious leaders with youth gangs, shop owners with
drug addicts, and looters and arsonists with non-violent political protesters.
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But a theory whose structure, as one study concluded, was built on miscalculated
statistics, faulty methodology, considerable conceptual sloppiness and ideologically
guided data anlaysis, could not withstand protracted examination (See Miller, Bolce,
and Halligan in Ethnicity, December 1976). The Kerner interpretation of the riots
was disproved by that study and by others whose 6i dings and analyses demonstrat-
ed that rioters were generally unrepresentative of the black community. They were
drawn largely from underclass youth. Political grievances may have served as an
impetus for some to riot, but when compared to other factors related to their class
and cultural background-personal dissatisfaction, hostility, and uncertainty about
the future-as well as, in Edwar4 Banfield's phrase, "fun and profit,"-they were
not overriding factors. However, it is the riot-as-political-protest view that prevails
in social-science literature and textbooks today, and that shapes popular images of
blacks. In portraying rioters as the typical blacks, and failing to distinguish between
non-violent protest over legitimate grievances and simple looting and arson, the
activist social-science view probably exacerbated American's racial difficulties. The
failure of activist social scientists adequately to differentiate among groups (white
as well as black), and between political protest and hooliganism, very likely in-
creased the fear among many whites of all blacks, encouraged many to oppose all
political protest as unlawful and violence-prone, and spurred sterotypes of blacks as
complaining and perpetually unsatisfied and of whites as racists. There is good
reason to think that although the intention of these social scientists was to produce
racial harmony, the results were exactly the opposite. Explaining riots primarily in
terms of the class and cultural characteristics of the rioters, instead of as a commu-
nity reaction to white racism, would not necessarily have led to an active and
enlightened government and public response to the conditions that produce poverty
and slum riots. But if attention had been focused then on lower-class culture and its
corrosive effects upon the human spirit, and character rather than on the general
black community, and if policies had been designed accordingly, we might have been
spared some of the consequences of a criminal class that was surprised to see its
behavior justified by opinion leaders.

National black elites also share the misconception that blacks are uniformly
disadvantaged in socio-economic status, feel victimized, and that they disagree with
whites on almost every issue. As Banfield points out, "For the race leader there is
everything to gain and nothing to lose by treating all problems as if they derived
solely from the racial one." By denying that class/cultural differences exist and are
important in the black community, as Kenneth Clark has recently done, and by
minimizing the gains made by the black middle class, black elite spokesmen also
contribute to the stereotyping of blacks as poor, uneducated, unemployed, and
dependent. The fact that a majority (70 percent) of blacks are not living below the
poverty level, but are working, supporting families, paying taxes, and getting more
education (just as are most whites) is publicly ignored. Instead we are likely to be
told, as Julian Bond recently proclaimed, that "black Americans, in relation to
whites, are worse off than we were the year Martin Luther King died, and in some
ways worse off than when he was born almost a half century ago." This character-
ization by national black spokesmen of all blacks as one-and-the-same perpetuates a
negative image of blacks and serves as a fundamental barrier to residential and
social integration. Very few middle-class persons would jump at the opportunity to
live next door to, and send their kids to school with, members of any group whose
media-designated leaders constantly characterize their compatriots as lower-class,
poor, uneducated, and dependent.

A substantial number of blacks feel resentful toward the underclass.2 There is
widespread belief among the black working and middle classes that welfare recipi-
ents are deliberately avoiding work-70 percent in our poll agree that "most people
on welfare could work but don't want to' -and an even more widely held conviction
that "all able-bodied people on welfare should be required to work" (85 percent).
Many working- and middle-class blacks also reject the idea that "people who work
should work should be taxed to support able-bodied people who don't work." As
housing for middle- and working-class blacks becomes more available, enabling
them to move out of ghettos in greater numbers, the psychological distance
betweeen more affluent blacks and the lowest classes should increase even more.

Not only is the characterization of blacks by the national black leadership out of
touch with the black community, but elite views on important issues diverge from
the views of black non-elites and are perceived by many as detrimental" to race

0

This tension flows in both directions. As the looting during the 1977 New York City blackout
demonstrates, members of the black middle class are as likely as whites to be targets of black
underclass violence.

C.
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relations. Evidence on the lact of congruity betweeen black elites and non-elites is
revealed in a Washington Post/Harvard-Center-for-International-Affairs poll carried
out in 1975 on attitudes of leadership groups toward quotas and merit. Seventy-four
percent of the black leaders queried supported the idea that "quotas in school
admissions and job hiring should be used to insure black representation," a figure
that contrasts sharply with the %ews of black non-elites. The divergence in opinion
between the national black leadership and black non-elites is also apparent on the
busing issue, a policy national black elites support enthusiastically, but which most
blacks not only reject but feel makes things worse.

The national media tend to perpetuate notions of racial division and black homo-
geneity of opinion and socio-economic status. For example, a December 23, 1977 New
York Times headline read: "Black America's Holiday Mood: Gloom, Suspicion, and
Pessimism"; but the story was in fact little more than the opinions of several black
journalists and a handful of academics. When the media is interested in black
commentary on black progress they tend to turn to these national elite "spokes-
men," people whose thinking is at odds with a substantial portion of non-elite views
on the same subject. What's more, these black elites, like their white counterparts,
tend to be disdainful of the values of the working and middle classes, and, by
neglecting to note their progiess or views, surely make that progress all the more
difficult.

It is no accident that Republicans are now courting this growing black constituen-
cy, or that the Republican National Committee invited Reverend Jesse Jackson to
address it. For as black social and economic conditions continue to become more
varied, there will be greater diversity as well in black political affiliation and voting
habits. As things now stand, the interests and aspirations of working- and middle-
class blacks have yet to be spoken for.
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Copies Each Issue during Proceding 12 Months, 1,229; Single Issue Published Near-
est to Filing Date, 558. (2) Returns from New Agents: Average No. of Copies during
Preceding 12 Months, 614; Single Issue Published Nearest to Filing Date, 589. G.
Total: Average No. of Copies during Preceding 12 Months, 16,750; Single Issue
Published! Nearest to Filing Date, 16,500. I certify that the statements made by me
above are correct and complete.

IRVING KRISTOL.

Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
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We have the privilege of hearing from our colleague from Ten-
nessee, Congressman Harold Ford, who will introduce our next
witnesses.

Congressman Ford for many years has been of great assistance to
this subcommittee and to the full Judiciary Committee in many of
the important matters that we have been working on.

You were of great help to the subcommittee last week in helping
us pass the voting rights bill by an overwhelming vote. We are
grateful to you.

So we welcome you and you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF HAROLD E. FORD, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. FORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, to you, Mr. Washington,
and other members of this Subcommittee on Civil and Constitution-
al Rights.

I am proud to appear before the committee today to introduce
two distinguished citizens of my hometown and my district that I
represent here in Congress.

I come right behind one of my colleagues who is adjacent to me,
Congressman Robin Beard. I apologize for not being here to hear
all of his testimony, but I would say that you have two fine people
from the Eighth District of Tennessee who will be testifying before
this subcommittee.

The first person is attorney James Blackburn who is a member
of the Board of Education. He is serving his second term on the
school board. He has been very instrumental in bringing about the
type of leadership in the city that the city is proud of.

Also we have the president of the school board in the city of
Memphis, Mrs. Maxine Smith, who is also the executive secretary
of the NAACP, Memphis branch. She is known for her past role in
bringing about desegregation, not only in the public school system
in the city of Memphis, but she also made it possible for institu-
tions of higher education to be completely integrated in the city of
Memphis and across the State of Tennessee.

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Washington, it is my pleasure to bring
before the Committee two well-informed individuals from the city
who have played vital roles in education, both primary and second-
ary levels as well as higher education.

As I understand it, Mr. Blackburn will be first and after that we
will hear Mrs. Maxine Smith who is noted in the city as being a
person who has been concerned over many, many years about
education of the young minds of our city and our Nation.

Apparently Mrs. Smith is going to testify first.
Mr. EDWARDS. I believe we had planned to have Mr. Blackburn

first. If he has stepped out, we will have Mrs. Smith first.
Mr. FORD. Maybe he missed all those nice things I said about

him. [Laughter.]
Mr. EDWARDS. Maybe we will send you a transcript so Mr. Black-

burn can hear that.
Mrs. Smith, would you like to proceed or would you rather wait?
Mrs. SMITH. After that introduction by my Congressman, I would

not mind.
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Mr. EDWARDS. We welcome Mrs. Maxine Smith. We thank our
colleague, Mr. Ford, for graciously appearing and giving that intro-
duction.

You may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF MAXINE A. SMITH, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF
EDUCATION, MEMPHIS, TENN.

Mrs. SMrrH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am Maxine A. Smith, a life-long resident of Memphis, Tenn.

Since 1962 I have been executive secretary of the Memphis branch
of NAACP and am currently serving my third 4-year term as an
elected member of the Board of Education of the Memphis city
schools. I have been serving as president of the Board since Janu-
ary 1981.My purpose in testifying today is to inform you about our school

desegregation plan and its impact upon public education in Mem-
phis and to assure you that a Constitutional amendment barring
school boards and courts from consideration of race in the remedial
context of school desegregation would, like other proposed "anti-
busing" legislation, have the effect of recreating a racially dual
school system in Memphis.

Such a pernicious result would also occur in many other Tennes-
see school systems and, I am sure, in school systems all around the
country. I hope and pray that the Congress of the United States
will not be party to such a process.

In 1972 and 1973 U.S. District Court Judge Robert M. McRae, Jr.,
entered orders requiring a partial desegregation remedy for the
historic racially discriminatory school system in Memphis.

At the time of Judge McRae's first pupil desegreation order in
1972-18 years after the Brown decision had infused new life into
the dead body of the 14th amendment-the Memphis school system
looked, from the point of view of race, pretty much like it had for
the past century.

Prior to that time black children were deprived of even a pre-
tense of education, they being deemed fit only for ignorance and
oppression.

At the time of Brown in 1954 my predecessors on the Memphis
Board of Education were operating a so-called separate but equal
school system-a system whose inhumane treatment of black
people was practically indistinguishable from open slavery.

Black children and teachers were declared unfit for association
with their white counterparts and treated accordingly.

The State of Tennessee enforced this system, among other
means, with the power of its criminal law, making it a crime for
black and white children to go to school together.

It is perhaps a measure of some progress that not many people
today would openly advocate a return to that racially dual and
unequal system-and yet I am not so sure.

Proposed constitutional amendments to gut the 14th amendment
of its promise to remedy the evil of slavery-and proposed legisla-
tion with similar effect-would, if adopted by the Congress and/or
the American people, take us a long step backward toward that
system-much the same effect as caused by the decision of the
Supreme Court-to its eternal discredit, in Plessy v. Ferguson.
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Indeed, if such proposals did nothing more than maintain the
status quo, they would perpetuate unconscionable vestiges of the
separate and unequal system in Memphis and elsewhere.

As I say, at the time of the first real desegregation order in 1972,
the Memphis school system continued to be a full-blown segregated
system. Nearly all black students continued to attend all-black
schools, and nearly all white students attended all-white schools.

At that time the system enrolled approximately 145,000 students,
of whom slightly more than one-half were black; 88 percent of the
black pupils attended schools that were all br virtually all black,
and 76 percent of the white students attended white schools.

There were only two noticeable differences between the oper-
ation of this system in 1972 and the way it operated in 1954 when
it was outlawed by the Brown ruling.

First, pursuant to court order, faculty desegregation was under-
way. Second, there was less visible inequality between white and
black schools.

At first blush this would appear to be evidence of progress, but
in fact it was the result of a subterfuge on the part of my board of
education predecessors designed to maintain segregated schooling
for the long run.

The idea was that the Brown decision could be effectively thwart-
ed by "equalizing" the physical plants at black schools, thereby
continuing in fact the "separate but equal" system which the Su-
preme Court had held unconstitutional.

A Memphis newspaper reported as follows on May 18, 1954:
School authorities in Memphis yesterday evidenced no surprise at the [Brown]

.decision Mr. Milton Bowers, Sr., president of the Memphis Board of Education
said: "We have been expecting this to happen a long while ' * * We believe our
Negroes will continue using their own school facilities since most of them are
located in the center of Negro population areas* * * [Negro schools are] fully equal
to and in some instances better [than white schools]. We are very optimistic about
this [ruling]."

The following 18 years saw this effort to undermine Brown im-
plemented in a massive program of construction of new schools and
additions to existing schools, always on a racially segregated basis:
new schools and additions were constructed in segregated black
residential areas-as well as in adjacent "transition' areas de-
signed by the forces of segregation to contain the growing black
population-while at the same time new white schools were con-
structed in outlying white residential areas farthest from black
areas.

Thus, by 1972 the "separate but equal" system had literally been
cemented into Memphis life. It would have been impossible to alter
this segregated structure without desegregative pupil transporta-
tion, which is what Judge McRae finally ordered in 1972 and 1973.

Unfortunately, the desegregation plan approved by Judge McRae
did not include 26 all-black inner-city schools, and these schools
remain segregated today.

Of the other 141 schools in the system last fall, 29 were within 10
percent of a 50-50 black-white ratio, 32 were majority white, and
109 had majority black enrollments.

Our system's enrollment as of October 1980 included 27,173
whites-24.7 percent-and 82,632 blacks-75.3 percent-whereas in
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the fall of 1970, the system had 71,435 white students-48.4 per-
cent-and 76,283 black students -51.6 percent.

As you can see from this data, the use of pupil transportation for
desegregation has had an impact on the Memphis dual system.

On the positive side, an appreciable number of black and white
children are attending school in desegregated settings. Most of this
integration would be wiped out if we could no longer bus students
for the purpose of desegregation.

On the negative side, our system remains substantially segre-
gated. We have made a chink in the armor of segregation, but by
no stretch of the imagination can it be said that we have repelled
the forces of apartheid in Memphis'

The customs of three centuries of government-enforced racial
segregation and discrimination have become deeply embedded in
Memphis society, and they are proving difficult to overcome.

The cure for this difficulty, however, is to press forward with the
Brown principle; to build upon, rather than tear down, the hard-
won progress that has been made. "

The reasons why our school system remains segregated are
many, but the primary reason is the abdication of leadership by
the white community in promoting desegregation.

White politicians, ministers, and business leaders have continued
to support segregated private schools that were established in
1972-73 to thwart public school desegregation. This is even true of
members of the Memphis Board of Education.

Our mayor, Wyeth Chandler, began this litany of overt opposi-
tion to desegregation by attempting to bar the buses from the
public streets, by halting gasoline allocations to the system when
the desegregation plan was to commence, and by withholding-
money from the board of education.

This obstructionist conduct was stopped by Judge McRae, but it
signaled to the white community that resistance to desegregation
would continue to be officially approved.

Next, many of our white Protestant churches organized, con-
structed, and, with the financial underpinning of exemption from
Federal taxes granted by the Internal Revenue Service, began to
operate private school systems for white students.

Ministers, such as the Reverend W. Wayne Allen of the East
Park Baptist Church, solicited funds from parishioners and the
business community to establish the Briarcrest Baptist School
System, a consortium of elementary and secondary schools that is
exclusively white-complete, mind you, with an elaborate system of
"busing.".

Although private school enrollment in Memphis has been declin-
ing since its peak in 1974, 26,250 students, nearly all of them white,
continue to attend those private schools which were created in
what I believe to be the largest antidesegregation private school
boom in the Nation's history.

And now in 1981, there is a renewed movement by the white
business community and others to gut what little desegregation we
have and return to a segregated school system.

Pressure is being generated from white families who are feeling
the harsh realities of inflation and cannot afford private school
tuition for their children.
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This~failure of leadership has also contributed to lack of financial
support for the public schools in Memphis. I need say no more than

* that those local funding bodies-city, county, and State-have ret-
rogressed in the funding of public education.

It is my feeling that it is because it is a system that is 75 percent
black.

Since 1976-77 the city council has granted no major increase in
the property tax during this period of high inflation. Last year the
council, in effect, cut the school tax rate 2 cents.

That was partially offset by a 4-cent increase this year after
strong debate between the Council and Board. It did not prevent
the layoff of teachers and drastic reduction of programs such as
physical education, music, and classes for handicapped children.

I do not know the precise extent to which proposed anti-busing
legislation and Constitutional amendments would affect our deseg-
regation plan, but one of our anti-desegregation board members
who sends his children to segregated private schools optimistically
predicts that under one proposal at least 80 percent of the pupil
desegregation in the system would be eliminated.

Whatever the precise effect, it would impose on our community a
segregated school system once again. This would be a disaster for
growth and development of both races in Memphis; and such a
result would have similar impact throughout Tennessee.

Some people naively believe that because a black man now occu-
pies the post of Memphis superintendent of schools we have noth-
ing more to worry about in terms of racial equality, the idea being
that a black superintendent surely would not deny equal education-
al opportunities to black children. This notion ignores all of history
and present-day reality.

Although our public school system is predominantly black and
now has a black superintendent, the reality is that both Memphis
and its public educational system, and especially the purse strings,
are controlled by a white-dominated society; that the great major-
ity of black children continue to be educated in complete racial
isolation; that many of them never graduate; and that those who
do somehow survive through graduation then confront the harshest
of all realities-no better than one chance out of two of securing
employment of any kind and practically no chance at a decent job.

Finally, it is said that the whites who have fled from the public
schools in the wake of desegregation would return if we eliminated
busing.

I have no doubt that this is true because termination of our
desegregation plan which is the real thing that most white people
in Memphis are against, woefully deficient though it is, would
again make segregated white schools available in the public
system, and we would be right back where we started.

The price is too high to pay, Mr. Chairman. Separate never has
been and never will be equal in Memphis.

May I say in conclusion that it is frightening that our Congress
would even think of tampering with our most sacred document, the
Constitution, and to amend it to adjust itself to the racist views.

Again, I pray that this does not happen.
Thank you.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Mrs. Smith, for that splen-
did testimony.

I wonder if you would mind if Mr. Blackburn testified now and
then both of you could entertain questions.

Mrs. SMITH. That would be fine.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Blackburn, you were graciously introduced by

Congressman Ford. So you should get a copy of the transcript for
those glowing remarks.

Please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES C. BLACKBURN, MEMBER, BOARD OF
EDUCATION, MEMPHIS, TENN.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
While I have a great deal of data to present to the committee, so

much of what has happened regarding our desegregation experi-
ence is subjective, I would like first to present my personal apprais-
al of the events.

I have some polling information that was taken locally, test
scores, and other material which I will be pleased to submit to the
committee should they desire that information.

What I would like to do today, if I could, is to present an
accurate and honest appraisal of what happened to Memphis.
Much of it, though, is subjective and is a personal appraisal of the
events that have occurred.

My background is as a Midwestern transplant to Memphis with
no conscious prejudice, to the extent this is possible for a white
person. I was born in Parsons, Kans. and raised in Joplin, Mo.

I was appointed to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights-State
advisory committee-in December of 1962, and was an active
member for over a decade, attending several hearings regarding
the Memphis school system, and also made many speeches to black
schools.

My wife worked as a volunteer in a large black high school
setting up a successful tutorial program, and incidentally, was a
member of a panel of American women which made many speeches
trying to erode the patterns of segregation in our community.

While I was apprehensive about the busing plan when imple-
mented because of the public hostility, I had hopes for its success
and my child was onthe first bus.

I chaired a community-wide group that attempted to allay com-
munity fears and discourage white flight. This led to my running
for the school board as an at-large member, which was successful.
This is my second term and I have had substantial black support in
both elections.

Memphis, a city of approximately 653,000 people, consists of four
board groups; at the bottom of the social and economic scale is a
large poor, black population of approximately 23,000 families,
mostly in the cyclical welfare syndrome. It is a sad, tragic fact in
Memphis that still 50 percent of the children born in Memphis are
illegitimate and 60 percent of those are junior high age or teen-
agers.

Next is a large population with low paying jobs-85,000 people
make less than $8,500 a year. Many of these people came to Mem-
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phis from rural Arkansas, Tennessee, and Mississippi when the
farms mechanized.

Whites make above the national average in income and blacks
make less. To clarify that, whites make more than the national
average of combined black and white, not whites only. Blacks make
less than the black population generally nationwide.

Above that is a large black and white population of mainly blue
collar workers who live in modest, neat neighborhoods, owning
their own homes. These people have had a long tradition of middle-
class living standards with education a high priority.

We now have a significant segment of more affluent blacks who
generally live where they want and have identical long-term goals
shared by their white contemporaries.

These various groups generally lived in separate communities,
but as blacks became upwardly mobile and whites left historically
white neighborhoods, they have moved creating many integrated
neighborhoods.

Memphis initially had a very small percent of its population in
private schools. A handful of parochial and college preparatory
schools were attended by approximately 7 percent of the school
population. This was immediately prior to our desegregation plan.

The school board entered into a substantial building program in
the late 1960's, upgrading the black school physical plants. This, I
might add, probably was an effort to avoid the busing plan of
desegregation.

However, the NAACP was applying strong pressure for more
integration through the courts. The school board,.in 1971, submit-
ted a proposal to redraft attendance zones to increase integration
and also expand the transfer policy for all students.

This was rejected by thc court, mainly under pressure from the
appellate court.

There were 4,000 white students that left the system in 1971-72
as a frantic scramble started for the small remaining openings in
the existing private schools-the school population went from
76,000 whites to 71,000.

The district court ordered implementation of a rather modest
induced integration plan calling for the transportation of 13,789
students at a cost of $629,192 in the 1972-73 school year. The white
school population dropped from 67,000 plus-or-minus, to 58,000
plus-or-minus.

The court of appeals at the urging of the NAACP rejected this
plan, but it was implemented for a half year in 1973. The white
school population declined in the 1972-73 school year after Febru-
ary to 51,412 whites.

For the 1973-74 school year, 39,904 students were to be bused at
a cost of $1.68 million. The white population fell to 38,348 students
after a substantial annexation of white students.

Continued annexation of white areas failed to stem the loss of
white students. Memphis now encompasses 215 square miles. It is a
large geographical area.

In 1974-75 the number was 34,159; 1975-76, 34,832; and the
present school year, 1981-82, plus-or-minus 24,800. This school year
we are somewhere in the vicinity of around 23,800.
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The desegregation plan did not encompass the entire city as the
annexed areas were outside the remedy area. We, in effect, had two
desegregation plans. We had a plan for the city and we had a plan
for the county, with two separate district judges.

The annexed area schools contained 8,000 mostly white students
in 1975-76 and, if these students are deleted from our present
totals, one can envisage the small number of white students left in
the remedy area. That is the original city of Memphis city limits.

Over 44,366 white students left the system over a 5-year period.
By every indicator, desegreation is less extensive now than when
the busing program began. That is, if you take the number of
schools that are all black and relate the percentages up the scale,
at that time and look at it now, they are about the same.

How could this happen?
First, Memphis has a large black population. In excess of 81,000

black children now attend our public schools. The magnitude of
these numbers make a successful integration plan virtually impos-
sible.

I say that because if you look at the cities with the largest
numerical black population, New York City, so far as I know, does
not have a busing plan. Chicago is in the same position that we
are. Detroit is in the same position that we are. Philadelphia, I am
not certain. Los Angeles does not presently have a desegregation
plan. Washington, D.C., as I understand, is in the same position we
are.

I am not certain about Houston, Baltimore, and New Orleans.
Second, when rapid changes in housing patterns were emerging,

the NAACP fought-and the court concurred-changes in the plan
when neighborhoods became integrated.

The rationale was that this would create more one-race schools
and that the integrated neighborhoods were only transitional
anyway.

As a consequence, many buses carry black children back to the
black neighbrohood they came from.

This had a two-fold impact. One, it defeated the integration of
the black children who had moved to an integrated neighborhood
and it weakened the possibility of having an integrated school for
whites in the same area.

Third, educational standards could not be maintained without a
tracking system which was strongly opposed. I say that in that
there has been mention about data. We have some from a poll that
was done approximately a year ago.

I will furnish the information to the committee.
Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, that material will be inserted

in the record at this point.
[Material to be supplied follows:]
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Introduction

This report presents the results of a survey conducted in May and

June of 1979 by the Institute of Governmental Studies and Research,

Memphis State University. The instrument utilized was a seven page

questionnaire (see attachment) requiring 133 responses from each indi-

vidual answering the survey. The instrument was distributed by mail

to a total sample of 1008 parents. Bulk rate postage was employed in

mailing the questionnaire and self-addressed, postage free, "business

reply" type envelopes were included for the convenience of the respond-

ents. A total of 339 questionnaires were returned. This response rate

of 33.6 was larger than inght be expected given the length of the

instrument and the distribution arrangements employed.

Of the 1008 questionnaires mailed, 500 were sent to parents of children

attending private schools and 508 were sent to parents of children attending

Memphis public schools. The names of the 500 parents of children attending

private schools were randomly chosen from a list of such families residing

in Memphis. Since only a very small percentage of the private school

population is black, this portion of the survey can be assumed to be

representative of white opinion and attitudes. The 508 names of parents

of children attending public schools were randomly selected from a list

of such families residing in those sections of Memphis with large majority

white populations. Thus, the total sample reflects only white attitudes

and opinions. Further, since the size of the two, white, target popu-

lations is unequal although the sample size was approximately equal , it

would not be proper to take the combined sample of 1008 as a completely

accurate representation of the opinion and attitudes of white parents with

school age children in Memphis. In order to guard against just such a
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misinterpretation, this report and the analysis which it presents will

take note of results from each subsample separately whenever it is appro-

priate to do so.

The survey yielded a large quantity of data, all of which is recorded

in machine-readible form. These data can be correlated and combined in

numerous ways that are beyond the scope of this brief report. For example,

one could relate family size or income level to differences in opinions

expressed about public and private education. This has not been done in

this report. The report concentrates on two areas of interest: the

differences, if any, between parents with children in public and private

schools, and the evaluations and recommendations both groups or parents

madefor public education in Memphis.

Sinificance Levels

Apparent differences between the two populations (parents of public

school children and parents of private school children) were examined for

statistical significance. If this examination revealed that there existed

a one in twenty (p - .05) or greater probability that the apparent difference

was due to sampling error and therefore did not represent a true difference

in the two populations, the apparent difference was Judged not significant.

A probability of less than one in twenty was taken as an indication that

the apparent differences did represent a true difference in the two popu-

lations. The strength of this conclusion is expressed in "p" values

* ranging to a limit of p - .0001. The smaller the p value the greater the

probability that the apparent difference is a true difference. Where

differences between the two populations were found, the following dis-

cussion will note the "p"'value associated with the relationship.
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Characteristics of Parents
* The two samples did exhibit common characteristics. There were no

significant differences in age or in the length of time the two groups

of parents had resided in Memphis (part I, questions I and 7). Although

there was a tendency for private school parents as compared with public

school parents to have experienced a greater amount of private school

education themselves (part I, question 5, p = .004), this difference did

not appear when considering the type of school attended by the grand-

parents of today's school age children (part I, question 6).

The survey revealed some pronounced differences between two groups

of parents. Public school children are more likely to come from a house-

hold-with only a single parent (part I, question 3, p = .002) and one

which has less income (part I, question 9, p = .001). Public school parents

tend to have less formal education (part I, question 4, p = .005) and are

less likely to own their own home (part I, question 8, p = .0001). The

percentage of non-Protestants among public schools parents is less (part I,

question 10, p = .004) and they are less likely than private school parents

to attend church on a regular basis (part I, question 11, p = .0001).

The portrait which emerges is of a private school parent who is more

affluent, better educated, and places greater emphasis on religious life

than the parent of a child in public schools.

Differences in Parental Attitudes and Opinions

Parents of both groups of children agree on several things'. Both

sets of parents oppose busing to achieve racial balance, and there is

no significant difference between the groups in the way each views the

disadvantages of busing (part II, question 5) or in the opinion regarding
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alternative busing plans (part II, question 6). In terms of the source

of advice against attending public schools, there again was no significant

difference in the responses of public school parents and private school

parents. The most common source for both groups was a friend or relative

(part III, question 7).

Two questions (part II, question; 7 and 8) addressed the "optional

schools" program. There was a difference in the responses of the two

sets of parents to these questions. As might be expected, public school

parents were more likely to be familiar with the program than were private

school parents (p = .03). Of those who were aware of the program, public

school parents were more'likely than private school parents to find the

program desirable (p = .02).

This difference of opinion regarding the desirability of the public

school and its programs extended to other responses given in the survey.

Of those willing to make a general comparison of the quality of public

as opposed to private education, the large majority of both groups thought

private education to be superior (part III, question 3), but public school

parents were more likely than private school parents to judge the quality

of public schools as better.(p = .0001). Although both groups agreed

that public education was the "ideal" choice, (part III, question 6),

this judgment was more likely to be made by the public school parent than

the private school parent (p = .0004).

A further difference of opinion arose over the need for increased

funding for public schools and the means of financing this increase (part

II, questions 2 and 3). Public school parents were more likely to see

the public education system as underfunded (p = .0001) and more willing

to increase property taxes to support an increased funding level (p = .0001).
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A west majority of both groups believes that media coverage of the

pIblic school system is accurate and there is no significant difference

between the two groups of parents in this regard (part III, question 9).

The two groups did differ, however, in their desire for additional coverage

by the media of public schools (part III, question 10). Both groups

thought increased coverage was desirable, but public school parents took

this position in significantly larger numbers (p = .0001).

Parents responding to the survey were asked to put in their own words

suggestions for improving the public schools (part IlI, question II).

These responses were read and coded in one of nine common sets, the

content of which is discussed later in this report. In terms of the

differences of opinion between public and private school parents, there

was a mixed pattern. Private school parents were more likely to call for

no more busing (p = .009), higher academic standards (p = .0001), and the

reintroduction of Bible reading and prayer (p =.03). Public school parents

were more likely to stress greater financial support (p = .007) and other,

miscellaneous and rather specific suggestions for change (p = .05). There

was no difference between the two groups regarding suggestions to employ

better teachers, to employ better administrators or to improve discipline

and safety in the public school.

Parents were asked how important it was to them that schools promote

certain educational goals or conditions. Each parent was asked to rate

seventeen such goals or conditions (part II, question 1). There was no

difference between the two sets of parents with respect to the goals of

instilling national patriotism, providing quality teaching, effective

discipline, basic skills, a safe environment, ability to get along with

others, imparting religious values, and providing extra-curricular
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opportunities. Public school parents were more likely than private school

parents to rate as desirable the providing of quality principals (p - .03),

specific job training (p = .001), good physical facilities and equipment

(p - .005), association with-handicapped children (p = .013), association

with children of different economic backgrounds (p a .001), association

with children of different races (p x .015), co-education (p z .03), ath-

letic opportunities (p = .008), and sex education (p a .024).

After being asked their views of the desirable, parents were asked

to rate the effectiveness of both public-and private schools in reaching

the educational goals or providing the conditions discussed above. Their

responses with respect td the public school system revealed significant

differences in nine areas (part III, question 1). Public school parents

rated public schools higher than did private school parents in the cate-

gories of quality teaching (p = .001), quality principals, (p = .001),

discipline (p = .001), basic skills (p = .001), safe environment (p = .001),

ability to get along with people (p = .001), religious values ( p = .002),

association with children of different races (p = .023), and sex education

(p - .026). In the categories of national patriotism, job training, good

facilities and equipment, association with handicapped children, association

with children of different economic backgrounds, co-education, athletic

opportunities, and extra-curricular opportunities there was no significant

difference in the two groups.

As one might expect the ratings of private schools by the two sets

of parents exhibited an entirely different pattern (part III, question 2).

Private school parents rated private schools higher than did public school

parents in the categories of quality teaching (p = .001), quality principals
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(p - .001), discipline (p .024), basic skills (p = .001), job training

(p.- .005), ability to get along with others (p = .001), good facilities

end equipment (p - .018), association with handicapped children (p = .001),

association with children of different economic backgrounds (p = .001),

association with children of different races (p = .001), athletic oppor-

tunities (p = .005), extra-curricular opportunities (p = .006) and sex

education (p = .001). The only categories over which the groups did not

differ in their views of private schools were national patriotism, safe-

envirorunent, religious values and co-education.

As a further check of opinions regarding the two school systems,

respondents were asked to note the three greatest advantages and three

greatest disadvantages of private schools. There was agreement between

the two sets of parents regarding the ranking of disadvantages (part III,

question 5). In order of rank these were the need for private transpor-

tation, limited contact with children from different backgrounds, financial

burden, discipline policy, and academic standards. The list of advantages

for the two groups was the same with one exception (part III, question 4).

Private school parents ranked the advantages as discipline policy, moral

or religious orientation, academic standards, association of children with

similar backgrounds and social status. Public school parents reversed the

order of the first two items on this list placing moral or religious orien-

tation ahead of discipline policy. These differences in the ranking of

the two advantages were found to be significant. For moral or religious

orientation the significance level was p - .021 and for discipline policy

it was p - .001.
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Public School Image

A number of questions in the survey were included with the intention

of discovering the image of public schools held by this sample of white

parents. The general response to these questions produces a decidedly

unfavorable image. Parents were asked to compare public and private

schools as to which provided the best education (part I1, question 3).

Only 14.7% thought public schools to be superior as compared with the 49.0%

who rated private education as superior. This result was confimed when

parents were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of public and private

systems in terms of reaching specific education goals or conditions (part

III, qeustions I and 2).. In only three areas, association with children of

different economic backgrounds, association with children of different races

and co-education, were public schools given a rating higher than private

schools. In all other areas private schools were seen as superior. This

dim view of public school effectivness is confirmed by the absolute rating.

given each area. In the case of public schools, the three areas mentioned

above were the only ones to be rated adequate to excellent. In all other

areas the average rating was less than adequate and in two areas, religious

values and discipline, the average rating was between "needs improvement"

and very inadequate". In order of rated effectiveness for public schools

the educational goals and conditions were:

Excellent = I to adequate = 2

Area R

Co-education 1.7
Association with children of
different economic backgrounds 1.8

Association with children of
different races 1.8
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Adequate - 2 to Needs Improvement = 3

Area Rating

Athletic opportunities 2.1
Good school building and equipment 2.1
Extra-curricular opportunities - 2.2
Association with handicapped children 2.3
Job training 2.4
Sex education 2.5
Ability to get along with people 2.5
Basic skills 2.7
Quality principal 2.7
National patriotism 2.8
Safe environment 2.9
Quality teaching 2.9

Need Irfiprovement = 3 to Very Inadequate 4

Area Rating

Religious values 3.3
Discipline 3.4

The parents sampled generally were of the opinion that public schools

received at least a sufficient amount of public funds (part II, question

2). About 46% of those sampled thought funding was either about right

or too much. Only J6% thought it was too little. Even more damaging to

the prospects of public support for higher funding levels was the pattern

of response to part II, question 3. Only 27.4% indicated they would be

willing to increase property taxes to provide increased funding while

62.8% replied in the negative.

This image of public schools was no doubt reinforced by the opinions

of others. Respondents were asked from whom they had received advice to

keep children out of the public school system (part 111, question 7).

Many apparently reached their own opinion, but a majority, 53.1% did re-

ceive some advice. Of all respondents, 34.5% (or 65% of those who did

receive advice) listed a friend or relative as the source of the advice.
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This was the most common category listed, but the second most commonly

listed source was public school teachers, 22.7% plus an additional 2.1%

who listed both public and private school teachers. This means that of

those receiving negative advice about the public school system, nearly

47% were given that advice by teachers in tAe public school system itself.

Strategies and Suggestions for Change

In spite of the unfavorable image of public schools held by the

white parents in this survey, there are indications that a change of

Image can be effected. That motivation for adopting a new image exists

Is demonstrated by part III, question 6. Asked to select the school

system which they would prefer as an ideal, 59.6% named the public schools.

*This was greater than twice the number naming private schools. The key

to altering the image of public schools Is to devise strategies which

take advantage of this motivation.

One should begin this search for effective strategies by examining

opinion concerning the greatest obstacle to creating a new image. This

of course is busing which, according to the responses given to part III,

question 4, 92.9% of these parents oppose. While the elimination or sub-

stantial reduction of busing is not a practical alternative at this time,.

it may be possible to reduce somewhat the opposition to busing by making

other modifications to the public school program.

Part III, question 5 asked respondents to indicate their reasons for

opposition to busing. Responses, in order of.frequence of mention, were:

Reasons % Listing this Reason

1. Loss of attachment of neighborhood school 90.3
2. Safety of children in assigned schools 72.6



842

3. Different children in our family going 67.3
to different schools

4. Length of bus ride 66.1
S. Possibility of bus accidents 62.8
6. Separation of the child from her/his friends 57.8
7. Varying school schedule (beginning and ending times) 51.6
8. Attending schools with members of another race 11.5

In the above list only items 1, 6 and 8 cannot be addressed. Ob-

jections stemming from each of the others could be met in whole or in part

by modifying school and/or busing programs. The second item, safety of

children in assigned schools, is not directly related to the busing

program at all. Some modifications of the busing plan might reduce these

objections. For example, the length of the bus ride might be reduced or

item 3 might be addressed by permitting members of the same family to

attend the same public school.

One last suggestion about possible modifications in the busing

program is contained in responses to part I, question 6. The least

objectionable busing plan of the three suggested was that of three

years in a neighborhood school and three years in a bused school.

Plans which involved both longer and shorter cycles were clearly less

popular.

Questions 7 and 8 of part Ii dealt with the optional school program.

Nearly half of the respondents were not familiar with the program, but

of those who were about one-fourth thought the program slightly or very

desirable. About 42% of those who were aware of the program indicated

that they did not have sufficient information about "optional schools"

to make a judgment regarding its desirability for their own children.

This suggests that a greater effort should be made to communicate the

details of this program to parents.
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A number of questions in the survey were designed to uncover respond-

ents' views of what a desirable educational program would be. This question

was put directly in part II, question 1. Over 90% of the respondents gave

greatest emphasis to quality teaching, quality principals, the teaching

of basic skills, discipline and a safe environments. By comparison ath-

letic and extra-curricular opportunities were cited as "very desirable",

the top category, by only 54.6% and 56.09%, respectively, of the parents

surveyed.

All respondents were isked to indicate their view of the most impor-

tant advantages and disadvantages of private schools (part III, questions

4 and 5). These responses might be taken as an expression of what parents

would prefer to see in an improved public education system. Of the five

suggested advantages from which parents were asked to identify the three

most important, academic standards emerged as the greatest perceived ad-

vantage. Next in terms of emphasis were "moral or religious orientation"

and "discipline policy". The two supposed advantages receiving least

attention were "association with children of similar backgrounds" and

"social status". A similar result was obtained by asking only those parents

with children attending private schools to rank from I (most important) to

6 (least important) their reasons for choosing private education. The

responses arranged in order of importance were:

Reason Mean Rank

Private School Standards (academic and discipline) 1.4
Physical Safety 2.7
Religious Values 2.7
Extra-Curricular Activities 4.1
Social Considerations (what schools neighbors 4.8

attend)
Racial Balance 4.9
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It should be noted that the lest three were placed considerably lower than

the first three in terms of importance.

Parents were asked directly to list any and all suggestions for im-

provement of the Memphis public schools. Responses were grouped in

categories. In order of the percentage of respondents mentioning a

particular category, the responses were:

Suggestion Category % Responding

Stop busing 54.9%
Improve discipline/increase safety/
stop drug traffic/stop violence 49.3%

Hire better teachers 33.0%
Improve academic standards/improve
quality of education 24.8%

Hire better principals 9.4%
Provide greater financial support 8.3%
Return to basics/emphasize the 3R's 7.4%
Allow Bible reading (teaching)/permit

school prayer 4.7%

Other scattered suggestions for improvements.not fitting any of the

above categories were made by 29.8% of the respondents.

Finally, parents with children in private schools were asked if they

would return their children to public schools provided their suggestions

were followed (part III, question 12). One third of these parents

answered an unequivocal yes or indicated they probably would return.

Another 7.7% answered they might or possibly would return or were not

sure. Only 14.2% gave an unqualified negative response. This pattern

of response does offer modest encouragement for those who wish to see

a return of white children to the public school system.

Summary and Conclusions

In one sense this survey has confirmed conventional wisdom regarding

the attitude of white parents toward public and private schools and has
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produced very little in the way of unexpected conclusions. But in another

sense the survey does serve to set aside some misconceptions about parental

attitudes and motivations and does point the way toward changes in the

public school system which might reverse white flight,

The motivations to place a child in a private school can be divided

Into three categories: religious, racial, and other. For those white

parents who have chosen private schools on religious or racial grounds,

there is no Constitutionally approved change in public education which

will alter their choice. What this survey demonstrates is that, first,

these motivations do exist in some white parents, and, second, that the

percentage of white parents holding these attitudes is not large. A

statistically sound estimate of the size of the population primarily

motivated by religious or racial concerns cannot be given without ad-

ditional and extensive manipulation and analysis of the survey data,

but some indication of the size of these groups can be gained by a

review of the responses to several key questions. Part I of the survey,

question 1, asked parents to state their view of the desirability of

having their children associate in the school environment with children

of other races. A total of 77.3% found this to be "very desirable" or

"mildly desirable" while only 14.1% said it was 'mildly undesirable" or

*very undesirable". "Attending school with members of another race" was

the least cited of eight possible responses to part [I, question 5 which

asked parents to identify their reasons for objecting to busing. Only

11.5% of the respondents indicated that race was a reason. A biracial

education environment was seen, in comparative terms, as a strength of

the public schools and a weakness of the private schools (see part II,
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questions 1, 2, 4 and 5). Finally, for parents of private school children

racial balance was the last in importance of six considerations in their

initial decision to send their children to private schools (part III,

question 8).

The survey suggests tht for some parents religious considerations

control their choice of private education. The responses to part II,

question I and part III, questions 1, 2, 4 and 8 demonstrate that the

teaching of religious values is an important motivation to choose private

schools, although generally not as important as academic standards, dis-

cipline or safety.

While the survey results confirm the existence of racism and preferences

for religious education as an explanation for some parent's choice of private

schools, the results also suggest that the numbers may be smaller than

previously supposed, at least in the case of racism. At the same time

these survey results offer hope by demonstrating that the size of the

parent population for whom race or religious eJucation are not important

considerations is quite large. Alterations 'n the public school system

might be made so as to entice this population to return to the public

school system. Further, the survey suggests means by which this can be

done, specifically by making modifications to the busing program and by

improving either the fact or the image of quality education, safety and

discipline in the Memphis public schools.
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ATACHMENTI QUESTIONNAIRE AND SURVE t RESULTS

NOTE: Responses are shown as a percentage of N=339 unless otherwise
indicated.

EDUCATION SURVEY

PART I: This section asks for some standard background information.
The information will be used for statistical comparisons only.
All your answers will be kept confidential. Please do not sign
your name.

I. Age:
0 18-24

-22-25-29

2. Sex:
31 .6Male

8J.j30- 49
8.5O or older

61.9 Female (65% no response)

3. How many parents live in the household:
12.1 one 87.6 two (0.3% no response)

4. Which of the following best describes your education:
2.I no high school
1.2 1-2 years high school

35.43-4 years high school
- 42.2attended college 1-4 years

18.3more than 4 years of college, specify
(0.9% no response)

5. How much of your schooling (grades 1-12) was spent in:

Public School
9.8 years (mean years)

Private School
J_years (mean years)

6. Did either of your parents ever attend private schools?
14.2yes 85_jO (0.3% no response)

7. How long have you lived in Memphis?
1.2 1 year or less 11.2 6-10 years

•7112-5 years 7-9-7-1l or more years

8. Are you presently:
8.8 renting your home .Qother

83.-buying your home

9. Is your household income:
2.4 under $3,000 lL.45l5,OO0-$19 ,999
K.0$3,000-$6,999 44.L520,000-$39,999
-2.9$7,000-$9,999 lL$ 4 0,O00 and over
10.0 $10,000-$14,999 (1.2% no response)

10. Is your religion:
72.9 Protestant
17.1 Catholic
5.0 Jewish

2.7 Other (please specify
T--B-None

(0.6% no response)

11. Would you describe your church attendance as:
64.0 frequent .3 never
occasional (0.3% no response)

88-140 0-82--23
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12. Do you have children in:
41.9 only public schools
49ronly private school
I0-6both public and private schools
(2-.l-% no response)

13. How many children do you have in: (1,2,3, etc.)
1.6public school (mean value)
L.1private school (mean value)

14. Please list the number (0, 1. 2, etc.) of your children who
attend each type of school:(% reporting one or more)

Public Private Both Neither
Pre-School 3.8 5.0 0.0 91.2
K-3 grades ZDJ 757 0.0 64.0
4-6 grades -7477 0.0 53.1
7-9 grades F 22.7 0.3 53.1

10-12 grades 24.8 18.9 0.3 56.0
post high school 9.1 2.9 0.6 87.3

15. If your child switched from public to private school attendance,
what grade did the child begin in the private school?

2.8 _grade(median value) ___does not ap-py

16. If your child switched from private to publc school attendance,
what grade did the child begin in the public school?

2.4 grade(median value) ____does not apply

17. Are any of your children bussed to a public school?
12.4_yes 8,5_no (2.1% no response)

18. What is your home zip-code:



PART I: This section deals with your views on what education (grades 1-12) should be like.

1. As a parent, how important is it that the school provide your child with:

very mildly mildly very
desirable desirable undesirable undesirable No opinion

a. National patriotism 67.6 25.1 0.6 0.0 6.8
b. Quality teaching _ 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.3
c. Quality principals 97.3 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.9
d. Discipline 3.2 0.6 0.9
e. Basic skills (reading, _ 1.2 0.9 0.00.6

writing, arithmetic, etc.)
f. Specific Job training 38.9 46.9 4.7 1.2 E.3
g. Safe environment T __ 0.9 0.0 1.2
h. Ability to get along with ' 17.1 0.0 0.0

people
i. Good school building and 70.5 28.0 0.6 0.0

equipment
j. Religious values 54.3 30.4 5.6 4.1 5.6
k. Association with handicapped 37. 46.3 4.4 0.6 11.5

children'
1. Association with children of 38.3 47.2 3.8 1.8 8.8

different economic backgrounds
m. Association with children of 31.3 46.0 8.8 5.3 8.6

different races
n. Co-education 50.7 39.8 2.7 0.9 5.9
o. Athletic opportunities 4TT 41.0 0.6 .0 I.
p. Extra-curricular opportunities 56.0 38.1 1-9 0 -L.;26.

(music, art, theater, clubs)
q. Sex education 37.2 39.5 ZA 8.8 7-1
r. Other (please specify)
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2. In your opinion, our public schools receive:
15.6 too much money 36.0 too little money
30.4 about the right money I5.6-no opinion
2.4% no response)

3. Would you be willing to increase your property tax if the
money was earmarked for public schools?

27.4 es 7.7 1 do not pay property tax
*___no (2.1% no response)

4. Do you approve of bussing students to more fully achieve school
integration?

6.8 yes 92,QLnO (1.2% no response)

5. If your answer to the last question was "No," please check any
of the following you find objectionable about bussing:(% responding)
90.3 Loss of attachment to the neighborhood school
66-Length of bus ride
5T6 Varying school schedules (beginning and ending times)
72.6 Safety of children in assigned schools
62.8 Possibility of bus accidents
1T-.-Attending school with members of another race
57.8 separation of the child from her/his friends
67.3 different children in our family going to different schools
____ther (please specify___

6. Au 39ing bussing is used, which plan do you find least objectionable?WT'3 years in nie.ighborhood school/3 years in bussed school
13.9-bussed to one school for 6 years
changing schools every year

49.9 no opinion
(8.8% no response)

7. Are you familiar with the "Optional School" program now available
within the public school system?
47.8 Not familiar L3. 9 Very familiar
38- lSomewhat familiar (0.3% no response)

8. If you are aware of this program, do you believe the "Optional
School" program would be desirable for your child?
6.5 slightly desirable 1L15Lnot desirable
17.4_very desirable 41,9 not enough information to judge
(22.7% no response)
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PART III: In this last section you will be asked questions about Memphis
schools (public and private).

1. As a parent of a school aged child, how effective do you
believe the public schools are in providing the following
things for their pupils:

Excellent = 1, Adequate = 2, Needs improvement = 3, Very
inadequate = 4, If you have no opinion as to any item please
leave it blank.

Mean values
Rating
(1-4)

a. National patriotism 2.8
b. Quality teaching 2.9
c. Quality principals 2.7
d. Discipline 3.4
e. Basic skills 2.7
f. Job training 2.4
g. Safe environment -2 9
h. Ability to get along with people 2.5
i. Good school building and equipment 2.1
j. Religious values 3 3
k. Association with handicapped 2-.3

children
1. Association with children of 1.8

different economic backgrounds
m. Association with children of 1.8

different races
n. Co-education 1,7
o. Athletic opportunities ir.
p. Extra-curricular opportunities 2 2
q. Sex education
r. Other (please specify'

2. As a parent of a school aged child, how effective do you
believe private schools are in providing the following
things for their pupils:

Excellent = I, Adequate = 2, Needs improvement = 3, Very
inadequate = 4, If you have no opinion as to any item please
leave it blank.

Mean Values
Rating
(1-4)

a. National patriotism 1.6
b. Quality teaching 1.6
c. Quality principals 1.6
d. Discipline 1.4
e. Basic skills
f. Specific job training ---- _-

g. Safe environment 1 -
h. Ability to get along with people 1-7
i. Good building and facilities
j. Religious values 1-4
k. Association with handicapped 2-5

children
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1. Association with children of 2.3
different economic backgrounds

m. Association with children of 2.5
different races

n. Co-education 1.8
o. Athletic opportunities
p. Extra-curricular opportunities -.

(music, art, theater, clubs)
q. Sex education 2.2
r. Dther (please specify

3. Do Memphis public schools generally:
14.7 Provide a better education than private schools
4-Z-Provide an education which is inferior to private schools
27T-Too much variation between schools to answer
("7Wno response)

4. What, in your opinion, are the three most important advantages
of attending a private school: 1 = Most important; 2 = Second
most important; 3 = Third most important (Sum of points awarded as:
_4j4Moral or religious orientation Most important = 3 points
_C4UDiscipline policy Second most important = 2 points 1

619Academic standards Third most important = 1 point)
jAnAssociation with children of similar backgrounds
j0jSocial status

Other (please specify__ _

5. What, in your opinion, are the three most .ignificant disadvantages
of private school attendance: I = Most significant; 2 = Second
most significant; 3 = Third most significant
671 Financial burden (Sum of points awarded as in
-IWNeed for private transportation 4 above)
- Limited contact with children from different backgrounds
BU-Academic standards

TFDiscipline policy
Other (please specify_

6. Ideally, would you like your children to attend:
59.6 Public schools
3UtT--Private schools
-TT-Indifferent, both alike

T7no opinion
-(T% no response)

7. Which, if any, of the following have ever advised you not to send
your child to a public school: (% reporting)

teacher (from a public22.lor private O.6school?)(2.1 both)_-3mrinci Pal
_; minister

-- 6-real estate agent
3-47--friend or relative
-- T-empl oyer
-- other (please specify_ _
4T9no one
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8. For those with a child in private schools, please rank
each of the following items (1 = most important, 6 =
least important) in relation to their importance in your
initial decision to place your child in a private school:(mean value)
4.8 Social considerations (which schools neighbors attend)
4.9 Racial balance
2.7 Religious values
1.4 Private school standards (academic and discipline)
2.7 Physical safety
4.1 Extra-curricular activities

9. Do you think the local media's (radio, television, newspapers)
coverage of the Memphis public schools is:
37.8 Generally accurate
TZ2 TGenerally inaccurate
Y742-No opinion
T5T6- no response)

10. In your opinion, the local media provides you with:
19.2 Enough information about the Memphis public schools
5377-Not enough information about the Memphis public schools
ZDOT-No opinion
T5 6 no response)

11. In your own words, please discuss what you think can be done to
improVe Memphis public schools: (% responding)
Stop busing - 54%
More discipline/increase safety/stop drugs/stop violence - 49.3%
Improve academic standards/improve quality of eJication - 24.8%
Return to basics/emphasize the 3 R's - 7.4%
Allow Bible reading (teaching)/permit school prayer - 4.7%
Hire better principals(administrators) (leaders) , 9.4%
Hire better teachers - 33.0%
Provide greater financial support - 8.3%
Other, miscellaneous improvements - 29.8%

12. For those with a child in private schools: Would you send your
child to a public school if these improvements were made?

33.0 yes, probably
14.2 no, probably

T maybe/undecided/possibly
45T no response

Thank you for your cooperation: Please return this questionnaire
in the attached, postage-paid envelope.
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Mr. BLACKBURN. We were trying to determine how we could
attract back white students. We had 500 parents who had their
children in private schools and 500 who had their children in
public schools.

I think the data would be interesting and I would be glad to
furnish that to you.

I think it is close to 96 percent were still opposed to busing. It
was ink.resting that when you got into it as to why. One of the
major reasons is the educational opportunities in the receiving
school.

We attempted, through the school board, to have programs that
would permit a certain amount of tracking in the school system so
that those children would not lose ground educationally.

This was opposed because it was felt that this would resegregate
the classrooms in the schools. ESAA grants also carry a stipulation
that you cannot realize tracking in your school system.

Fourth, schools with a declining white population were not al-
lowed to group these students to maintain a cultural identity.

I have seen situations where even though there was a very small
minority of white children in a school, if it had been possible to'
keep those children, or a substantial portion, in a single classroom,
that those children would stay. It need not be a 100-percent situa-
tion, but some substantial percentage.

We had schools, many schools, where there were 25 or less white
children in that particular school. Quite frequently, the numbers
are very, very small.

The Little Rock School Board attempted to do this recently re-
quiring in situations where a small percentage of one race were in
attendance at a particular school that there would be no less than
35 percent of one race assigned to a particular class.

The Federal court struck this down almost immediately. I think
it took them about 3 days.

But if things like the above could have been permitted in order
to accommodate the small numbers of whites who were participat-
ing in the plan, it would have helped. By not permitting any sort of
tracking system or clustering of the small numbers of whites allow-
ing cultural identity, they eventually were lost from the school
system.

I have seen it happen 100 times in individual cases.
In so many instances where we had situations that I felt that the

time had come to stabilize the neighborhood that had become inte-
grated, this was not done and when it was done in the few in-
stances it was permitted, it simply was too late.

If you let a school lose all its white population and then you
perrnit a change, it is too late. You have to catch a school while it
still has some white representation in it and then do something,
not after it has become a one-race school.

Sixth, failure to recognize that white parents would not permit
busing their children to historically black schools if they had an
economic option.

Everything that I have seen, and certainly it has been our expe-
rience, that two-way busing has been a failure. I am sorry to say it,
but that certainly has been our experience in Memphis.
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The justification for requiring two-way busing is that it fairly
equalized the burden and did not place the total burden of busing
on black students.

I concur that this is a very noble motive. Also that it is impor-
tant for white students to be sent to a particular black school so
they can see the problems of black people and recognize the cultur-
al identity that they have.

Again, I cannot argue with that. That is a very noble motive. We
just cannot make people do it. If they have an option, they will not.
I do not know anything to do about that. It is just a fact that we
have had to recognize and live with.

Seventh, as whites fled, certain black leaders discovered that an
entire school system had fallen into their laps, and they were
reluctant to give up this power.

I know that we espouse very noble positions in meetings like
this. But at the last meeting we had on this subject on December 9,
1980, these were the remarks actually made by the black commis-
sioners. This was discussion to try to come up with ways by which
we could get white students back.

First, support of public schools is not dependent 6n participation
by the parents of white children.

The implication that only white people pay taxes is false was
second.

Third, our obligation was only to educate those children in the
public school system that were largely black and poor.

Fourth, we should not waste one minute determining how to get
white children back in the school system.

These are actual remarks in the school board meeting. They are
not noble statements made before grand committees.

.Another black member said that "those politicians and/or indi-
viduals who oppose spending tax money on public education be-
cause of a lack of white participation are malevolent."

I agree; that is true.
"We have no evidence that if we changed the desegregation plan

white people would return to the school system."
There is no evidence that the lack of participation has hurt. In

other words, white people are still buying goods in Memphis and
the sales tax is the principal source of funds.

We should give our best to the system regardless of participation.
Finally, we should concentrate on the existing plan in children.
So even though you are hearing a lot of noble statements by civil

rights leaders, these are actual statements that oc-urred in a meet-
ing, the purpose of which was to see if there were some way we
could get more white participation in schools.

The idea emerged among the blacks who set policy that if they
could maintain the old plan to the point where the whites in the
urban center were reduced to a very small number, they would
force the school board to seek an interdistrict remedy, or seek one
themselves.

One of the main problems that we have had as we have worked
through these problems is that the other side always seemed to
have something elsP on the agenda.



356

For instance, when* we got in the situation where we had transi-
tional neighborhoods, where we could hopefully stabilize the
schools, we were not permitted to do that.

The reason was that it would create more one-race schools and
that would not be good. We thought the purpose was to create
integrated neighborhoods, and to have neighborhood schools for
those particular areas.

We have been blocked on every occasion that we have attempted
to do that.

Now we are not permitted, even though we have satellites that
assign 500 white children, none of which show up for a particular
school assignment, to change that school assignment. We are still,
right today, turning down 3,400 students, plus or minus, a year,
white, who want to attend a school with black children.

A feeling on the part of this same group that any relaxation of
the plan would reward those whites who had fled the system to
avoid participation in the original plan.

As an example we have made numerous proposals based on the
fact that we had black children located in every school throughout
the system. It was thought that if we could have find some way to
permit the whites who were living in the neighborhoods surround-
ing these schools to attend, we could create a number of successful
desegregated schools.

It was obvious that in-town busing was not going to work. But
had had some success with optional school programs.

We went back into court and attempted to create some addition-
al optional school programs that would permit the children to
attend these schools, regardless of their school assignment.

We were opposed by the NAACP and the Legal Defense Fund.
That program was defeated. Some were permitted, but the great
majority were not. I think that this was the turning point so far as
Memphis is concerned not in having a successful desegregation
plan.

The unwillingness of a people living in a society with a wide
choice of options as to how they will live their lives, raise their
children, pass on cultural values, to be forced into another mold.

As recently as 1979, 92 percent of white parents still opposed
busing while not objecting to attending school with children of
other races.

The school system, with the imposed school assignments from the
Federal courts, is really an island of compulsion in an otherwise
free society. Some people call it tyranny. Certainly it is a question
of you either do what you are told or you have to get out of the
public school system.

This has focused publicity on public school systems and made
their job more complex. We are the only institution that has that
sort of thing occurring to it. It has created a great deal of animos-
ity toward school systems which I think is undeserved.

Fear that their children will not be safe when taken out of their
neighborhood for the school day.

Schools are microcosms of the communities where the children
come from. They can be hostile environments or they can be very
sweet and very nice.
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I personally in my experience have not felt that my children who
have attended six of our schools were in any danger. What hap-
pened initially and caused a great loss of white students was a
situation where they would come in to the newly assigned school
and were asked to give students $1 or $2 or some small sum of
money.

This received a lot of publicity. Apparently the experience was
fairly widespread. A lot of people were very sensitive at this time
and left the school system as a result.

Those parents who were interviewed about why they were not
participating in the school system indicated that safety was a im-
portant factor.

There are unclear objectives, both for blacks and whites. Both
found themselves in a situation neither had asked for, often out of
their community.

Both communities had ethnic cultural values that they consid-
ered important but which were different and sometimes not
shared.

This has led to schools that are mere shells without any spirit.
With most schools largely black, naturally their will prevailed and
the few white children in attendance were isolated, lost.

I do not mean this in any malevolent sense at all. But a school
does have a personality and that personality is developed and
comes out of the students who attend it. In a largely black school, a
particular cultural identity is goinq to be reflected. The small
number of white children in that school will feel isolated and often
will develop the same feelings of inferiority that we were trying to
remedy in the minority group.

Philosophically exactly what is the purpose of a desegregation
plan.

Is it to have all children conform to white middle-class values? I
do not think we would say that. But what is the purpose?

This has been a problem. It is obvious that those values are not
particularly highly prized except by white parents.

It was hoped at one time that white children would be role
models for black children. -That has not proved to be the case. The
role models for black people are still the same-other black people.

The underlying rationale has not been clearly defined or under-
stood. So far as I know, black people have not clearly told black
young people what the purpose of attending a white school is, or
why they were being sent there. In other words, what they are to
get out of this.

Likewise, white people have not spoken clearly to white young
people as to its purpose. I am certain there is a rationale, but
again, this lack of understanding has been a difficult problem.

Most civil rights gains were accompanied by legislation reinforce-
ment or court orders that coincided with a change in public atti-
tude. That is the 13th point.

Examples are unrestricted use of public facilities. The legislation
that brought these about clearly has been successful. It is hard to
imagine now that a time existed when this was not the case.

Again, integrated housing is just now emerging, with black
people living anywhere they want in Memphis and being accepted.
Neighborhoods are stabilizing and black people are well accepted.
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Job opportunities at the white-collar level where blacks supervise
whites is another example of change.

Unfortunately, this concern never happened with busing which
was developed and enforced by the least democratically orientated
branch of our Government.

This was aggravated by the lack of underlying legislation to
reinforce their activities. The judiciary tends to lack the resources,
the time, the feedback, or the flexibility to deal with a complex
social problem like this.

A Federal judge cannot talk to a school board member in a case
pending before it except in that short period of time during which
the hearing is occurring and testimony is being offered.

In the case of Memphis, much of the desegregation, implementa-
tion has come out of Cincinnati, Ohio. Maybe one or two of those
men know something about Memphis, but most of them do not.

At the appellate level, the court divides into three panels so that
you have three judges who hear your case and frequently decide it
different from another three judge panel within the same appellant
court handling another city.

We have had situations with our district judge where he held one
way one time and another way another. It is difficult to get a
handle on it.

What can be done?
Regretfully, at least in our community, induced desegregation

accompanied by busing is not going to be accepted. We have had 10
years experience and we still have the vast majority certainly of
white citizens who reject it.

Both the white and black community find it not worth the cost-
now $5 million annually for busing alone-nor the resulting com-
munity discord.

We have spent over $30 million during the period of time in
which we have had school busing. At the same time, we cannot air-
condition our schools and are going to have a tough time feeding
our children.

I feel that it has added tremendously to the public discord in our
community. Prior to busing, the dialog-between black and white
citizens was increasing. There seemed to be a real attempt on the
part of the white community to find out more about our black
citizens and see what could be done to resolve community discord.

That conversation has stopped.
Our experience would indicate that anything done voluntarily

will work. Everything; we have tried-magnet schools, community
schools, drawing on both black hnd white students from surround-
ing neighborhoods-where there is not the element of compulsion,
has worked.

I feel that anything that you gentlemen can come up with that
will avoid compulsion will work.

Before whites will attend a school outside of the natural bound-
aries of their neighborhood, the school must not cost their status-
however they perceive it, which differs from place to place-must
meet their educational objective and be safe.

People are unwilling to sacrifice the educational level of their
children for any reason-or their safety.
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So far as the black community is concerned, many of their aspi-
rations have been met. Blacks are now in control of the pupil
service instruction department-and have been now, 4 or 5 now for
four or five years-curriculum development, and a black as super-
intendent directs the system. Access to local funds is fairly distrib-
uted and most Federal funds are spent for black young people.

Memphis faces an extremely difficult time ahead. Presently, a
third of our income comes from Federal sources, much by way of
transfer payments. We have an economy of approximately $5 bil-
lion, of which $1.7 billion comes from the Federal Government.

A heavy burden is being shifted by the Federal Government onto
the productive sector of our local economy, paying for services, the
most expensive being school and medical care.

What I have noticed is that there are few school systems in the
country that have similar problems to that of Memphis. It seems to
be the attitude that every Government agency that we deal with:
"We understand but you have a problem. We are just going to cut
you loose and you are going to have to do the best you can with
what you have."

What we have is not much. We are one of the poorest communi-
ties in the country.

Industry has tended to avoid Memphis. This is not something
they are going to tell you directly, publish, or print. But I have
heard it many, many times.

We have had a loss of jobs. We have not kept pace with industri-
al work as we should and we have a terrible unemployment prob-
lem in the city of Memphis which I think is going to become more
aggravated as they see the problems we have.

Not having a school system is one of the principal reasons given
why industries will not locate in Memphis. They say that our
schools are so messed up that they will not locate there.

We closed 16 schools last year. Most 'Were historical white
schools-not all were. We, at one time, had 171 schools and we now
have 151 schools. We had to reduce our teaching staff by 700
positions last year.

Industry tended to avoid Memphis first as a result of the 1968
race riots and later because of the school situation.

As a community, Memphis is prepared to see busing come to an
end. As a school system, we are prepared to act fairly and teach all
children effectively in their neighborhood schools, or provide a
variety of options for those seeking a different environment.

While busing was a grand experiment, in my opinion, its useful-
ness is over. If something is not done to intervene, then I think it is
likely all communities will go through a spasm of new desegrega-
tion plans involuntarily.

We certainly have been threatened with an interdistrict plan as
is occurring in St. Louis and other communities. I think we are
going to go through the entire process again which resulted in
what I feel was a tragedy for our community.

This will have the same result with more turmoil and confusion,
more bitterness and further weaken the school systems and urban
centers which can afford it the least. For that reason, I recommend
to the committee that they give the citizens of this country an
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opportunity to express through Congress and the State legislatures
their opinion on a constitutional-amendment.

Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much.
Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to thank Mr. Blackburn for an interesting testimony.
I want to ask Mrs. Smith a question.
Mr. BLACKBURN. Mrs. Smith and I agree on everything but this.

[Laughter.]
I say we agree, and we vote together 99 percent of the time on

things that come before the school board, but we have a disagree-
ment on this.

Mr. WASHINGTON. And what you disagree on is the agenda for
the day.

On page 5, Mr. Blackburn says anything done voluntarily will
work. I assume he is talking about Memphis. What would be your
response?

Mrs. SMITH. Let me look at the context.
Yes, I see where you are referring to, Mr. Washington.
I disagree with that statement because we have gone with the

era of allowing white children, as well as blacks, to transfer to
minority situations.

I know of no instance during that period where one white child
volunteered to transfer to an all-black or a predominantly black
school.

That is one example as to why I think the Supreme Court had to
revoke its own stand and reverse its own stand on freedom of
choice.

Freedom of choice in Memphis, like in cities across the Nation,
has not produced desegregation and by no means integration of
schools.

Mr. WASHINGTON. So experience is contrary to the statement of
Mr. Blackburn; is that right?

Mrs. SMITH. Yes.
Mr. BLACKBURN. Let me say this.
We had a series of magnet schools in Memphis. The way those

'are set up is that you take the existing black population in that
school and as long as you come up to a situation that approximates
the number of black children in that school, then a white child,
regardless of its school assignment, can be transferred to that
particular school.

Those schools are filled. You cannot get in them now.
So to say that will not work is not true. It will work. If the

attraction is there and if the components that I mentioned are
there, then it will work. They will break the door down.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You talk about anything being done voluntar-
ily and I assume that includes magnet schools.

Mr. BLACKBURN. The schools that we have that work-and we
only have about 16 schools where there is any substantial white
population in them-comes to this. Those schools that draw on two
neighborhoods, black and white, with a school physically located
between them.
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That was the experience that was related to me when we had
plan A which was an abbreviated plan when we started desegrega-
tion. We also have a series of optional schools which meet the
criteria that I mentioned where children voluntarily go to those
schools. They work out very nicely.

As I said, we had black children presently located in every school
in our city. We have turned down 3,400 students a year who want
to go to those schools.

This is because the schools are physically located in the neigh-
borhood.

Mrs. Smith and I disagree strongly on this. It seemed to me that
as we were ir, this process that you could go one of several ways.
Some worked and some did not work. We knew that busing chil-
dren back to black schools would not work.

We did have some indication, however, that if we permitted
those children who lived in the neighborhood to attend the-school
where black children were already being bused that that would
work.

That would have accomplished two things, in my estimation.
One, it would have given the black children who were, after all,
having to make the long bus ride, an opportunity to go to an
integrated school once they got there instead of having those stu-
dents bused out somewhere else.

Also, one of the major problems that the city of Memphis has is
getting enough white people to engage in the integration experi-
ence with black people. It may not be as desirable as having two-
way busing is concerned, but at least it was a gain of some sort.

Those children who engaged in that experience would have bene-
fited.

I say, and still say today, that children who have had an inte-
grated school experience make it such that the white and black
problem will never be the same again.

I feel that they will not have the same racial attitudes that their
parents had. Hopefully we could create a new generation of stu-
dents who knew each other and had had an opportunity to get up
close and to see what the other person looked like.

But for some reason or other the NAACP has felt that this was
not a goal that they deemed worthy. To avoid being bused to
historically black school would have been appeasement which is
the term that is used.

Mrs. Smith will tell you that as soon as I finish.
So, I feel that much could have been done to prevent ending up

in the position we are in now. But we certainly have lost a lot of
opportunities.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. Blackburn has just told a lot of half-truths and
untruths and made a lot of distortions.

First of all, earlier in his testimony he implied that the black
members of the school board, as well as the NAACP, were against
optional schools.

The board of education has unanimously approved optional edu-
cation as one of our most attractive and effective means of educa-
tion.

The NAACP's defense attorneys have also given nothing but
praise. But when Mr. Blackburn and his group tried to prostitute
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the use of our optional schools to attract those white students who
had become a part of the integrated schools and who were located
in neighborhoods which had been traditionally black or tried to
create a plan that would put those who have not come into the
schools and who have not remained in the school system, but just
in optional schools, then that is the aspect of optional education to
which we have objected.

That is the misuse of optional schools and not the premise of
optional education.

I think it is good. It is one of our better programs, as I have said.
Mr. Blackburn picked out a few statements which are isolated

and out of. context in a meeting that perhaps only two people
attended there with the two of us.

What conclusions can you draw from those statements? What
conclusions? Right this minute I do not know what they were, but I
do remember that they distorted some of my beliefs and some of
my feelings.

Mr. Blackburn forgets the fact that we have open schools. We
have Oak Haven School, which is a walk-in school. It is surrounded
and is deep in the heart of white community. It is a predominately
black school.

We have allowed those white kids to walk into that school. The
presence of the black schools there has kept those white children
from being bused. I proposed that resolution myself.

Perhaps I should be talking to the chairman. You talked about
the Winchester and Garden View and Ford Road that has been
referred to. I do not know whether it was applied negatively or
positively because people have a way of applying things the way
they want to when they write them down.

But I made a proposal that we let those children walk into those
schools; because that neighborhood, just beyond the airport beyond
Winchester, at that time, as far as residential patterns were con-
cerned, was not "titled," which is the term that white folks use.
That was defeated by the majority vote of the white members on
that board of education.

Mr. Blackburn knows well that as of November 15, by agreement
of a majority of the present board of education, the lawyers for the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund and the lawyers of the board of educa-
tion are scheduled to come up with some kind of agreement that
would rid us of the worse elements of the so-called plan Z and give
us a better plan.

Mr. Blackburn failed to say. that this was the most obnoxious of
all the plans presented to the court, but it was a plan that was
accepted by the court. I had a plan drawn up which was not
acceptable, by the board nor the district court, but it-the plan
accepted by majority vote of the board and the district court-was
drawn up by one of the most racist members of the board of
education.

That is the plan that has failed. I have never liked that plan.
But by November 15, besides all this stuff that has been brought

to the committee, we will have a plan. I have seen material that is
terrible. It is a known fact that we have come to a point in our
system-and this motion started with Mr. Blackburn, that is, we
look over plan Z.
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I would have voted against it because we were involved in too
many new things at that time. At that particular point in history
we were too busy..

I have one more thing to say, Mr. Chairman. The superintendent
of schools came up with a plan of desegregation that reflected the
philosophies of nine members of the board of education, which is
almost an impossibility. He did everything because nine of us are
crazy in different sorts of ways.
. But he came up with a plan that would effectively do everything

that everybody asked for and because that plan violated the sacro-
sanct districts of Memphis, it was defeated.

We referred to Ridgeway schools. We referred to Raleigh and
other districts where these children escape having to ride a bus.
This plan, which is the first honest document I have seen emerge
from that school system was presented.

In addition to being one of the first members of the board on this
restructured board and because of my position with the NAACP, I
have been with this case since its beginning in 1960.

That is the first honest document that was ever presented to this
board, the one presented by Dr. Herrington at our request. It was
rejected because it would make white students who had never been
transported be transported.

Those are just a few of the distortions. I have underscored some
with language that could not be used in these hallowed Halls of
Congress.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I yield back to the chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Our hearings to date have indicated-and it seems

to me that it might be true here also-that where there is commu-
nity support and where the power structure of the community gets
behind the law, when the court issues an order-that is the law in
accordance with the Constitution-most of these plans work pretty
well.

We have quite a number of cases where the integration of
schools with a certain amount of busing has been successful.

But where the leadership-newspapers, preachers, the business
leaders, and so on-start out hostile and end up hostile with no
intention of going along with the court, then the plans break down.

I have listened carefully, and I have seen no indication from
your testimony, Mr. Blackburn, except for your own personal ef-
forts which I compliment you on, that the power structure of
Memphis did anything but try to sabotage the court's order.

Starting out with the mayor making an announcement and doing
the illegal things that he did-did somebody jump on the mayor.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be an oversim-
plification if you came away from these hearings feeling that that
was the solution or not the solution.

One of the big problems we had was the magnitude of the num-
bers.

If you look at the school systems with the sort of black and white
breakdown and population--

Mr. EDWARDS. Let us say 50-50.
Mr. BLACKBURN. This original plan that was introduced which

Mrs. Smith has criticized, is criticized because it left some black
schools out of the plan.

88-140 0-82--24
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But, in fact, it involved a 50-50 breakdown with the exception of
one or two schools. There were enough white students assigned to
each school to make that school a 50-50 school. "

In subsequent proposals we have assigned more white students to
those schools to try to bolster them up. It still has failed.

I have no doubt that the community attitude and those people
who shaped the community attitude has a bearing, but there were
a lot of people, including myself and many, many people in Mem-
phis, who did, at that time, support the school integration plan. It
failed anyway.

As I said, we know the givens after that will cause a white
family to decide to place a white child in a school which is integrat-
ed.

I feel we have had many opportunities over the years that we
have been involved in this plan to bring this about.

Mr. EDWARDS. Can you provide the committee with newspaper
articles and speeches and so forth where the community got behind
the desegration plans and urged the parents to obey the law and
urged the people to be friendly and to work toward a solution of
the problem?

Mr. BLACKBURN. I was not on the board at that time. I do not
have a clipping file.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you think this exists? Or was the mayor typi-
cal?

Mr. BLACKBURN. I think the mayor was-let me put it this way.
We had a recent election in Memphis which was a mayoral

election and almost 100 percent of the white population voted for
this mayor and 100 percent of the black population voted for his
opponent.

But again, there was community support for the proposal. There
was some effort on the part of the establishment to see it succeed,
but also there was a tremendous amount of confusion and hostility.

It is obvious from the figures so far as the white flight is con-
cerned that that happened. In Congressman Ford's district, it has
lost 90,000 white people out of that district during the period that
we are talking about in terms of the desegregation.

Many of those people picked up and moved to suburbs and
moved out of the remedy area. Many of those people simply left
Memphis all together.

If we had been talking about a smaller group of black people
being involved, we would have had a more manageable situation. I
do not feel sorry for any school system that has a busing program
that is dealing with a 30-percent black population.

I feel that if we had been in that situation that we could have
dealt with it.

However, we were in a position where we were losing white
students in terms of 10,000 a year. We lost 2,000 last year. It
continues.

You do not have the flexibility to deal with a situation like this,
then this is one of my criticisms with the court.

They said on the front end that the mere fact that you had white
flight was not a rationale for changing the remedy.

So, we cannot go into court unless we have some consent agree-
ment with the NAACP and the Legal Defense Fund because in
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reality what has happened to the plan and its failure, is the white
flight that has occurred.

There is not much we can do so far as making changes in the
plan is concerned. This would not have any legal merit. This is
because of what happened; that is, the white flight.

We have been back to court twice. Once we did get some relief in
the first year that we went back. The second year we came back
with some extensive requests for changes in the satellite proposals
contained in plan Z. There were a whole group of options schools,
which were the magnet-type schools.

The NAACP opposed the satellite changes and I think most of
those were defeated. All of them were defeated, as I recall.

They agreed to a few of the magnet schools, but they opposed a
great many others. Those were defeated.

So, that is the situation that we are in now.
Another thing that the committee ought to look into is this.

What are the goals of the desegregation plans and when do you
meet the goals? Is this going to be an ongoing process that goes on
forever? Or, is there some point where you actually say that you
have met a particular goal and from that point forward you can
say that the system ought to be operated on a colorblind basis.

That is the way it is with every other civil rights remedy that I
know of. There is a goal that you are attempting to reach. It might
be an employer who has a sufficient percentage of black people
employed in his business and then once he has done that, the court
or agency is satisfied and he is let off the hook.

So long as he operates from that point forward in a colorblind
fashion, then he is outside the pail of that particular law.

But, in this particular situation we are being asked to operate
without any particular goals in mind. Here we have spent 10 years
and lots of money and we are further behind than we ever were,

We once actually had in the particular area that we are talking
about 44,000 more white students than we do now. Obviously what-
ever we do we will never be able to recapture that situation.

So, what are the time limits involved? What are the goals? How
can you meet them?

Something that will permit more flexibility than we now have is
desirable. We now have a situation where the courts apply differ-
ent remedies to each particular school system.

For instance, in Tennessee, that is, in Nashville, we have a
countywide desegregation plan. Chattanooga has a restricted
remedy area. We have a restricted remedy area and Knoxville does
not have any busing plan.

When you go across the country, you have different district
courts ruin. ome feel that a busing remedy is necessary and in
someplace else they hold it is not.

Why should Los Angeles be any different than Memphis? Yet,
Los Angeles does not have a busing plan. New York does not have
a busing plan.

It seems like there has been some inconsistency. The Supreme
Court has, for 2 years, done nothing. It has been strictly a hands-
off situation so far as school board cases are concerned.

I understand now that they are reopening some school board
cases and will come forth with some new rulings. It has been a
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long time since the Supreme Court looked at what was going on
and defined for us what our goals are and what is actually going to
happen.

Mrs. SMITH. Let me respond directly to your question, Mr. Chair-
man, about the effect of political leadership and business leader-
ship and religious leadership and educational leadership which
they might have had on Memphis.

I do not want to go all over the country. In a sense, I am
confining myself to Memphis.

Our mayor has been completely hostile. He has appealed to the
very worst in the citizens of Memphis in the desegregation of
schools and the desegregation of housing and any aspect of Ameri-
can life.

He has been obnoxiously nasty. He has led people like puppets to
follow his doctrine.

This has had a trickling down effect to the city council and the
majority of which are just as basically as racist and give just as
poor leadership as others.

I have been clipping for a long time. I have clipped every article
since this school suit was filed on March 31, 1960.

So, I can give you the evidence for the committee.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you. We would appreciate that.
Mrs. SMITH. We have had this kind of leadership on every level

of local and semi-local government, meaning county, State, city,
administratively and legislatively.

What hurts me most is that it has been even on the school board.
We have had school board members run for the purpose of destroy-
ing public education and who brag that they will not send their
children to public schools. Mr. Blackburn knows this.

Somebody asked me to mention the fact that one of his children
is not in public schools. I think he has good reason and I do not
want to deal unfairly. He has good reasons in his mind for not
sending one of his children there.

But I am insulted by the statement that Mr. Blackburn said-
talking about having less blacks. I am puzzled by the statement he
made.

I think Memphis had the best opportunity to be a model for
desegregation of schools all over the city on one condition alone
and that is because through the years we had maintained a nearly
50-50 balance of the races.

I know what racial discrimination is. My child was the first to go
to a 100 percent white school. It hurt me to hear him being called"snowball." He was laughing and was being called ugly names.

What makes the white child so sacred that the white child
cannot be exposed to blacks who are far more loving and who are
far more docile and particularly in those days when desegregation
was outlawed by the Supreme Court of this Nation.

Mr. Blackburn, I want you to tell me mathematically-that was
not one of my strong points in school-but I want you to tell me
how we could exclude one-third of all black children from a system
that was 50 percent black in the desegregation plan under which
we operate now and still leave the schools 50-50 black and white?

I want to know how that comes out. I have never had anything
beyond geometry.
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There was reference made to the fact that we lost 2,000 kids last
year. That is true,' but it has nothing to do with desegregation. Mr.

lackburn knows that as well as I do.
We have maintained around 75 percent or 76 percent black

school system for a period of 4 years to 5 years. We had predictions
that in the early 1980s, because of the birth rate that would have
children ready for school, that the black population would bypass
the white population.

There is no need for us to pretend that things that have hap-
pened insofar as flight is concerned continued to happen today.

Mr. Blackburn asked about the goals. The goals were well spelled
out when the Supreme Court gave its decision in 1954. Separate
but equal is basically, or rather, inherently unequal. The Court
declared segregated public education illegal.

So, I think anybody with average sense should be able to see
what the goals are. We have not attempted to go beyond those
goals. We are struggling, and we have struggled for 27 years.

You talk about what we have done for 10 years. If we have done
anything for 27 years, we would have some progress. Memphis
neighborhoods, 27 years ago, were desegregated.

But once more the leadership in Memphis, including (in the
wake of the 1954 Supreme Court decision, that is), the superintend-
ent of schools, did nothing. In some instances he even went into
neighborhoods telling whites to move out. "The blacks are coming.
Get away from that school."

This is the kind of leadership we have had. But until the NAACP
on March 31, 1960 filed a suit to desegregate the schools, we
waited.

The Court clearly said that the burden rested on boards of educa-
tion across the land. Ours, like others, did not take its responsibili-
ty.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mrs. Smith, I want to thank you.
We have another witness that we have to hear. I will yield at

this time for a question by Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Let me finish my line of inquiry.
I take it, Mrs. Smith, that you are saying this: You have attempt-

ed a voluntary system and none of it has worked for reasons you
have given; is that right?

Mrs. SMITH. That is right.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Also, do you think that in light of the attitude

toward desegregation and busing in Memphis, voluntary plans
have any chance of working?

Mrs. SMITH. No.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Third, what is the feeling of the black commu-

nity in Memphis relative to busing and desegregation?
Mrs. SMITH. I have not taken these polls that the white folks

take. My measure would be this. My position is well known. I
perhaps am the most disliked person in Memphis, Tenn., by the
white community.

My position is well known by my constituency which I consider
this. When I was first elected I lived in a 60-40 black majority
district. I happen to have had a heart attack on the day I was to
announce. I was an absentee candidate with three other oppo-
nents-one white and two black.
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All were taking advantage of the racial makeup. This was in
1971, the year of the Charlotte-Mecklen burg decision. The blacks
were included for political gain, using antibusing.

I did not even deal with busing because that is the court's
domain. I was overwhelmingly elected without a runoff.

This is an indication to me that blacks support what the NAACP
is doing. I am not the NAACP, but I am just a worker for the
NAACP. But they support our ambitions.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I never knew it was a goal. In fact, I personal-
ly rejected it. But it was never perceived, as I understand it, that
the purpose of integration was that white children should be role
models for black children.

That is not the purpose; is it?
Mrs. SMITH. I did not hear you.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Is it one of the purposes of integration that

white children should -be a role model for black children? I was
never aware of that.

Mrs. SMITH. Not at all. Not at all. We live in a society made up
of different people and we should recognize those differences and
accept those differences and profit from those differences.

Mr. WASHINGTON. There should be an interchange of ideas and
backgrounds and cultures and subcultures. It is a question of get-
ting to know each other rather than being role models for each
other; right?

Mrs. SMITH. I am glad you brought that up because I Ateant to
tell Mr. Blackburn about another insulting thing he said.

Mr. BLACKBURN. May I respond?
So far as polls are concerned, I am not sold on it. But there are

polls. The Public Interest Journal, in a 1979 issue, has some polling
information which I would be glad to make available to the com-
mittee which indicated that 81 percent of whites and 51 percent of
blacks, according to the Harris poll conducted in 1976, opposed
buying. Both are in substantial agreement that one of the effects of
busing is racial animosity.

There was a further poll which was done and which was sup-
posedly among black political influential people in January 1978 by
Tony Brown's journal. It had 60 percent disagreement with the
proposition that children should be bused to schools outside their
neighborhood to achieve desegregation, while only 40 percent
agreed.

The reason I said that one of the initial purposes of having
integration was that white children would be role models was that
I attended an NAACP education committee meeting back prior to
the time of busing where it was indicated by the membership there
that they felt that by having white children in proximity with
black children in a school setting that they would Act as role
models and help motivate black children to a higher achievement.

That was the rationale behind my statement. That was stated at
that meeting.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I cannot let that end there. That is
not the position of the NAACP. It never has been. The inference
that blacks must have white presence to learn came from white
people and not black people.
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Our only address to white presence is that resources htive fol-
lowed white children, not black children. White folks have made
busing the issue and white folks have made white presence a
necessity to learn.

Black people have not gone for that. Do not put that on me as a
black woman or on the NAACP...

Mr. WASHINGTON. On page 2 at the conclusion of some strange
statistics which are demographically interesting, Mr. Blackburn,
you say:

We now have a significant segment of more affluent blacks who generally live
where they want and have identical long-term goals shared by their white contem-
poraries.

I do not think I understand what you mean. If you are trying to
say here that upward motivated blacks have identical goals with
whites, but that the lower income blacks lack those goals, then I
think you are on shaky ground.

What do you mean by that?
Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Washington, it has been my observa-

tion--
Mr. WASHINGTON. First of all, deal with the goals. What are the

goals? Spell out the goals.
Mr. BLACKBURN. I am talking about long-term goals, educational

goals, that involve postponement of present pleasure for the pur-
pose of gaining skills so that children will acquire more education
and higher affluence.

I have seen it too many times to feeLthat can be brushed aside.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Where did you get that hocus-pocus? What

makes you an authority on low-income blacks when you make a
statement like this which obviously and clearly is based not on
logic or empirical wisdom, but just taken out of the sky.

First of all, I doubt whether you know what the long-range or
short-range goals of black people generally are, and specifically, of
lower income people.

But you pluck out from our community what you call the middle-
class blacks and equate their goals with white people generally
without any separation between white, rich, poor, and otherwise
and uneducated or educated.

Then you imply with this sentence that lower income blacks do
not share these austere beautiful goals which you talk about in
your previous statement as white culture.

.J do not know where you get this stuff.
Mr. BLACKBURN. I agree that it is a shared culture.
Mr. WASHINGTON. It is a subjective feeling that you have.
Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Washington, we have schools in our system

that are academic schools. Black people in your position economi-
cally and in your status go to a lot of trouble to attend the schools.
That is not shared generally in the black or white community.

We have people who share common education.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You are making it worse.
Mr. BLACKBURN. No, I am saying that you, I, and Mrs. Smith

have the same identical economic and social goals.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You do not know anything about me. You do

not know what my goals are.
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Mr. EDWARDS. I must think about our other witness. Both of you
have been very helpful. We had some sparks flying here and there.
That is healthy. The committee appreciates your testimony. We
thank you both.

Our final witness today is Ms. Suzanne Hittman, who is the
president of the Seattle School Board. That city has had an unusu-
al history with respect to school desegregation and in light of the
administration's changed policy in this area, one that becomes
more interesting every day.

We are interested in knowing what is going on in Seattle today.
We are pleased to welcome you. We are sorry we kept you waiting.
I apologize to our staff for not being able to pose questions to the
previous witnesses.

Please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF SUZANNE HITTMAN, PRESIDENT, SCHOOL
BOARD, SEATTLE, WASH.

Ms. HrrrMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
After what we have just heard about Memphis I feel that I am

coming to you from almost paradise.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am proud to be

able to present to you today Seattle's experience with school deseg-
regation.

I just want to add a parenthetical note that you may have just
heard that the Supreme Court yesterday has agreed to hear the
case of our challenge to a statewide initiative to thwart our deseg-
regation efforts.

The Seattle School District instituted a systemwide desegregation
plan in the fall of 1978. Adoption of the Seattle plan followed 15
years of unsuccessful attempts to desegregate Seattle's school
system using all possible voluntary methods-from voluntary
transfers with free transportation to an extensive magnet schools
program.

Between 1963, when voluntary desegregation efforts began, and
1977, the last year before the Seattle plan, racial imbalance grew
steadily worse.

The number of segregated schools and the degree of segregation
within schools increased. Moreover, minority students bore a great-
ly disproportionate share of the burden of movement since few
whites volunteered.

The Seattle School Board and community leadership in Seattle
have had a long-term commitment to school desegregation.

When it became apparent that the best voluntary efforts possible
were not capable of desegregating Seattle's schools, a local consen-
sus formed to desegregate without court intervention.

I think in line with your last bit of questioning, this may help to
respond to it from Seattle's point of view.

Local business leaders, religious leaders, political leaders, and
civil rights organizations jointly urged the Seattle School Board to
implement without court direction a locally developed and con-
trolled desegregation plan.

The school board responded by:
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One, adopting a definition of racial imbalance-minority enroll-
ment at any school more than 20 percent above the district wide
minority percentage;

Two, requiring that desegregation occur through educationally
sound strategies; and,

Three, initiating a 6-month process of citizen planning activities,
which culminated in December 1977 with adoption of the Seattle
plan for elimination of racial imbalance.

Local media have been strongly supportive of Seattle's efforts to
maintain local control of this issue.

The Seattle plan relies on roughly equal numbers of mandatory
and voluntary student reassignments to accomplish desegregation
of the schools.

Where voluntary strategies appear incapable of achieving deseg-
regation, elementary schools are desegregated by joining together
the populations of two or three neighborhoods in pairs or triads.

For example, students from both neighborhoods in a pair attend
school together first in grades 1 through 3 at one site, then in
grades 4 through 6 at the other site.

Thus, students are assigned on the basis of their neighborhood
and not individually on the basis of race.

Students brought together in the elementary grades remain to-
gether at the secondary level. Neighborhood students stay together
throughout their school careers if they so choose, and students
have predictability and stability in their assignments-both factors
which Seattle citizens indicated were important in any desegrega-
tion plan.

Equity of movement is also a key feature of the plan-roughly
equal numbers of minority and majority students participate.

Parents and students have the opportunity to select voluntary
alternatives to their initial fixed assignments, which has no doubt
enhanced community acceptance of the plan. Program options in-
clude both program content and teaching style alternatives.

I would like to leave with you some copies of what we referred to
as the Seattle plan, which was mailed to the parents and guardians
of all the students in the spring prior to a school year so that the
parents have the opportunity of making a choice regarding a pro-
gram option.

It describes the Seattle plan briefly also, which you might like
for your reference.

Although we are not dealing today with the diversity of popula-
tions so much and their language, the forward of that has a com-
ment regarding our schools in not only English but eight other
major languages that our school district serves.

Mandatory desegregation is more cost-effective than voluntary.
Voluntary desegregation transportation costs over two times as
much per student as mandatory because scattered student move-
ment is less efficient than transporting entire neighborhoods to-
gether.

Enhanced program content at magnet schools is an additional
expense of voluntary programs, although with tight funding Seattle
is operating its option programs at baseline levels as much as
possible.
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In spite of the drastic decline in Federal desegregation aid and
the tremendous uncertainties of school finance generally in Wash-
ington State, Seattle will attempt to preserve the voluntary fea-
tures of its plan.

The Seattle plan has successfully desegregated Seattle's schools,
and educational quality has been enhanced. All students now have
the opportunity for a multiethnic education, which Seattle citizens
believe is essential to preparation for life in this pluralistic society.

There have been no adverse educational effects. Achievement
scores have risen slightly districtwide, and, in fact, achievement
gains in the pairs and triads appear greater than in other district
schools.

The Seattle plan has not had a harmful effect on white enroll-
ment. Before the plan, enrollment had fallen steadily from nearly
100,000-over 85 percent white-in 1963 to under 60,000-65 per-
cent white-in 1977.

In the first 3 years of the Seattle plan, the proportion of white
students in the district declined roughly I percent per year, the
same rate as in the 3 years before the plan

Had it not been for the influx of thousands of Asian immigrant
students, the drop in the proportion of white students this year and
last would have been closer to 1 percent.

And it appears that school desegregation has played a part in
slowing, and even reversing, the trend toward greater residential
segregation in some portions of, the city.

Seattle has adjusted peacefully to desegregated schools. At the
last local property tax levy election, a near record rate of voter
approval-roughly 80 percent-was achieved.

At the most recent school board elections, pro-Seattle plan candi-
dates defeated anti-Seattle plan candidates. Several efforts to stop
the plan, including a statewide initiative-the one I referenced
earlier which the Supreme Court will be hearing-and recent legis-
lative action, have been resisted successfully by the school board in
the courts.

Last spring, after lengthy citizen involvement, the Seattle School
Board adopted a 3-year plan of school closures and complementary
changes in the desegregation plan.

Continued local control of desegregation has permitted modifica-
tions in the plan to be made on an educationally sound basis, and
with minimum disruption.

Seattle is now prepared to make further progress. The city coun-
cil and school board have jointly adopted goals calling for coordi-
nated action to encourage residential integration.

With cooperation of city, school district, and housing officials,
Seattle should be able to reduce the need for mandatory assign-
mnents over the long term.

We believe the Seattle experience demonstrates how proper plan-
ning and responsible leadership can produce school desegregation
that is successful educationally and successful in stabilizing a city
school system.

Where elected officials do not ignore their oaths of office but
instead discharge their constitutional obligations, the courts and
the Federal Government need not intrude in local school gover-
nance.
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We urge the committee to refrain from any action which would
impair the ability of local school districts to desegregate with local
control, or which would impair their incentive to do so.

Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Mr. Washington?
Mr. WASHINGTON. Clearly, Seattle had the support of its leaders.

You say there was a long-term commitment.
What makes the difference between a Seattle and a Memphis? Is

it in the quality of the leadership?
Ms. HITITMAN. I could not assess the quality of leadership.
I think part of it, maybe, is Western politics which tend to be a

little more free-spirited. We tend not to be drawn quite as much
along party lines.

I believe that it is the real desire to see the city move forward. It
still is in the heavy growth pattern. It has a steady industry and
still desires to attract Industry to the community.

I think some of those factors are there. I think we have some
progressive leadership, both in the mayors that we have had and in
the city council members. They are nonpartisan.

I think we have to look at the method of selection there.
The school board is an independent body and not really depend-

ent on them for a tax base. There are a lot of factors regarding the
makeup of our Government structure itself which assists in this.

The city has long recognized the role that the schools play. We
have a lot of joint agreements on properties, for example, where
the parks abut school grounds. We even have one project where we
jointly own a building.

So, I think there is a long history of cooperation and perhaps all
those were contributing factors.

The main thing and the last thing for us was a real desire. As
some of us would go to national meetings and we had persons
coming to the city who had been in districts where they had been
through a lot of desegregation and court battles.

But our mayor was one of the leaders in that. The mayor we had
prior to the present one was a leader. His experience in contact
with other mayors was how disruptive this was to an entire city
should we begin a court battle.

Through that he even brought in some outside consultant per-
sons to work with his own city government people about the role
that the city played in seeing to it that there would be a peaceful
desegregation effort and that we would not go in court and have
the subsequent battles which would erupt.

Mr. WASHINGTON. What do you think would be the effect of the
Supreme Court ruling if it is against your plan?

Ms. HITrMAN. We would be involved in a lot of litigation where
groups would bring action against the Seattle school district claim-
ing past segregative acts.

So, I find it totally ironic that the school district, or at least one
in this Nation, and I can speak for Seattle, which has tried to
integrate its school system without court intervention has constant-
Iy had to battle through the courts to continue to be able to provide
that kind of opportunity for its students.

I feel proud to be a part of that school board, but it is an irony.
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Mr. WASHINGTON. If the level of leadership in other locals is
trying to spill in and corrupt what you are doing, then what
happens?

Ms. HiTTMAN. I object, particularly if persons at this level would
ever pass anything that would prevent us from doing the very
thing that we were elected to do.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You indicated that it is ironic that your jurisdiction may be

forced to bus or may have its voluntary system declared illegal.
Would not mandated busing in the two-way system which has

been described before the subcommittee cause you problems finan-
cially and logistically?

Ms. HITTMAN. Would you repeat that?
Mr. BOYD. I am talking about two-way busing.
Ms. HITrMAN. I do not know if this is in direct response to your

question, but I think we have some components of that two-way
busing which are critical to maintain.

Moving the neighborhoods together is critical. We do not have to
pick children out by race. This is critical. I think that is a very
important thing that our citizens want.

This must be continued. If you are referencing if we should try
implementing anything that is all voluntary, we have tried every
voluntary strategy in the world. They do not stimulate that kind of
movement.

Mr. BOYD. I am not talking about the all-voluntary system. I am
talking about a system like your own which apparently has been
created by the efforts and diligence of the city council and the
school board without the need for Federal court intervention.

Much of what has caused some consternation in this body is the
presence of court-mandated intervention.

Ms. HITTMAN. If that became such as it is, it would force us into
a corner.

Mr. BOYD. There was an article in the New York Times in 1978
in which your program was described as an effort to retain black-
oriented schools and to frustrate white flight.

Could you explain for us what you mean by black-oriented
schools?

Ms. HITTMAN. Could you read me the quote again?
Mr. BOYD. The quote is:
The program, based on proposals by the local branch of the Urban League and

refined through public hearings, attempts to insure that desegregation will not
eliminate black-oriented school or drive white students to the suburbs.

Ms. HITrMAN. The Urban League plan was a straight pairs and
triad which is a little bit different and eventually was adopted.

Where it says "black-oriented schools," I think you would have
difficulty today saying there is a black-oriented school. I think the
purpose at all times in Seattle was to have the opportunity for
every child to get an education, black or white or Asian.

Mr. BOYD. Have you found that in order to eliminate or to
frustrate white flight, to the extent that you have done that, it is
important to keep the majority or nonminority student population?

Ms. HITTMAN. No.
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Mr. BOYD. You only have 17 percent black population and 14
percent Asian; is that right?

Ms. HITTMAN. The total minority population in the school district
this year is 45 percent. So, with the definition of racial imbalance,
as I told you, we do have schools that are 65 percent minority.

The one other factor of that definition is that no one minority
group-that is, if it were 50 percent of one minority population
group could be no greater than that.

So, that has not been the problem because in some of the schools
which are not involved in the desegregation plan which are paired
or triaded, but which are magnet schools, then some of them are
predominantly not white. The whites have come into those schools
to create a better balance.

Mr. BOYD. You find that magnet schools work?
Ms. HIrTMAN. They can work. You do have to be involved in

racial identification in their creation. They are costly. We were
frustrated in our last session of our legislature with attempts to
thwart our ability to get moneys for transportation.

You do have to maintain a lot of controls. We have used Federal
moneys in order to put in additional staffing in those schools. We
are not going to get the money from our State legislature in the
condition the finances are in at the moment.

I do not hear anything encouraging coming fron. Washington
that you are going to be able to assist local school districts in
providing additional money that you need for these magnets to
attract the students.

Mr. BOYD. But you find they are useful?
Ms. HrTTMAN. They form a safety valve in the Seattle system. It

gives them an option when the person has the reassignment which
is described in our booklet. They can select another program.

But they will be involved in movement.
Mr. BOYD. What would happen in a magnet school system if

funds were cut off and that alternative or safety valve were not
open?

Ms. HIrTMAN. I think it would have some detrimental effect. I
think they have been very well accepted, but the thing that they
are always looking for is, for example, we do a baseline funding
and everybody receives the same. The Federal aid has provided an
additional person in a school, for example, to do some of those
additional things or the creation of new materials or the creation
of the person's being able to buy new materials and this kind of
thing.

This is what the parents want to know as to what is the differ-
ence in the other program.

We have a very creative and dedicated staff, but when we were
doing our budgeting this spring, if we once more asked people to
dig into their creativity or for the private sector to begin to provide
funding for some of these additional things, then we already have
private sector involvement and we have them being supportive of
certain sohools within the system, particularly those involved in
desegregation.

But the private sector is not going to pick up that amount of
money for these extra things we need in schools.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Ms. Cooper?
Ms. COOPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You have indicated that the voters of Seattle seem to approve of

the Seattle plan as evidenced by their vote on the school board
elections recently.

What other evidence is there to indicate that the people of Seat-
tle support the Plan that is being implemented?

Ms. HI rMAN. I described about the school closures that we are
involved in. We went through some elaborate hearings.

Complementary to that was discussion about the future of the
desegregation plan. I am sure if I were a person who was opposed
to the plan I could pick out 1 million other instances, but I think
this was quite graphically illustrative of persons coming from what
was a predominately white community who had difficulty going
into this plan with a lot of questions as to its effectiveness and so
on.

It was those very persons who came back to us when we were
going through the hearings last spring and said: "Don't change our
program." These were white parents and the students who said
that they provided them opportunities and exposures that they
would not have had if there had not been this involvement.

We feel that it is a good thing for our community and a good
thing for the receiving community.

So I think there is evidence of comments like that that perhaps
are the most potent thing we can receive in addition to the voting
that we discussed earlier.

Ms. COOPER. What then was the nature of the referendum vote?
Why did the people of the State vote to not permit you to imple-
ment this plan?

Ms. HIrrMAN. We have to look at a couple of things there. I am
sure if you went to any State and said: "Do you want to have
mandatory reassignment of children?" and although the language
was carefully worded, I am sure you would come up with a similar
vote.

The important thing we need to know is that there were two
legislative districts in the State of Washington which did not sup-
port the initiative.

Of those two legislative districts both are in the city of Seattle
and both have been involved in our voluntary program from its
beginning. I think that is significant.

I think it shows there is great acceptance and persons have an
understanding and can be involved in a program. It certainly
proved true in those two legislative districts.

But I think the comments regarding it, as they went out in their
advertising regarding it, there was a lot of fear tactics used also,
particularly in the suburban communities around Seattle.

The inference was that if you do not support this there was a
chance that your children would be bused into Seattle schools and"you do not want that; do you? Won't you sign this initiative and
won't you vote no?"

So, I think the detractors played on every fear that the persons
have in the State of Washington and probably elsewhere as well, as
well as the myths.
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Ms. COOPER. So the vote in support of the referendum came from
people and parents whose children were not part of any kind of
desegregation plan?

Ms. HIrrMAN. Yes. Those two legislative districts had the longest
experience and it was defeated there.

Ms. COOPER. Previous witnesses have stated that in no place have
voluntary plans been given a sufficient opportunity to prove wheth-
er or not they can achieve desegregation.

From your experience in Seattle, would you say that conclusion
is correct?

Ms. HirTMAN. No, I would not.
Since 1963 the Seattle schools have been involved in voluntary

programs of one kind or another. I think I pointed out in my
testimony that most of the movement is minority youth. The ma-
jority youth tend not to move.

I think that is significant. On the magnet schools, if you do not
do selection on the basis of racial criteria, you could have move-
ment of everybody in your system and still not achieve any type of
racial balance unless you maintained some racial criteria for en-
trance into the program.

Ms. COOPER. Would you expand on that?
Ms. HITMAN. If we wanted a student composition of 50 percent

black and 50 percent white in'a given school, or we were develop-
ing a school that was to be a school where the performing arts
were the major focus, then we would have to set up some criteria
because if we took every applicant then we could theoretically end
up with an all-black or an all-white school.

MS. COOPER. So magnet schools then are not color-blind; is that
right?

Ms. HITFMAN. Not as I hear persons who are detractors of man-
datory systems talk. They will tell you that voluntary will work.

It will work to achieve desegregated systems and that is true, but
that is provided that you have some established criteria by which
they will be admitted to those programs. You are going to have to
carefully look at the racial balance that you want to achieve in
contrast to, for example, our pairs and triads which are moving
entire neighborhoods. We do not pluck out black students to go
here and Asian students to go there.

SO, you cannot have it both ways on the voluntary.
Ms. COOPER. So for voluntary plans to work they have to be

combined with some mandatory aspects?
Ms. HIrrMAN. We certainly found that was necessary. We have

what is jokingly referred to among some persons in Seattle as a
mandatory plan with a voluntary backup. In some districts you will
hear that you have a voluntary plan with a mandatory backup.

But we preferred first to keep our neighborhood children togeth-
er. We do have some integrated neighborhoods. That was very
important to those persons that their children be able to go with
the children who live on their block.

Ms. COOPER. If you could sum up, what would you say are the
advantages of being able to create a desegregation plan without
being under court order to do so?

Ms. HrrrMAN. There are numerous ways. We were able to devel-
op the processes by which a citizen would be involved without
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having to ask an external body. We developed the definition of
what constituted a racially imbalanced school. We were able to get
the citizen input to put it together with what would be educational-
ly sound strategies.

We do have, for example, the ability for education with sound
reasons to maintain some schools which are and continue to be
racially imbalanced.

One good example is our bilingual orientation center. We have so
many Asian immigrants who are moving into the area that we
maintain a school for them to be in no longer than about 10 weeks.
But we have to maintain this for the orientation because they are
new to the country. They need some opportunity to bridge the
cultures initially and learn some things.

We have that opportunity. My concern would be that if we were
under court order we would not have the opportunity to make
educationally sound strategies our uppermost goal. Education is
what we are about and not busing.

We have that latitude. In Seattle we have it. I think that is a
very precious thing that we can maintain for our students.

Ms. COOPER. After the implementation of this plan, did private
school enrollment increase?

Ms. HirFMAN. There are more private schools in our- area. I am
not willing to accept that it totally is a phenomenon of the desegre-
gation. I think there are several other reasons.

One is that we went through two teacher strikes, and that kind
of labor unrest had some persons leaving the system.

We also have not had stable financing at all from our State. We
have been in litigation against the State and the State is to assume
more financing. We thought we would have more stability. The
State is in bad financial condition.

Those are some of the other factors that make persons leave the
public school system. There is labor unrest and the financial insta-
bility and they are not certain what the program is going to look
like.

We do have some growth of private schools and we are beginning
to see the growth of what I believe you have had in other parts of
the country and that is the Christian school which is the basic
elementary fundamental school. There is a growth of that begin-
ning at this time.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Why are you being sued?
Ms. HITTMAN. Which time? [Laughter.]
Mr. EDWARDS. What groups have been suing you?
Ms. HirrMAN. We had a group called the VIC, which is a citizen

-group, which was for "voluntary integration." They attempted to
thwart our efforts to be able to vote on the plan initially and then
to implement the plan.

What we have referred to as to what the Supreme Court will be
hearing is what the staff member asked about and that was voted
by the citizens.

Most recently we were in court because a member of our State
legislature was successful in passing a measure and our Governor
choose neither to veto the bill nor to sign it. He felt it would be
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best if the courts dealt with it, costing the taxpayers more money.
The bill would not permit us to receive reimbursement for trans-
portation for our students, particularly if they were reassigned for
the purposes of desegregation.

So those are some of the bodies that we have been in court with.
Mr. EDWARDS. How does the minority community feel about your

plan?
Ms. HITrMAN. The minority community has some detractors, but

I believe as a whole I can say to you they are supportive. Their
concern is that the school board will once again pull back from
what has been some movement forward in an effort to desegregate
the schools because they have seen this touch and go over a period
of years since 1963.

Their concern is that through the failure of not having enough
money or through some other guise that we will pull back again.

Mr. EDWARDS. What can the Supreme Court do to you?
Ms. HITTMAN. What they will probably do is they will bring us in

court on the basis there has been past segregated acts in the
district to create a segregated school system.

The irony of this is this. If we were to assume the Supreme Court
rules this is constitutional and if Seattle were to revert back to pre-
Seattle plan, then we would have a segregated school system.

I cannot believe that the Supreme Court wants that to occur in
Seattle. If it does, I think we all need to rethink our priorities
today.

But that is where we would be which would be a segregated
school system by action of the Supreme Court.

Mr. EDWARDS. This has been very helpful.
If there are no further questions, we want to thank you very

much for your testimony.
We have learned a lot about Seattle. We compliment you on your

plan, and we thank you.
The subcommittee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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MONDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1981

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:45 a.m., in room
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Edwards and Schroeder.
Staff Present: Janice E. Cooper, assistant counsel, and Thomas

M. Boyd, associate counsel.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
As we all know, the Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Educa-

tion based its holding on the conclusion that "separate is inherent-
ly unequal." In evaluating the progress of school desegregation,
however, Americans of all races seem to want more than merely an
end of separatism; they want a demonstration that the educational
experience is improved, particularly for minority children.

Although not constitutionally required, this is certainly a reason-
able demand. How are children doing under desegregation plans?
How should we measure their academic progress? What factors
seem to improve the performance of these children? Is integration
itself a crucial factor or can compensatory education in all-minor-
ity schools be a successful alternative?

Our witnesses today have studied these questions. They are in a
position to provide information that can play a pivotal role in the
continuing debate over the wisdom of our current policy on school
desegregation.

If the three members of the panel can come sit at the witness'
table, I will introduce them. The panel members are Dr. Robert L.
Crain, principal research scientist with the Center for Social Orga-
nization of Schools at the Johns Hopkins University, and also
senior social scientist at the Rand Corp.

Dr. Crain will speak first. And then Dr. Meyer Weinberg on the
right, director of the Horace Mann Bond Center for Equal Educa-
tion at the University of Massachusetts in Amherst. And finally,
Dr. Norman Miller is professor of social psychology at the Univer-
sity of Southern California. All of these gentlemen have written
and edited numerous scholarly works on this subject, too numerous
to mention. We welcome you.

Dr. Crain, you may proceed. Without objection, all of the state-
ments shall be made a part of the record in full, and you may
proceed as you see fit.

(381)
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT L. CRAIN, PRINCIPAL RESEARCH SCI-
ENTIST, CENTER FOR SOCIAL ORGANIZATION OF SCHOOLS,
JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY AND SENIOR SOCIAL SCIEN-
TIST, RAND CORP.; NORMAN MILLER, PROFESSOR OF PSY-
CHOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA; AND
MEYER WEINBERG, DIRECTOR, HORACE MANN BOND
CENTER FOR EQUAL EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF MASSA.
CHUSETTS IN AMHERST
Dr. CRAN. I was invited to come here today because I have done

a great deal of research on the question of the impact on school
desegregation on achievement. I was originally asked to analyze
this question by Willis Hawley and Betsy Levin, cochairpersons of
the National Review Panel on School Desegregation Research.

I looked at the research on white achievement in desegregated
schools, and I found that a number of reviews of that work had
been done, and every reviewer had concluded that white scores
were not affected by desegregation. I don't think I know a single
social scientist who believes that white scores are either enhanced
or harmed by desegregation. So I decided that that question was
settled, and concentrated instead on black achievement.

I located 93 studies, each done in a single community undergoing
desegregation. Slightly over half of these studies conclude that
black test scores are enhanced by desegregation; most of the rest
conclude test scores are unaffected, and occasionally a study argues
that black test scores are harmed by desegregation.

I spent over a year reading all of these studies, and found that
the reason why there was a disagreement among them boiled down
to some questions about the way the research was done.

The most important fact is that desegregation is not necessarily
beneficial in the first couple of years, because black students who
start out in segregated schools and then suddenly switch over to
desegregated schools apparently do not benefit academically.

It is only after the first few years, when the students who started
desegregation at first grade are tested, that you begin to see the
achievement results, and I can show you one set of results from
Jefferson County, Ky., that is, the city of Louisville and its suburbs,
if I can make this contraption work. The chart shows test scores
for each grade of the system, for white students and black students
separately.
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The black lines are the year immediately after desegregation.
They show a set of white test scores which are very nesr the
national average. These are percentiles; 50 is the national average.
They were around the national average pretty steadily from the 1st
grade through 12th. The set of black scores started out low and
generally became lower with older kids, and there was a consider-
able difference between the two groups.

If you then look at the test scores only 2 years later, in blue we
see essentially no change from the white scores. They are slightly
higher than they were but not much higher.

For the black students, in the upper grades, the students who
were seventh graders and who had begun desegregation after
fourth grade, we essentially don't see any change. However, if you
look at the group of younger students, students who are in, say,
third, fourth or fifth grade, whose desegregation had come early in
their careers, we see a quite sizable jump.

Now, let me mention how large that is. It is very hard to know
when you have a small difference and a large difference. One way
to state it is as follows: Suppose I were the dean of admissions of a
rather selective technical university, and I said that my students
were such that I would only take students in the top third of the
high school graduating class of the United States.

Suppose I had 600 black students applying, and their scores
looked like the black student third grade scores in 1976. Out of
that 600 I would take 100. The remaining 500 would fall below my
admission standards.

If I had a group of graduating black high school seniors whose
scores looked like the third grade scores for 1978, 2 years later, I
would have taken 150 instead of 100, a 50-percent increase in the
number of students I would take. That is quite a large difference,
and I am not sure that I would pay a great deal of attention to it if
it where the only study of its kind, because this is, after all, only
one metropolitan area.

But I also found 18 other studies in cities where the students
were desegregated beginning at first grade, and where it was possi-
ble to make a comparison between students who were desegregated
black students and segregated black students so I have got a strict
comparison between those who were in segregated and in desegre-
gated schools.

That may sound obvious, but in fact in most cities when you do a
desegregation plan every student gets desegregated and conse-
quently it is hard to find a group of students who are still segre-
gated to compare them to.

They are in the South: Nashville, Tenn.; Beaufort County, S.C.;
Gulfport, Miss.; De Kalb County, Ga.

In the Northeast, there is Hartford and New Haven, Conn.; New
Rochelle and Rochester, N.Y.; Newark, N.J.; in the Midwest, Evan-
ston and Peoria, Ill.; Ann Arbor and Grand Rapids, Mich.; Minne-
apolis; in the West; Pasadena and Berkeley, Calif., and Las Vegas,
Nev.

Twenty-three different researchers had studied 45 groups of stu-
dents in these cities and 40, out of 45 times their test scores had
increased as a result of desegregation. The average gain across
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those 45 groups of students in those 18 cities was about the same as
I found in the Louisville-Jefferson County study.

Most of these studies were done by statisticians in the school
system research departments. Six of these samples of students were
studied by the best possible research design, in which a lottery was
used.

Groups of students were'selected by lottery. Both groups were
tested. One group was then assigned to desegregated schools and
the other group left in segregated schools. All six of these studies
find that the desegregated students achievement went up faster
than did the achievement of the students in the segregated groups
and the gains are slightly larger than the gains in Jefferson
County across those six studies.

I am, at this point, quite convinced that desegregation raises the
test scores of black students without harming the test scores of
white students. I also found 13 studies which looked not at achieve-
ment tests but at IQ test scores, and I again found a consistent
increase in IQ, apparently as a result of desegregation.

The studies that I have reviewed all deal with single communi-
ties, but the national assessment of educational progress has been
studying the educational performance of American young people
for some time now, and they have found across the Nation that
black test scores have been rising markedly and faster than white
scores in the past few years, and they found that again especially
true in the Southeast, where there has been the most desegrega-
tion.

They normally don't attempt to put any interpretation on the
results, but when they first began getting these results their own
advisory panel said that this seemed to them to be evidence that
desegregation in the Southeast was raising test scores.

There has not been very much research on Hispanic students.
What little there is is at least consistent. The Coleman report
showed higher test scores for blacks in predominantly white
schools, and also found higher test scores for Mexican-Americans
and Puerto Rican students in predominantly Anglo schools.

More recently, Mahard analyzed data from the large national
longitudinal study of the high school class of 1972, 20,000 high
school seniors done by the National Education System, and she
found that Puerto Rican scores, Mexican-Americans living in the
North and West and other Latins all had higher scores.

The exception is Mexican-Americans in the South, where test
scores were not higher in Anglo schools.

The question remains, "Why are minority test scores improved
by desegregation?" There are very few social scientists who now
believe that simply being friends with white students will somehow
enhance your test scores, that there is some kind of complex psy-
chological change which occurs in minority students as a result of
desegregation. I think my colleague Norman Miller's work on this
has probably put the last nail in that casket of a basically bad idea.

I am now persuaded that there is a simple explanation. When a
classroom contains a mixture of advantaged and disadvantaged
students, the teacher paces the class at a rate appropriate for the
advantaged students and the disadvantaged students are pulled
along at a faster rate.
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The Coleman report showed that in desegregated schools, minor-
ity achievement went up not because they were in class with white
students, but because they were in class with students of higher
income.

Frank Rapley, who is now the deputy superintendent in the
Jefferson County System, so-that the worst problem he has in his
district now are the naturally integrated schools, the cases where
there are adjoining old black and white schools which have now
been merged into a single school, and which are mainly in the
older low-income areas, where both blacks and whites are poor.

These schools have relatively low achievement. The schools de-
segregated by busing tend to have affluent suburban white stu-
dents and both white and black scores are considerably higher
there.

I have received a grant from the National Institute of Education
to study this literature to see what advice one might gain on how
to design a desegregation plan, and after doing the analysis I have
talked about thus far, I was then able to ask what are- the differ-
ences between the kinds of plans in school systems where the
effects were large rather than small, and I found two conclusions.

First, the plans that involve entire counties or entire metropoli-
tan areas, Florida is a good example, because every school system
in Florida is a countywide system, are most effective in raising
black achievement.

Plans which desegregate students within the central city are not
quite as effective, presumably because most of the middle-income
and high-income whites that you need are in the suburbs, and
plans which desegregate only suburban areas are also less effective
probably because the black students in the suburban schools are
already doing fairly well, but I don't know.

Second, I found for maximum benefits for black achievements
the schools should be predominantly but not overwhelmingly
white.

Too many disadvantaged students apparently makes it hard for
teachers to set a fast pace for the class, but too few blacks appar-
ently leaves them psychologically too uncomfortable to be able to
learn well.

Both of these findings seem to accord with educators' wisdom.
There are many school administrators who see metropolitan plans
as the most effective way to desegregate, and in Wilmington, Louis- -
ville, Richmond, and Detroit, it was the central city school system
which sued-for a merger with the suburbs.

The courts have generally not been very interested in desegrega-
tion remedies which develop the desegregation of every school in
predominantly black central cities. There seems to be the general
feeling among courts that schools should be predominantly white,
and I have heard a large number of judges and school superinten-
dents say that they didn't like plans which brought together low-
income whites and low-income blacks, so I think the findings that
have come out of my research are quite consistent with the general
opinions of the professional educators.

On that last point, there is a quotation from the New York
Times a black mother in Chicago whose school was about to be
paired with the adjoining school, in a low-income area, said:
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I don't mind my children going to school with whites, but they just hooked up two
poor schoolshere. That is not going to do anyone any good.

She is saying the same thing that Rapley was saying in Jefferson
County.

In summary, it seems clear from this research that desgregation
ordinarily enhances the achievement of minorities without harm-
ing white students, and that some types of plans are especially
effective educationally. I would caution that as a consultant to
school districts, I consider test scores only one of several factors to
be considered in selecting the best plan.

For example, school desegregation plans are often proposed by
communities which are not under court order, to preserve changing
neighborhoods and to assist in the revitalization of the city.

And of course, any good plan will try to minimize white flight.
Nearly all court-ordered plans are in fact drawn by the defendant
school districts, and they will take considerations such as these
into effect as well as achievement, as I think they should, so I don't
think 1tsb ores are the only story that you should be thinking
about.

Thank you.
[The statement of Mr. Crain follows:]

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT L. CRAIN, THE RAND CORP., AND THE CENTER FOR SOCIAL
ORGANIZATION OF SCHOOLS, THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY

I was invited to come here today because I have done a great deal of research of
thecestion of the impact on school desegregation on achievement. I was originally
asked to analyze this question by Willis Hawley and Betsy Levin, co-chairpersons of
the National Review Panel on School Desegregation Research. I looked at the
research on white achievement in desegregated schools, and I found that a number
of reviews of that work had been done, and every reviewer had concluded that white
scores were not affected by desegregation. I don't think I know a single social
scientist who believes that white scores are eitherenhanced or harmed by desegre-
ation. So I decided that that question was settled, and concentrated instead on
lack achievement.
I located 93 studies, each done in a single community undergoing desegregation.

Slightly over half of these studies conclude that black test scores are enhanced by
desegregation; most of the test scores are unaffected, and occasionally a study
argues that black test scores are harmed by desegregation. I spent over a year
reading all of these studies, and found that the reason why some studies showed
desegregation effects and others didn't was because of the way the research was
done.

First I found that desegregation is not particularly beneficial in the first couple of
years, because black students who start out in segregated schools and then suddenly
switch over to desegregated schools apparently do not benefit academically. It is
only after the first few years, when the students who started desegregation at 1st
grade start coming through the system, that you start seeing gains. For example,
here are the scores from the desegregated Jefferson Co., Ky., system (that is the city
of Louisville and its suburbs). The chart shows scores immediately after desegrega-
tion, and show white scores at each grade from 1 to 12 considerably higher than
black scores in each grade. The chart also shows superimposed on these scores the
test scores two years later, in red. The white scores are about the same-up slightly.
The black scores in the sixth grade and higher also haven't changed much-those
are students who started in segregated schools and had to switch over in 4th grade
or later. But students in the third grade, who had attended desegregated schools
since Ist grade, have scores quite a bit higher than the third graders of 5 years
earlier. Scores are still not as high as white scores-that is apparently too much to
expect-but they are definitely higher. One way to say how much higher is with the
following example. Suppose I were running a rather select technical university, and
said that I would only admit students whose scores were in the top third of the
nation's students. If 600 black students from Louisville had applied with the scores
of these 3rd graders had in 1976, 1 would have taken 100 of them. If their scores
were like the 3rd graders in 1978, I would have taken 150 of them, a 50 percent
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increase. This is a very big gain, and if this were the only study I had I would not
trust it-after all, it is only one school system. But I found studies in 18 other cities
whbre research had been done on black students desegregated in 1st grade. I also
made one other rule in selecting these cities; the studies had to compare desegregat-
ed blacks to a group of blacks in segregated schools. That may seem obvious, but
studies in most cities cannot do that, because all black students have been desegre-
gated. The 18 cities where I found good studies range across the United States: In
the South, Nashville, Tenn., Beaufort Co., S.C., Gulfport, Miss., DeKalb Co., Ga.; in
the Northeast, Hartford and New Haven, Conn., New Rochelle and Rochester, N.Y.,
and Newark, N.J., and the Midwest, Evanston and Peoria, M11., Ann Arbor and
Grand Rapids, Mich., and Minneapolis; and in the West, Pasadena and Berkeley in
California and Las Vegas, Nevada. Twenty-three researchers had studied 45 groups
of students, and 40 out of 45 times scores had increased as a result of desegregation.
The average gain seems to be about the same as was found in Louisville.

Most of these studies were done b( statisticians in the school system research
departments. Six of these samples oT students were studied by the best possible
research design-a randomized experiment in which a lottery was used to select two
groups of black students. Both groups were tested, and then the students in one
group were desegregated while the others were left in segregated schools. All six of
these studies find that the desegregated students' achievement went up faster than
did the segregated group, and the average gain is greater than the gains shown in
the chart for Jefferson County. I am now quite convinced that desegregation raises
the test scores of black students without harming the test scores of whites. I also
found 13 studies which looked at IQ scores, instead of achievement test scores, and
they show quite consistently that desegregation raises black IQ scores as well as
school achievement.

The studies I have reviewed all deal with single communities. The National
Assessment of Education Progress has been studying the educational performance of
American young people across the nation for some time now. They have found that
test scores of black students have been rising markedly during the past several
years, especially in the Southeast.

They do not normally attempt to interpret the changes they find, but when they
first observed the growth of achievement for young black students in the Southeast,
they commented that this was very likely due to school desegregation. Thus, the
national picture seems to agree with what has been found at the local level.

Although there is not as much research data on Hispanic students in desegrega-
tion schools, the evidence there seems to indicate beneficial effects. The Coleman
Report showed higher test scores for Mexican-Americans and Puerto Rican students
in predominantly Anglo-American schools.. More recently Mahard analyzed data
from the large National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972, and
found that Puerto Rican, Mexican-Americans living in the north and west, and
other Latins all had higher scores if they were in predominantly Anglo schools.

The question remains, "Why are minority test scores enhanced by desegregation?"
Few social scientists now believe that simply being friends with white students
enhances achievement test scores, or that some sort of complex psychological
change occurs in minority students after they are desegregated. My colleague, Dr.
Norman Miller's work has been most influential in debunking this idea. Instead, I
am now persuaded that there is a much simpler explanation: When a classroom
contains a mixture of advantaged and disadvantaged students, the teacher paces the
class at a rate appropriate for the advantaged students, and the disadvantaged
students are pulled along at a faster pace. The Coleman Report showed that in
desegregated schools minority students' achievement goes up not because their
classmates are white, but because they are more affluent. Frank Rapley, Deputy
Superintendent of Schools in Jefferson County, Ky., commented to me recently that
the problem schools in his district are the schools where students are not bused, the
so-called naturally integrated schools; these tend to be in the older low-income areas
of Louisville, where both blacks and whites are poor and achievement for both
groups is low. In contrast, the schools where there is more busing have affluent
suburban white students, and both black and white achievement is higher there.

I have received a grant from the National Institute of Education to study the
desegregation-achievement literature to see what advice one might gain from it
about how to draw desegregration plans. Once we understood the biasing effects of
different kinds of research methods, we could isolate differences which were due to
the difference types of desegregation plans. We found two important factors.

First, we found that plans covering entire metropolitan areas, or entire counties,
as in Florida, were most effective in raising black achievement. Plans which deseg-
regated within the central city were not as effective, presumably because most of
the middle- and high-income whites have moved to the suburbs, and plans which
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desegregate only suburban areas are also not as effective in raising achievement,
perhaps because the achievement of blacks in suburban segregated schools is not so
low to begin with.

Second, we found that for maximum benefits for black achievement, the schools
should be predominantly, but not overwhelmingly, middle-income white. Too many
disadvantaged students apparently makes it hard for teachers to set a fast pace for
the class; and too few blacks leaves them psychologically too uncomfortable to learn
well.

I think both of these findings accord with educators' wisdom. There are marfy
school administrators who see metropolitan plans as the most effective way to
desegregate many cities; in Wilmington, -Louisville, Richmond, and Detroit the
central city school board sued for a merger with their suburbs.

The courts have nearly always declined to require desegregation remedies which
included the desegregation of every school in predominantly black central cities.
There also seems to be widespread dissapproval of plans which bring together low-
income blacks with low-income whites.

A black mother .was quoted in last month's New York Times, commenting on a
proposed change in the boundary line separating two adjoining segregated schools in
Chicago:

"I don't mind my children going to school with whites but they have hooked up
two poor schools here. That's not going to do anyone any good."

She seems to be in agreement with Deputy Superintendent Rapley of Jefferson
County that desegregation of adjoining inner-city schools is the least effective from
of desegregation.

In summary, it seems clear from the research that desegregation ordinarily
enhances the achievement of minorities without harming white students, and that
some types of plans are especially effective educationally. I would caution that as a
consultant to school districts, I consider test scores only one of several factors to be
considered in selecting the best plan. For example, school desegregation plans are
often proposed by communities which are not under court order, in order to pre-
serve changing neighborhoods and to assist in the revitalization of the city. And of
course, a good plan should also minimize white flight. Nearly all court-ordered plans
are in fact drawn by defenda nt school districts, and take these other considerations
into account, as I think they should. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Dr. Crain.
Dr. Norman Miller will speak next. Dr. Miller is professor of

social psychology at the University of Southern California, whose
football team just beat my team Saturday, barely.

Dr. MILLER. Maybe we can put that aside for the minute.
Mr. EDWARDS. No great surprise.

TESTIMONY OF DR. NORMAN MILLER, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH-
ERN CALIFORNIA, SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Dr. MILLER. First, let me present some background. At the time
of the Brown decision, as indicated by the social scientist's state-
ment that was appended to the documents submitted by the plain-
tiffs, social scientists thought that poor self-concepts among black
minority children was the most important problem to be remedied
by school desegregation.

Impaired academic learning and hostility toward whites were
seen as effects that resulted from low self-esteem. In terms of
relative importance, improved academic mastery seemed to rank
third in importance, falling behind the goals of raising minority
self-esteem and improving intergroup relations.

The expectation of academic improvement among minority chil-
dren primarily seemed to rest upon an argument based on analogy.
Although others have questions his conclusion [Lee, 1951; Scott,
1981; Wolff, 1979], Otto Klineberg had presumably fourd that the
IQ's of blacks who migrated to Northern cities exceeded the IQ's of
those who remained in the segregated South.
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He also argued that this was not due to "selective migration;"
those who left the South to move north were on the average not
smarter than those who remained behind. It was the experience of
living in the integrated north that supposedly produced the change.

He argued that the longer they resided in the north, the greater
their improvement. By analogy then, if black children were to
attend integrated as opposed to segregated schools, they, too, would
reap some intellectual benefit.

At that time of this social 'scientist statement appended to
Brown, the process that introduced this change was not described
nor was it well-developed.

Current evidence: Since 1975, there have been a number of re-
views of existing research on the relation between school desegre-
gation and the academic performance of black and white children.

When the conclusions of individual studies are taken at their
face value, the majority do report academic benefit for minority
children. Virtually all the studies, however, are very weak in their
research design, and very few, if any, are published-in journals
that require rigorous peer review.

Indeed, most are unpublished. This has led some 1 eviewers to try
to categorize studies in terms of the relative strength or weakness
of their research design and to try to exclude very weak ones from
consideration. Perhaps because the individual studies are often
flawed in at least several respects, reviewers often differ in their
assessment of which studies possess the stronger research designs.

In major reviews of existing research, both St. John, 1975, and
Bradley and Bradley, 1977, conclude little benefit; Stephan, 1978,
finds benefit in about 25 percent of the studies he reviews.

Clement, Eisenhard, and Ward, in a review prepared for the
National Institute of Education, conclude with respect to academic
achievement, that "race-mixing alone has little consistent effect on
black-white outcomes," 1976, page 47.

Scott, 1981, finds questionable aspects in literally every study
that reports a positive effect. Crain and Mahard, 1978, and Wein-
berg, 1975, my colleagues to the right, who review larger sets of
studies than do St. John, Bradley and Bradley, or Stephan, are the
most positive in their assessment, interpreting slighly more than
half of the studies as showing benefit for blacks.

A major weakness that exists in virtually every study of school
desegregation that contains a control group is nonequivalence of
the desegregated group and the segregated comparison groups, the
control group. The only way to assure equivalence, or to make it
possible to statistically correct for nonequivalence, is to randomly
assign students to the two comparison groups; that is, the research-
er must use a lottery procedure or flip an honest coin, to determine
which students among those in the district are to be sent to deseg-
regated schools and which ones are to remain in segregated
schools.

Obviously, for any social reform or remediation program it is
very difficult to get the potential participants-or their parents-to
agree to such a procedure.

Everyone wants to be in the group that receives the "beneficial"
treatment. In studies of the effect of schooling, aspects of family
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background are typically the most powerful predictors of childrens'
academic performance.

This remains true when one makes comparisons among the chil-
dren within any racial-ethnic group, as well as the cross-groups.
Whenever the comparison groups are not composed by random
assignment, by some lottery procedure, it is likely that the direc-
tion of bias is that those minority children in the desegregated
group are more likely to come from families with more middle-class
backgrounds, and/or witr greater interest in education; and/or in
other ways to be more likely to obtain higher grades or test scores.

In other words, the likely effect of the nonequivalence of the
comparison groups is to make desegregation appear more beneficial
than it is.

Sometimes researchers will detect-or anticipate-this nonequi-
valence, and attempt to correct for it by selecting subgroups from
the desegregated and segregated groups in a manner that matches
them with respect to some relevant aspects] of family background
and them compare the subgroups.

Virtually all methodological experts agree, however, that such
matching procedures do not solve the problem; nor do statistical
correction procedures, such as analysis or covariance, that are
applied to the matched groups. The direction of the bias, even after
matching, will still remain in the so-called matched groups.

A second problem is that reviewers differ in how they define
benefit. Whereas some interpret any gain by minority students as
benefit, even if white students exhibited larger gains; others, for
example, Gerard and Miller, 1975, take a more conservative stand
and argue that it makes more sense to define benefit in terms of
black gains relative to those of whites.

Those in the last group note that the courts have viewed desegre-
gation as a means of increasing the likelihood that minority mem-
bers can develop marketable skills and get ahead economically. If
desegregated blacks make educational gains but desegregated
whites make even larger gains, then the competitive position of
blacks has worsened rather than improved.

Summery of reviewers' conclusions: At any rate, the conclusions
of the 8 or 10 reviewers of the literature on the effect of desegrega-
tion upon academic achievement run from "moderately positive" to
"little or no discernible effect."

It comes as no particular surprise when a reviewer's conclusions
matches his or her own ideological stand or the position he or she
has taken in courtroom testimony.

Wilson's laws, developed in specific response to the outcomes
reported in the individual studies that examine the effect of schools
desegregated upon academic achievement probably apply to review-
ers conclusions as well.

One. "All policy interventions in social problems produce the
intended effect if the research is carried out by those implementing
the policy or their friends."

Two. "No policy intervention in social problems produces the
intended effect if the research is carried out by independent third
parties, especially those skeptical of the policy."
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However, at least two of the reviewers who conclude little or no
benefit, Stephan and St. John, I know to be ideologically sympa-
thetic to the goals and aims of desegregation. .

Thus, it hardly makes sense to accuse them of bias in their
assessment. On the other hand, although the possibility of harmful
effects, as distinct from no effect, has not been frequently raised,
none of the reviewers conclude that desegregation is harmful.

This is not to deny that some instances of harm have been
reported, such as, for instance, Kurtz' analysis of Pasadena and
Inglewood, Calif., such as some interpretations of the Coleman

R ally, whenever studies with a stronger research design have
been compared to those with a weaker design the magnitude or
consistency of benefit diminishes.

Why are results inconsistent? The next point that needs to be
made is that although the term "school desegregation" may have a
clear meaning as a policy decision, it lacks clarity as a scientific
concept.

In each instance in which a school desegregation program was
implemented, it undoubtedly differed from other instances in nu-
merous ways: For example, whether the desegregation was volun-
tary or ordered, the average percentage of minority students in
each class and the variation of percentages across classes, the
extent to which minority and Anglo students socially accepted one
another, whether ability tracking was maintained or discontinued,
whether or not new curriculum materials were developed and in-
terjected into the desegregated classroom, the degree of community
conflict, the prevailing attitudes of administrators and teachers, et
cetera.

All of these things differ from one study to the next.
Apart from somewhat naive optimism, there may have been

little reason to have expected desegregation to produce academic
benefit irrespective of the circumstances under which it is imple-
mented.

Today many, if not most, of the researchers in this field believe
that desegregation is only the first step. In other words, desegrega-
tion per se will not produce benefit. It provides a circumstance in
which positive effects can occur, but ordinarily they will not occur
by themselves.

Instead, specific learning programs must be interjected into the
desegregated classroom setting, such as cooperative group learning,
peer tutoring, or other plans.

In our own research in the Riverside, Calif., School District,
although desegregation produced no overall closing of the scholas-
tic achievement gap between blacks and whites, these general find-
ings reflected two opposing trends that canceled each other out:
Benefit for minority students in the classes of unprejudiced teach-
ers and detrimental effects for those in the classes of prejudiced
teachers.

Should school desegregation be abandoned? The astute policy-
maker might at this point ask me: Why bother to spend money to
desegregate schools? If there are programs that wi11 improve the
scholastic performance of minority children, why not apply them
directly to minority children in segregated schools?
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This is not a totally bad idea. However, such an approach ignores
the fact that there is another very important reason for school
desegregation; namely, that of increasing interracial acceptance
and reducing prejudice.

Indeed, many would argue that this is the more important goal.
Although the evidence with respect to interracial acceptance is
even clearer than that on academic achievement in showing that
desegregation per se will not automatically be beneficial, social
science does seem to have developed some effective educational
technologies or procedures for increasing tolerance and acceptance,
and appears to be on the verge of developing additional ones.

Programs designed for this purpose, however, do require the
presence of children from more than one racial-ethnic group. Thus,
whereas, maintaining racial-ethnic separation inevitably acts to
maintain outgroup devaluation and rejection of them, school deseg-
regation provides a circumstance in which cross-racial tolerance
and acceptance can be increased.

In any cost-benefit analysis of school desegregation there are a
number of other intangibles that must be considered despite the
difficulty in properly weighting their importance.

On the negative side is the disruption of school procedures, diffi-
culty of the developing new curriculum materials better suited to
the increased heterogeneity in classroom performance that seems
to typically come with classroom desegregation, the increase in
problems of discipline and intergroup friction, and the possibility of
decreased parental involvement in schools as their children attend
schools at more distant sites.

On the other hand, when asked to face a new problem in their
work setting, people often seem to respond to it with renewed
energy. Often, bureaucratic systems stagnate and fail to develop
new programs unless prodded by external forces.

Experience and familiarity are recognized as important sources
of a person's competence and effective functioning. The economic
marketplace is dominated by whites. Black children who grow up
in isolated ghetto schools, cannot gain the same familiarity and
experience of dealing with a white world as do those who attend
desegregated schools.

Finally, abandoning attempts to enable minority children, and
poor children in general, to break out of the poverty-incompetence-
welfare cycle seems likely to further demoralize such groups and
thereby increase their eventual social cost to our larger society.

The policy implications of the preceding comments and data
argue on the one hand, that school desegregation per se is unlikely
to promote substantial benefit, but on the other hand, when cou-
pled with the new programs that are interjected into schools, they
can produce benefits. Programs that are likely to improve race
relations require the presence of different racial-ethnic groups.

This argues that intelligent school desegregation programs will
not require school districts to use all available funds to transport
students and maximize the redistribution of students.

Substantial funds must be reserved for doing something construc-
tive with those who are transported. Desegregation is not the goal.
It does provide a means of creating a setting in which educators
can move toward the goal of improving interracial tolerance.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Miller follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NORMAN MILLER, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA,
SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH INSTITUTE

BACKGROUND

At the time of the Brown decision, as indicated by the Social Scientists' statement
that was appended to the documents submitted by the Plaintiff's, social scientists
thougth that poor self concepts among black minority children was the most impor-
tant problem to be remedied by school desegregation. Impaired academic learning
and hostility toward whites were seen as effects that resulted from low self esteem.
In terms of relative importance, improved academic mastery seemed to rank third
in importance, falling behind the goals of raising minority self esteem and improv-
ing intergroup relations.1

The expectation of academic improvement among minority children primarily
seemed to rest upon an argument based on analogy. Although others have ques-
tioned his conclusions (Lee, 1951; Scott, 1981; Wolff, 1979), Otto Klineberg had
presumably found that the I.Q.'s of blacks who migrated to Northern Cities exceed-
ed the IQ's of those who remained in the segregated South. He also argued that this
was not due to "selective migration"; those who left the South to move North were
on the average not smarter than those who remained behind. It was the experience
of living in the integrated North that supposedly produced the change. The longer
they resided in the North, the greater their improvement. By analogy then, if black
children were to attend integrated as opposed to segregated schools, they too would
reap intellectual benefit. At that time a psychological process that might produce
this change was not described or developed.

CURRENT EVIDENCE

Since 1975, there have been a number of reviews of existing research on the
relation between school desegregation and the academic performance of black and
white children. When the conclusions of individual studies are taken at their face
value, the majority do report academic benefit for minority children. Virtually all
the studies, however, are weak in their research design, and very few, if any, are
published in journals that require rigorous peer review. Indeed, most are unpub-
ished. This has led some reviewers to try to categorize studies in terms of the

relative strength or weakness of their research design and to exclude very weak
ones from consideration. Perhaps because the individual studies are often flawed in
several respects, reviewers often differ in their assessment of which studies possess
the stronger research designs.

In major reviews of existing research, both St. John (1975) and Bradley and
Bradley (1977) conclude little benefit; Stephan (1978) finds benefit in about 25
percent of the studies he reviews. Clement, Eisenhard, and Ward, in a review
prepared for the National Institute of Education, conclude with respect to academic
achievement, that "race mixing alone has little consistent effect on black-white
outcomes (1976, p. 47)." Scott (1981) finds questionable aspects in literally every
study that reports a positive effect. Crain and Mahard (1978) and Weinberg (1975),
who review larger sets of studies than do St. John, Bradley and Bradley, or Stephan,
are the most positive in their assessment, interpreting more than half of the studies
as showing benefit for blacks.

A major weakness that exists in virtually every study of school desegregation that
contains a control group is non-equivalence of the desegregated group and the
segregated comparison group (viz. the control group). The only way to assure equiv-
alence (or to make it possible to statistically correct for non-equivalence) is to
randomly assign students to the two comparison groups; that is, the researcher
must use a table of random numbers (or flip an honest coin) to determine which
students among those in the district are to be sent to desegregated schools and
which ones are to remain in segregated schools. Obviously, for any social reform or
remediation program it is very difficult to get the potential participants (or their
parents) to agree to such a procedure. Everyone wants to be in the group that
receives the "beneficial" treatment. In studies of the effect of schooling, aspects of
family background are typically the most powerful predictors of childrens' academic

'Subsequent research suggests that self esteem of black children is not lower than that of
whites.
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performance. This remains true when one makes comparisons among the children
within any racial-ethnic group. Whenever the comparison groups are not composed
by random assignment, it seems likely that the direction of bias is that those
minority children in the desegregated group are more likely to come from families
with more middle class backgrounds, and/or with greater interest in education;
and/or in other ways to be more likely to obtain higher grades or test scores. In
other words, the likely effect of the non-equivalence of the comparison groups is to
make desgregation appear more beneficial than it is. Sometimes researchers will
detect (or anticipate) this non-equivalence, and attempt to corrrect for it by selecting
subgroups from the desegregated and segregated groups in a manner that matches
them with respect to some relevant aspect(s) of family background and then com-
pare the subgroups. Virtually all methodological experts agree, however, that such
matching procedures do not solve the problem; nor do statistical correction proce-
dures (such as analysis of covariance) that are applied to the matched groups. The
direction of bias willstill remain in the so-called matched groups,

A second problem is that reviewers differ in how they define benefit. Whereas
some interpret any gain by minority students as benefit, even if white students
exhibits larger gains; others (e.g., Gerard and Miller, 1975) take a more conservative
stand and argue that it makes more sense to define benefit in terms of black gains
relative to those of whites. They note that the courts have viewed desegregation as a
means of increasing the likelihood that minority members can develop marketable
skills and get ahead economically. If desegregated blacks make educational gains
but desegregated whites make even larger gains, then the competitive position of
blacks has worsened rather thaqj improved. -

SUMMARY OF REVIEWERS' CONCLUSIONS

At any rate, the conclusions of the eight or ten reviewers of the literature on the
effect of desegregation upon academic achievement run from "moderately positive"
to "little or no discernible effect." It comes as no surprise when a reviewer s
conclusions matches his or her own ideological stand or the position he or she has
taken in courtroom testimony. Wilson's laws, developed in specific response to the
outcomes reported in the individual studies that examine the effect of school deseg-
regated upon academic achievement probably apply to reviewers conclusions as

.well: (1) "All policy interventions in social problems produce the intended effect if
the research is carried out by those implementing the policy on their friends." (2)
"No policy intervention in social p 'oblems produces the intended effect if the
research is carried out by independent third parties, especially those skeptical of the
policy (Wilson, 1973, p. 133)" However, at least two of the reviewers who conclude
little or no benefit, Stephan and St. John, I know to be ideologically sympathetic to
the goals and aims of desegregation. Thus, it hardly makes sense to accuse them of
bias in their assessment. On the other hand, although the possibility of harmful
effects, as distinct from no effect, has not been frequently raised, no reviewer
concludes that desegregation is harmful. (This is not to deny that some instances of
harm have been reported, such as, for instance, Kurtz' analysis of Pasadena and
Inglewood, California.) Finally, whenever studies with a stronger research design
have been compared to those with a weaker design the magnitude or consistency of
benefit diminishes.

WHY ARE RESULTS INCONSISTENT?

The next point that needs to be made is that although the term "school desegrega-
tion" may have a clear meaning as a policy decision, it lacks clarity as a scientific
concept. In each instance in which a school desegregation program was implement-
ed, it undoubtedly differed from other instances in numerous ways: e.g., whether the
desegregation was voluntary or court ordered; the average percentage of minority
students in each class and the variation of percentages across classes; the extent to
which minority and anglo students socially accepted one another; whether ability
tracking was maintained or discontinued; whether or not new curriculum materials
were developed for the desegregated classroom; the degree of community conflict;
the prevailing attitudes of administrators and teachers; etc. Apart from somewhat
naive optimism, there may have been little reason to have expected desegregation to
produce academic benefit irrespective of the circumstances under which it is imple-
mented. Today, many, if not most, of the researchers in this field believe that
desegregation is only the first step. In other words, desegregation per se will not
produce benefit. It provides a circumstance in which positive effects can occur, but
ordinarily they will not occur by themselves. Instead, specific learning programs
must be interjected into the desegregated classroom setting, such as cooperative
group learning, peer tutoring, etc. in our own research in the Riverside, California
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School District, although desegregation produced no overall closing of the scholastic
achievement gap between blacks d whites, these general findings reflected two
opposing effects that cancelled each other out: benefit for minority student in the
classes of unprejudiced teachers and detrimental effects for those in the classes of
prejudiced teachers.

SHOULD SCHOOL DESEGREGATION BE ABANDONED?

The astute policymaker might at this point ask: Why bother to spend money to
desegregate schools? If there are programs that will improve the scholastic perform-
ance of minority children, why not apply them directly to minority children in
segregated schools. This is not a totally bad idea. However, such an approach
ignores the fact that there is another very important reason for school desegrega-
tion, namely, that of increasing interracial acceptance and reducing prejudice.
Indeed, many would argue that this is the more important goal. Although the
evidence with respect to interracial acceptance is even clearer than that on aca-
demic achievement in showing t1lrit desegregation per se will not automatically be
beneficial, social science doer eem to have developed soine effective educational
technologies or procedures for increasing tolerance and acceptance, and appears to
be on the verge of developing additional ones. Programs designed for this purpose,
however, do require the presence of children from more than one racial-ethnic
group. Thus, whereas, maintaining racial-ethnic separation inevitably acts to main-
tain outgroup devaluation and rejection, school desegregation provides a circum-
stance in which cross-racial -.olerance and acceptance can be increased.

In any cost benefit analysis of school desegregation there are a number of other
intangibles that must be considered despite the difficulty in properly weighting
their importance. On the negative side is the disruption of school procedures,
difficulty of the developing new curriculum materials better suited to the increased
heterogeneity in classroom performance levels that comes with desegregation, the
increase in problems of discipline and intergroup friction, and the possibility of
decreased parental involvement in schools as their children attend schools at more
distant sites. On the other hand, when asked to face a new problem in their. work
setting people often seem to respond to it with renewed energy. Often, bureaucratic
systems stagnate and fail to develop new programs unless prodded by external
forces. Experience and familiarity are recognized as important sources of compe-
tence and effective functioning. The economic marketplace is dominated by whites.
Black children who grow up in isolated ghetto schools cannot gain the same famil-
iarity and experience of dealing with a white world as do those who attend desegre-
gated schools. Finally, abandoning attempts to enable minority children (and poor
children in general) to break out of the poverty-incompetence-welfare cycle seems
likely to further demoralize such groups and thereby increase their social cost to
our larger society.

POLICY IMPLICATION

The policy implications of the preceding comments and data argue on the one
hand, that school desegregation per se is unlikely to promote substantial benefit,
but on the other, when coupled with the new programs that are interjected into
schools they can produce benefits. Programs that are likely to improve race rela-
tions require the presence of different racial-ethnic groups.

This argues that intelligent school desegregation programs will not require school
districts to use all available funds to transport students and maximize the redis-
tribution of students. Substantial funds should be reserved for doing something
constructive with those who are transported. Desegregation is not the goal. It does
provide a means of creating a setting in which educators can move toward the goal
Df improving interracial tolerance.

Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Meyer Weinberg is director of the Horace
Mann Bond Center for Equal Education at the University of Mas-
sachusetts in Amherst. Dr. Weinberg, we are pleased to haveyou
here and you may proceed.

Dr. WEINBERG. Thank you for the opportunity to explore various
aspects of research on desegregation. I would like to discuss, in
summary fashion, three subjects: One, social science and desegrega-
tion; two, white children and desegregation; and three, education in
all-black schools.
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Often, social science evidence is said to be soft while that of
physical science is described as hard. This distinction is a myth.
Purveyors of the myth usually point to contradictions between
social scientists in testimony as evidence of a certain lack of sub-
stance. If social science evidence were solid, it is declared, social
scientists would agree more wholeheartedly on it.

The fact is that most of the "softness" of social science evidence
arises from the happenstance that it is usually used in a clash over
policies. The present proceeding is a good example. Social science
witnesses are being asked whether proposed policies are securely
anchored in fact. And they disagree. In fact, they disagree less
today.

In congressional hearings, it is quite customary to hear opposing
viewpoints from qualified physical scientists. In patent litigation,
both sides frequently come well fortified with physicists, chemists,
geologists or what have you.

When confronted with conflicts among these specialists, we do
not denounce their evidence as soft. Instead, we acknowledge the
complexity of the situations under dispute. The same should be
done with situations in which social scientists testify.

We need to ask: Is social science evidence hard or soft with
respect to what? The effect of desegregation on academic achieve-
ment is among the most extensively researched questions in Ameri-
can social science. If one wishes to pick and choose selected evi-
dence to build a case, this is possible to do.

Since research on academic achievement has conflicting find-
ings-as does nearly every other significant research problem
known to me-it is not difficult to manipulate one's evidence to
produce whatever conclusion one wishes. This is not science; nor is
it honest. It should be exposed whenever encountcEed.

Differences between social scientists that arise out of ignorance
of previous research are inexcusable. We can say the same of
shoddy work by some social scientists who read a three-paragraph
abstract of a research work that runs upwards of 300 pages, and
then claim to have reviewed the study.

Now need we respect the righteously pronounced claim of one or
another researcher to having discovered the "only true way" to
study a topic. Desegregation is complex enough to call upon the
research perspectives of many fields, including law, history and
economics as well as the more customary social sciences.

Some disagreements among social scientists can be highly pro-
ductive, especially if they lead to the uncovering of hitherto-ig-
nored factors on the rejection of conventional beliefs which are
shown to be without foundation. Disagreements about facts are
constructive if they are followed by heightened efforts to establish
the facts.

It is astonishing to note how little attention is paid by research-
ers and writers to actual cases of desegregation. The question is
debated as though desegregation were a purely theoretical con-
struct.

In fact, however, it is being applied in thousands of American
schools. In 1981, no adequate overview of the workability of deseg-
regation can be made without extensive reference to practices in
specific cities.
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A judgment of the success or failure of parent participation
cannot be made without examination of Charlotte andoton, for
example. The role of academic innovation under desegregation
should include the experience of Minneapolis and Milwaukee.

How to construct a well-organized student busing plan is illus-
trated by the success of Tampa; a horrible example is San Francis-
co. The limits of voluntary desegretation can be studied by refer-
ence to San Bernardino and Dallas.

A good rule would seem to be: If concrete practices in specific
cities are not mentioned in an analysis of desegregation, chances
are it does not merit much attention. Such a study may be more
significant for debate classes than for serious policymaking.

A final point on conflicting opinions: People who have extensive
practical experience as well as researchers who have conducted
studies are entitled to express opinions on disputed or unresolved
practical problems. I would argue that it is their obligation to do
SO.

White children and desegregation. In 1964, while writing an
early summary of research on desegregation, I noticed something
unexpected: White children did no worse, academically, in a deseg-
regated than in a white-segregated school.

Widespread impressions to the contrary at that time were based
on an expectation that the presence of minority children somehow
diluted the academic quality of learning in a school.

Three years later, a more thorough review of research showed
once again that white achievement was unaffected by desegrega-
tion. Both in 1970 and 1977, and now again in 1981, later reviews of
research by me have not disturbed that finding. It can be found in
virtually every review of research, regardless of the author. Indeed,
this finding has become the single most widely accepted finding in
the field.

Consider, however, what the finding implies: If attendance of
whites in a desegregated school does not impose an achievement
penalty on them, this means that neither does white attendance in
an all-white school confer a learning advantage on them.
. If this is so, then much of the opposition to desegregation loses
its presumed educational justification. All other things being equal,
therefore, desegregation will not harm white students educational-
ly. It may, in fact, help deepen and broaden that education. To see
this possibility we have to examine aims of education other than
academic achievement.

Perhaps the most destructive personal harm of segregation is
this: It may teach black children to view themselves as inferior by
virtue of their race and white children to view themseles as
superior because of their race.

Either outcome will be recognized by parents as grave distortions
of a child's character. Thus, white children can be greatly harmed
by segregation. Under the wise tutelage of an understanding teach-
er, in a desegregated classroom both white and black children can
attain a more truthful conception of themselves.

The failure to insure the presence of such teachers can, as it did
at one time in Riverside's desegregation, play a part in the alien-
ation of minority from white children as well as from the teachers.
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Somewhat less than a million white children now attend schools
in which they are a minority. Two studies of such children reveal
that they adjust well to their minority status.

Contrary to expectation of some, for example, the white children
do not lapse into a variety of black English although their knowl-
edge of such English is expanded. In other words, desegregation
enriches their experience rather than depriving them of their own
cultural features.

Education in all-black schools. It may seem strange to discuss
this subject in a session dealing with desegregation, but in the
minds of a few people education in all-black schools is seen as an
alternative to desegregation, so I believe I would like to examine
that question.

The question has been raised whether schools that are all-black
can be good schools. It should be recalled that during much of the
history of public schools, those for black children were planned by
governmental authorities to be inferior.

Sometimes 20 times more was spent on white children than on
black children. More customarily, the ratio was 10 to 1. Teachers
Were less trained, buildings were barely sufficient, the school year
was shorter, and supplies and instructional materials were virtual-
ly unobtainable. The curriculum was deliberately kept narrow and
impoverished.

Horace Mann Bond, the outstanding scholar of this matter, wrote
that black public schools in the South, from 1865 until the 1940's,"were of a disgracefully inadequate and ineffective kind." The
judgment of W. E. B. DuBois was no different.

Yet, under some circumstances, black professionals and scholars
did emerge in small number. Bond found four common denomina-
tors among the families who produced most of the country's black
scholars.

These were: One, at least three generations of literacy, and by
the way, mostly going back into slavery; two, enough income to pay
for private schooling; three, access to excellent schools; and four,
extraordinary motivation.

It was small, private schools attended primarily by children of
better-off families that provided the best instruction for blacks in
the South. A few public high schools afforded students a high-grade
education. Bond pointed to the Lincoln School in Marion, Ala., as
"the best predominantly Negro secondary school this country has
known."

Dunbar High School, in the District of Columbia, was another
example of a nonneighborhood school enrolling, for most of its
career before the 1940's and 1950's, a fairly select clientele. The
historical Dunbar became an incongruity in a largely black school
system.

As the inadequacy of schooling for many thousands of District
children stirred sentiments and organizational forms of protest, the
fact that some few black students were educated satisfactorily was
of diminishing importance. The greater challenge by far is to devel-
op that kind of educational structure for the thousands.

More recently, Ronald Edmonds has sought to locate effective
schools, that is, schools in which poor children achieve at the same
minimal level expected of children of middle-class families. Are
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there any such schools? After some 6 years of investigating, the
Edmonds group has yet to provide an overall report of its efforts.

A few schools here and there are mentioned once in preliminary
reports but there has been no sustained treatment. Mary Hoover
has compiled a list of 15 effective black schools. Some, however, are
private. These and some of the public ones are selective, based on
entrance tests and thus are not typical.

At least one is an upper-middle-class public school. Others have
pointed to schools in poor black areas which from time to time
record relatively high academic achievement scores. Some time
later, it frequently happens, the same schools slide down without
public notice.

It turns out that the momentary record of high achievement
hinged on the presence of an extraordinary principal. No structur-
al changes occurred and when the rare individual departed, so did
the main organizing force for progress.

This short review strongly suggests that the educational failure
of black public schools has resulted from governmental design
rather than from the absence of white children in the classrooms.
Just as clearly, it demonstrates once more that escape from these
ineffective schools is, as in the case of whites, a prerogative of
middle-class status.

Either the political power represented by middle-class parents
sufficed to guarantee an effective education in a few existing public
schools or there was resort to private schooling.

The great mass of minority children cannot be lost in the name
of a few who succeed nor can they be expected to buy their way
into educational effectiveness. There is nothing objectionable to
predominantly black schools in which all the children are learning.
But schools are not kept black in order to increase their quality.
Rather, it is in order to shortchange them that they are kept
separate.

Would there be black schools in a society without racism? Prob-
ably, just as there would be integrated schools as well. When race
ceases to be a signal for deprivation, the racial composition of
schools loses its significance. Until racism recedes drastically, it is
wise to continue pressing for desegregation.

This statement is then followed with citations to various litera-
ture and this is in reference to the questions I have mentioned in
the paper.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The information follows:]

CITATIONS To RELEVANT RESEARCH LITERATURE

Page 3
References to my own work include: "Research on School Desegregation: Review

and Prospect" (Chicago: Integrated Education Associates, 1965); "Desegregation Re-
search: An Appraisal (Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, 1968; 2nd -d., 1970);
"Minority Students: A Research Appraisal" (Washington, D.C.: Government Print-
ing Office, 1977); and "Minority Students in School and College: Experience and
Research" (to be published next year).

Page 4
The standard work on desegregation in Riverside, California is Harold B. Gerard

and Norman Miller, "School Desegregation: A Long-Term Study" (New York:
Plenum Press, 1975). An important critique is by Joan A. W. Linsenmeier and Paul
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M. Wortman, "The Riverside School Study of Desegregation: A Re-Examination,"
Research Review of Equal Education, 2 (Spring 1978), pp. 1-40. A statement on the
orientation toward minority students by Riverside teachers, made by the research
director of the school district, can be found in Weinberg, "Minority Students: A
Research Appraisal," pp. 233-234.

A striking personal example of such a realization of self-knowledge can be found
in the work of Carl C. Jorgensen, "The Socialization and Meaning of Sense of
Internal and External Control Among Black High School Students" (doctoral disser-
tation, University of Michigan, 1971).

The two studies of white children in the District of Columbia are Barbara Libar-
kin, "Interracial Living and the Racial Attitudes of White Children in Grades 3 to 6:
The White Child as a Minority in a Black School System" (master's thesis, Catholic
University of America, 1976) and Gretchen E. Schafft, "The Unexpected Minority:
White Children in an Urban School and Neighborhood" (doctoral dissertation,
Catholic University of America,- 1976). Summaries of both studies, written respec-
tively by Libarkin and Schafft, appear in two separate issues of Integrateduction:
"Racial Attitudes of Whites in Public and Private Schools," 15 (November-Decem-
ber 1977) 126-130 and "White Children in a Majority Black School: Together Yet
Separate," 14 (July-August 1976) 3-7.

Page 5
The work by Bond is "Black American Scholars" (Detroit: Balamp, 1972). The two

recent studies of Dunbar are Jervis Anderson, "A Very Special Monument," New
Yorker, March 18, 1978 and Thomas Sowell, "Black Excellence-the Case of Dunbar
High- School," Public Interest, Spring 1974. A sampling of work by Edmonds is
"Some Schools Work and More Can," Social Policy, March-April 1979) and "A
Division of the Literature and Issues Related to Effective Schooling," 1979, ERIC ED

- 170 394. _
Mary Hoover's article is "Characteristics of Black Schools at Grade Level: A

Description," Reading Teacher (April 1978).

Mr. EDWARDS. ThAnk you very much, Dr. Weinberg, and our
thanks to all of the witnesses. Your approach and this scholarly
analysis of the work that has been done is enlightening.

We have been studying this issue for a long time, and your
testimony is really immensely helpful.

We all have our opinions on all of these subjects of course, as you
all pointed out, but all of the members of the subcommittee are
pleased, I am sure, that the statistics seem to indicate that when
white students are in schools with minority students, it does not
diminish the capacity of the white students to do good work. That
is a very important point, and should be remembered when we are
talking about white flight, which we already have had a great deal
of testimony on.

Many cities where there is no busing still have the pattern of 5,
6, 7 percent per year white flight, which is very disturbing. Then
we have witnesses who come in and say that all white flight is
caused by desegregation of schools, and the busing that accompa-
nies it.

I am sure that the studies and the analyses of these issues are
made much more difficult by the day-to-day history of the public
education and the private education systems in the United States.
In California 15 years ago, even 10 years ago, we had free public
education that practically led the country in achievement. Now our
high schools are ranked in the middle, regardless of whether they
are-minority or majority, all-white schools, all-Hispanic schools, or
integrated schools. The picture is entirely different.

The picture is dismal. We are in the middle of achievement
testing and apparently rapidly going downhill. In term of finan-
cial support, we are in the lower third of contributions, I believe, in
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yearly money that the public spends on high schools. This, too, is
really very, very distressing.

In parts of California, and part of the area that I represent, we
will have high schools and grammar schools where the students
out of a possible 100 will average 4 to 7 percent in literacy, in
mathematics, and yet 20 miles away, say in the city of Palo Alto, or
Los Gatos, in all-white schools with affluent parents, the average in
testing will be 98 out of 100; 99, 96, 95.

Now, is it your testimony, Dr. Weinberg, that these same stu-
dents going over into the ghetto schools of the east side of San Jose
to the barrio schools, that these white students, if they somehow
ended up over there, they would still do as well as they are doing
in the Palo Alto and the Saratoga schools?

Dr. Miller, what do you think?
Dr. MILLER. I wouldn't argue that. I think that the data is more

mixed than my colleagues to the right do with respect to the effects
of desegregation programs on whites. I think that what we have
said is that most reviewers have concluded that, to a large extent,
that is what the massive studies seem to show, that there are not
detrimental effects, but I think if you look in individual studies, if
you look for cases where there has been white loss, that you can
find them; the question to ask is, what are the characteristics of
those instances, and can we make some sense out of them?

Dr. CRAIN. It is true that the research that has been done by a
lot of different people in a lot of different situations generally does
not find any pattern of a white decline in test scores in schools
with more minority students.

That usually means blacks. I should caution that there hasn't
been that much work done on predominantly black schools. Deseg-
regation plans normally don't create black-predominate schools, so
the kind of imagery that comes to my mind when I listen to you
talk about reassigning students by helicopter from Palo Alto to
Oakland, the imagery that comes to mind is taking a small number
of students out of Palo Alto and putting them in Oakland.

What actually happens in a desegregation plan is more like
Louisville, where Louisville Central High School was an all-black
high school, and it now has the local reputation of being the best
school in the city, but it is of course, three-quarters white now.

The school is 74 percent white. The fact that it was a black
school before desegregation and no one has any complaints about
performance there, it happens to have bused in some very affluent
suburban kids, and it is a really outstanding school.

Mike probably has done more work than anyone else on the
rather special situation when you have whites who are actually in
the minority in predominantly black schools.

Dr. WEINBERG. In the Coleman report in 1966, if you read one
part of it too rapidly, it seems to say this: That white children who
attended predominantly minority schools did worse in terms of
academic achievement than white children in predominantly white
schools. That statistical finding has been used in the past to argue
against desegregation from the point of view of harm to white
children, but as you examine those statistics a little more carefully,
you find, first of all, that there is a class factor at work. The white
families for the most part who remain in a neighborhood which has
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shifted, turned from all-white to primarily black, are the poorest
parents.

They can't afford to move, and therefore you are talking not
about white children in general.

You are talking about low-white families, and many of them in
fact may have a lower socioeconomic position than the black chil-
dren in that particular school. The fact that those white children,
those few white children, who are attending a predominantly mi-
nority school are achieving at -lower levels than one might expect
of white children is a expression not of harm that desegregation
has done to them, but rather their socioeconomic position.

There is one thing the public schools have done with both the
black and white children alike, and that is penalized them for their
social class.

Mr. EDWARDS. I think another thing that also could happen, Dr.
Weinberg, happened to a certain extent at Ravenswood High
School in San Mateo County, where a few white students were left
in a largely black high school. They did not necessarily come from
disadvantaged or lower income whites.

They came from dedicated white parents, who wanted their chil-
dren to have that experience, who took an interest in the school,
took an interest in their children's work, and the white students
had extraordinary records. I haven't looked at it in a long time, but
this was a number of years ago.

Dr. CRAIN. When I looked at high schools in the South, in 1972, I
looked at 200 southern high schools, and found that as best I could
adjust for income differences and so forth, the white students in
predominantly black schools had the highest test scores, and I, of
course, did not conclude from that that going to predominantly
black schools was somehow a superior education.

I think probably what was happening was that the more bigoted
white parents who were pulling out had kids who were not doing
as well and there was left behind the same kind of kids you were
talking about in Palo Alto.

Mr. EDWARDS. There seems to be a tendency in this country at
the present time of going back to the philosophy of the virtue of
separate but equal. I think that that statement can really not be
challenged. And I suppose that an all-black school and it is almost
impossible not to have a lot of them, given the patterns of housing
in this country-is just going to have to have to spend an awful lot
more time, devotion, and money on its students, because those
schools are necessarily unequal when they start out because of all
the things that you gentlemen mentioned-that we do have a
society that is largely run by whites, a business community that is
run by whites and so forth. In certain urban areas, we do-have all-
minority schools, some are going to be all-Hispanic schools, and I
know this is not quite the subject of our hearing today, but what is
the obligation of the local and State governments when it is not
feasible to integrate?

Dr. CRAIN. Clearly there are predominant minorities in central
cities, Los Angeles and two dozen others where based on what has
happened the last 20 years there is no reason to expect that stu-
dents there are going to be in desegregated schools.
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It is embarrassing that it took us about 12 years and God knows
how many million dollars to figure out that title I was a good idea
but I think the researchers have finally worked out all the bugs in
their research and have figured out that you can prove with a
computer that title I is a good idea, and that was a reasonable
policy, I think. The gut instincts of educators and Congress people
were a lot better than the computers and social scientists in 1965,
so it took us a while to catch up, but that is I think the only option
that we have got is to try feeding additional moneys from the
Federal level into those schools.

One of the problems especially referring to Bernie Gifford's talk
last week about the substantial inequalities of the Los Angeles
schools, but the major inequality in what is provided students is
the fact that they have an unstable teaching staff of young teach-
ers, and that is because every school system in the country assigns
teachers on the basis of seniority, and a very large number of
teachers opt out of teaching in minority schools, and no amount of
money is going-well, perhaps a very large amount of money would
make it possible to create a learning environment that people
would like to stay in. Most teachers will opt out if for no other
reason than they want to teach close to their homes. You are going
to have schools in East Los Angeles in which you are going to have
very high teacher turnover, and I do not think there is an easy
solution to that one.

Dr. WEINBERG. Responding to your question directly, what can
people in Government do? A new and emerging area of research is
called the study of intradistrict inequalities. I am speaking now of
the per student support that varies within the same school district
from one school to another, not between school districts but within
the same school district.

I would say in the last 2 or 3 years at the most there have been
more scholarly analyses of this question than have been published
in all our history, and it will I think expand. It tries to face up to a
very specific question, namely are schools attended by poor and
minority children being shortchanged by local school districts in
the way that Federal, State, and local finances and funds are
distributed from school to school?

In 1966 the Coleman report, reported that there were no signifi-
cant differences as between schools that were attended by minority
students and those by whites. But in the last 2 or 3 years enough
evidence has accumulated to put that misconception aside. So what
we are finding out more and more is that urban schools, especially,
are typified by a very significant inequality in the amount of
resources.

Now, Brown did not discuss that question. In fact the Supreme
Court in Brown said we are not going to discuss that question, the
question of resources and quality, and the NAACP lawyers agreed,
because they were afraid that if it were discussed they would have
gotten not a desegregation decision but a separate-but-truly-equal,
whatever that means, decision.

So, in large cities, say Los Angeles or Chicago or New York, the
differences between schools in the same district are fairly well
documented. For those schools that are going to remain heavily
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minority under the present system, you cannot have a system and
you do not have a system of equal apportionment of funds.

Now in the last couple of weeks there has been a very surprising
entry into this field by the Department of Justice. I think Mr.
Reynolds announced, the head of the Civil Rights Division, some-
what surprisingly, that the department is looking into these differ-
ences with a view toward restoring and protecting the constitution-
al rights of the children who are affected this way.

All I can say is that if this is so then this is the most unexpected
development and nevertheless is very important. I do not see this
as a substitute for desegregation, but as a supplement to it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Counsel?
Ms. COOPER. Dr. Crain, in your prepared statement I thought you

were suggesting that improved achievement of minority students
depended primarily if not exclusively on mixing of social classes
and the consequential faster teaching pace rather than infusion of
more resources, changed curriculum, or other factors. Is that your
view?

Dr. CRAIN. Yes, I think so. Of course, one of the things that
happens is that if you have got a school which is seen by the
community as a middle-class school it will have a greater chance of
getting the kind of educational reforms and new curricula and so
forth.

Basically I think what desegregation can do is simply provide a
collection of students which then will be seen by the community as
a good school, and they will take care of the school. So, I think it is
a matter of putting together the right set of classmates and other
things will tend to follow in time.

Ms. COOPER. Do we have the research evidence that those things
matter, that specific curriculum changes or teachers with higher
degrees make a difference?

Dr. MILLER. I think that there is some evidence that characteris-
tics of teachers are very important. There is good evidence that the
educational level and training of teachers is related in an outcome
sense to students' performance. I think that is one of the few solid
findings that we might all agree on.

Dr. CRAIN. We have also got a couple of pieces of clearly support-
ed research showing that certain kinds of curriculum changes are
important. So the research is limited, but there are some areas
where we can show that certain kinds of schools are better.

Dr. MILLER. But the general question that you raised is how
complete or incomplete is our understanding of how benefit does
arise in those circumstances in which it does, and the answer to
that is that our understanding of that process is very incomplete.
We do not have any clear-cut understanding of what goes on in
those cases in which benefit has occurred that would satisfy all
social scientists or most of them as to what is the real cause of that
occurrence. We have managed to reject or cast doubt on some
explanations, but we have not filled those gaps with new, satisfac-
tory ones.

Dr. WEINBERG. I would like to agree with Dr. Miller. Social
scientists, even those who have done most of the work and studied
desegregation achievement, have satisfied themselves with merely
recording a difference between what it was in September and what
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it was in May, or finding, a difference in scores between what it has
been under desegregation With what it was under segregation.
-Hardly ever do they raise a question of why did a difference occur,
that is, what are the dynamics in a classroom and school that lead
to a change in achievement? I have spent many years reading
research and I have come across very few examples of social scien-
tists who even ask that question. It is not that we have been
studying the question terribly hard and we have not come to it.
But very, very few social scientists have even asked the question. I
attribute that not to their obtuseness but the fact that they are not
practitioners.

Teachers are just dying to know why did it happen? Can I
replicate that? Can I do it myself in my own classroom? They look
at research from a very practical point of view, and I think that is
fine, but the social scientists generally have not dealt-with it that
way.

Now one social psychologist, a black social psychologist, it so
happens, himself went through this experience.

In fact, he attended elementary school in the District. He went to
an all-black elementary school .here and an all-black high school
here. Then he went to Harvard, and it was the first time he had
gone to school with white fellow students. The great self-discovery
he made, and he records it in his dissertation, is that he realized
for the first time that being white does not mean being better than.
In fact, in math classes he was a teaching assistant and he realized
he was one of the best students in class. This was the first time
that he had ever experienced, he says, a contradiction to the idea
that whites are superior.

He generalized it to say that desegregation creates a possibility,
and I agree with Miller, a possibility of beneficial change. So it
may be that one reason for black achievement rising, generally,
and only one. reason, may be that this reflects a more truthful,
more accurate self-conception. And that though we often think of
black children as being negative, knowing less than and so on, if
you have ever taught any large number of black children you know
you are just as likely to run across an extraordinarily bright kid.
You are just as likely to run across a group of children who, in the
main, are not deficient except in learning. That is to say they have
not been taught, in many cases. So we do not have to be on the
defensive about black children learning with white children in the
sense that the black children have to depend upon the whites. as
sort of a favor. That is not the situation, but I must say this is all
conjecture on my part, and based on my experience as a teacher,
but social scientists have not looked into this question, and it is
extraordinary when you think about it.

Dr. MILLER. It is important to add that the anecdote that Profes-
sor Weinberg described is not the typical anecdote. The average
difference in performance in the 6th grade class is 21/2 grade levels
equivalent between the black students and the white students, and
the average experience of those black students is going to be one of
failure in that setting, because the reward system in a school is
properly how well you perform academically. And if you are per-
forming at 21/2 grade levels equivalent below those of most of the
white students in the class that is not going to be an experience
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that you find rewarding and necessarily motivating. It is likely to
be a demoralizing experience. The trick is to figure out what kinds
of things can be dor.e in those circumstances so that the experience
is not one of demoralization.

Dr. WEMnBERG. I do not believe the evidence indicates that de-
moralization is, in fact, the general effect. What studies are you
thinking of? What cities do you have in mind?

Dr. MILLER. Well, it has in part to do with our conception of
what the literature shows and how positive we think it is. But.it
also has to do with our attention to the process that goes on within
classrooms, that if we simply ignore what is going on in classrooms
and hope that things will magically turn out the way we would like
them to that we may get ourselves into serious trouble in terms of
achieving the outcomes that we desire, and that attention to the
fact that this may be a very serious problem for students and for
teachers teaching a sixth grade class, attention to that fact is the
first step to getting us to deal with it.

Dr. WEINBERG. No doubt.
Dr. CRAIN. Let me referee this one. I think I see a depressing

compromise between the two positions. I think it is commonsense
that if you are talking about a desegregated classroom where there
is, as there often is, a noticeable achievement difference between
the whites and the blacks in the room, that this is going to leave
the blacks affected. I think Meyer Weinberg's point is that there is
not good evidence that that disaffection is any greater than it is in
a segregated school, where very often rather than having simply
the black groups in the classrooms disaffected you will have the
whole school building disaffected. I think that probably is closer to
the truth in some of the places I have worked.

Ms. COOPER. That leads me to also question you, Dr. Miller, in
your feeling or conclusion that it is not really a net gain, if, as in
Louisville, black scores go up but remain significantly lower than-
the average white scores. Is that a fair summary?

Dr. MILLER. Ideally what we would like to see in all chidren is
that they are performing up to their maximum capability. Sure,
that is a fine goal to have.

Looking at it from another perspective, if we look at desegrega-
tion as some kind of remedial program designed to cure certain
social ills, then one has to ask what are the social ills, and does
desegregation make headway toward them.

Now, we may have different answers depending on which partic-
ular social ills we look at. But if we are trying to talk about the
ability to compete in the economic marketplace, then it seems to
me that the most sensible definition of academic benefit is one that
looks at black gains relative to white gains. And for that reason I
would argue that gains on the part of both groups of equal magni-
tude, although from one criterion those gains are important and
desirable, from the standpoint of another they are not.

So if you are asking am I opposed to it or do I think it is a bad
thing if both groups improve, no, I think it is a good thing for
people to improve. I do not want to be trapped into saying that, but
I am saying in terms of this specific goal of being able to compete
in the economic marketplace we would want a different criteria.
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Ms. COOPER. Well, Dr. Crain, the other day a report came out
from Michigan State University indicating that in New Castle
County, test scores had shown gain for both whites and blacks.
Black elementary students, for example, started out before busing
0.4 years behind the national average. After busing they were 0.1
years ahead of the national average.

The white students began before busing about a year ahead of
the average, and 2 years after busing they were 2.4 years ahead.
. Because the white achievement was significantly more than the

black achievement, the gap had widened, although both blacks and
whites had improved after the desegregation plan had been in
effect for a couple of years.

How would you characterize this? The report characterizes it as
a success.

Dr. CRAIN. First of all I characterize it as a bit of a mystery. The
achievement tests administered by the New Castle County school
system show gains in white achievement which are incredibly
large. According to those test reports the white students in New
Castle County are learning at a rate three times the national
average over a 2-year period. There could be a lot of things hapen-
ing in New Castle. It is a brand new school system because it is a
metropolitan plan with a brand new superintendent with an effort
to unify a .curriculum which had initially been in 11 school dis-
tricts. I think almost anything is possible to come out of New
Castle. I would like to hold back a little bit.

By contrast, Jefferson County's metropolitan plan is a little bit
simpler, and the research department in Jefferson County is a good
deal better than the one in New Castle. So I am a little reluctant
to make any interpretation.

The question of how good should one feel if both white scores and
black scores go up after desegregation, is a value question. It is not
something that a social scientist could be much help on.

Dr. WEINBERG. I sent away for that report but I have already
seen an earlier report from that study which dealt with parental
evaluations of desegregation in New Castle County. Black parents
are far more enthusiastic about the desegregation experience of
their children. My guess would be that one reason for it is the fact
that their children's scores are going up or that increased achieve-
ment is manifesting itself in some other way, perhaps more study-
ing is being done, whatever the case is. I would like to emphasize
that we should not pooh-pooh, from the parents' point of view, a
school experience where they finally see their children learning
more, because in one school system after another the typical expe-
rience that the longer they stay in the school system the greater
their disadvantage is in terms of scores. So, if the situation has
taken a turn for the better I think to the parents that would be
extremely important.

Now, in terms of the magnitude of the white increase, that "L
unusual, to say the least. Not that it went up. It may go up now
and then but I looked twice when I saw the figure. It may be a
misprint. Next week it may be corrected, you know. But it is an
extraordinary increase. I would wonder why it increased that
much, especially when you keep in mind that there was a strike of
teachers at the beginning of the school year. I am not so sure
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which school year the testing covers, but at one point, I think the
first year, in fact the first months of desegregation in New Castle
County there was a widespread teachers' strike, not so much in
Wilmington, black teachers, as white teachers out in the county. I
find it a little hard to believe that there was that kind of an
increase under those kinds of conditions.

Dr. CRAIN. A last comment on that. Desegregation provides a
very peculiar and unique opportunity for a school superintendent
because he suddenly has an opportunity to accomplish a lot of
things that he did not have the clout to do before and can blame it
on the judge.

A good example is Detroit, which took a desegregation order and
used it to create a massive vocational education program.

Another example is from Jefferson County where the county,
this is the affluent, white suburban county, came to the judge and
said, as best I have been able to find out, which of course is not
written down, "We have this problem. We have a nice, affluent
school district but we have never been able to persuade the voters
to allow us to establish a kindergarten."

So they said would you please order us to establish kindergarten,
and the judge did. I think over the next few years we will see some
definite improvements in the white schools in Jefferson County
because of the establishment of kindergarten.

Mr. WEINBERG. Whether they do it or not is another question.
Occupational or career education in Boston has profited greatly
from desegregation. In this last academic year, 1979-80, they
opened the Humphrey Occupational Resource Center, a $40 million
structure which is now an all-city facility where high school stu-
dents go to their home high school in the morning or afternoon and
come to the ORC, the occupational resource center, in the after-
noon. No single school could do it if it were simply a neighborhood
vocational high school. Again, it has to be attributed to the clout
that the court has because the judge found specifically that voca-
tional educational facilities of the Boston school system were very
deeply flawed by deliberate segregation, and therefore this is one
way of remedying it. It is very new and one should not make big
claims, though they have high expectations.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Crain, your testimony seems to be, as counsel for majority

pointed out, more class-conscious than it is race-conscious. I take it
when you speak in terms of blacks you are talking about low-
income blacks and not middle- or upper-income blacks.

Dr. CRAIN. Yes, sir.
Mr. BOYD. And conversely when you speak about whites you are

speaking about upper- or middle-income whites?
Dr. CRAIN. What I am saying is I am speaking about the average

group.
Mr. BOYD. I take it there is no difference in achievement between

low-income blacks and low-income whites, they both achieve on the
same relatively poor level relative to other students, is that right?

Dr. CRAIN. Low-income whites score higher than low-income
blacks.

Mr. BOYD. Why do you suppose that is?
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Dr. CRAIN. I do not know. It will take another 50 to 100 years to
erase the total effects of slavery, which is a quick answer, and
what it means is I do not know, but I think there are major social
problems which carry over from that.

Mr. BOYD. Which are outside the school?
Dr. CRAIN. They are not entirely outside the school.
Dr. MILLER. Our measure of social class is a complex measure. As

we conceptualize it it consists of several dimensions, and there may
be some aspects of social class that bear on a history of a lack of
education that is more true for the black group than it is for the
lower-class white group. I think some have estimated that 100
years ago or 110 years ago only 5 percent of all blacks had as much
as a kindergarten year of education on the average.

Now of course when you average things it smooths over these big
differences. There must have been some who were quite educated,
but it could be that coming from a tradition like that takes a long
time to overcome, that on income measures the two groups may be
relatively similar today, lower-class whites and lower-class blacks,
but in terms of this history of background they may differ, and
maybe that is what he is talking about.

Dr. WEINBERG. If I could reply to that, I have looked into low-
income white schools and low-income black schools in Chicago in
the last 3 or 4 years, comparing their achievement scores, and I
find they are more or less the same. Then, on the other hand, I
looked for middle-class black schools, of which I can only find one
in Chicago.

The middle-class black school is a 90-percent black school, John
J. Pershing School, very tiny school, 300 enrollment, in Chicago
that is very tiny. They outscore in achievement scores numerous
white middle-class schools in town, way over in the white segre-
g ted areas; many of those schools score lower than Pershing

hool does.
Mr. BOYD. Were they of similar size?
Dr. WEINBERG. They are bigger, because there is no other ele-

mentary school in Chicago that small.
Mr. BOYD. So this is a smaller school and presumably smaller

classrooms.
Dr. WEINBERG. I think the classroom size is about the same. The

crucial difference between the lower-class black school and Per-
shing is that Pershing draws on a middle-class residential area in a
very geographically restricted area, and that is all it can hold. The
school can hold only the kids who live in those few blocks. So it is
an unusual circumstance.

Mr. BOYD. So the achievement level, though, is affected to a large
degree not only by the social class in terms of income but also by
motivation which comes from the home?

Dr. WEINBERG. Sure. I am sorry, in Los Angeles there is a school,
Windsor Hills, which was a 100 percent or 95 percent white upper-
middle-class neighborhood. Then it changed and became 90 percent
black, although economically the same level. In other words, black
engineers moved in and took the place of white engineers, and
black lawyers and so on. But as soon as the racial composition of
Windsor Hills changed, the neighborhood and the school, the level
of the school, the quality of education, dropped.
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Parents, for example, now had to fight to get what used to be a
matter of course in the school when it was a white area. So even
though the class did not change, although black and white class
are really not quite the same-but anyway, on the face of it, the
class situation did not change-the racial consideration was crucial
and the black parents had to, and as far as I know, still continue to
fight very hard in an organized way to get what the school used to
get without problems when it was white.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Miller, if we are talking about increases in the
segregated setting between white achievement and black achieve-
ment, white achievement increasing at a faster rate than black
achievement even in a desegregated setting, I suppose that has
something to do with the environment at home with white middle-
class students and black lower-class students. How do we speed
that up in a school setting to make each group of students achieve
at the same rate? You cannot do it by mandated busing, necessar-
ily, and you cannot do it by desegregation plans alone. How does
one achieve that? And if one can achieve it, how does it impact
ultimately on the economic capacity to earn?

Dr. MILLER. I wish I had a simple answer. I wish somebody did. I
think that we have to come to understand the process in the
classroom to know what to do that will be more effective.

Now, as Professor Crain has mentioned and as I have alluded to,
people have begun to try some different ways of organizing the
classroom learning structure that seem to fairly consistently pro-
duce better learning no matter who the school is. It remains Lo be
seen whether in school systems or individual schools that use these
procedures, it remains to be seen whether this results in an equal
rate of advancement of both groups or whether in other circum-
stances it does something for closing the achievement gap that
separates children.

Right now I suppose many people are happy with either outcome.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
Dr. CRAIN. To some degree this is a matter of values-whether a

glass is half full or half empty. I look at the Jefferson County
results and I see what are to me sizable gains for black students.
The fact that the gap between blacks and whites has not closed is
disappointing, but I feel good about what we have got. I feel the
same way about some of the new reading curricula and some of the
other strategies that have been developed out of various education-
al plans across the country. None of them have solved the problem
by themselves, and I do not think we will see the problem solved in
the next 20 years. We will see it worked on, and I will take
whatever progress we can get.

Mr. BOYD. Would you agree that it would be impossible to solve
the problem without some sort of improvement in the environmen-
tal attitude with regard to education? If, as you say, lower income
blacks have a history, going back 100 and so years in some cases
without an educational background and without familiarity with
educational motivation, then how do you rectify that in a way that
is demonstrated in the economic market?

Dr. CRAIN. There was research done to attempt to answer one
question which was, "How do you take a largely undeveloped labor
force and give them the values that thc- need in order to punch a

88-140 0-82--27
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time clock at 7:30 in the morning and do all the other things you
have to do?" His conclusion was the way you do that was to build a
factory, because in India and South America people are very re-
sponsive and he found, for example, that after you built the factory
people who worked there would start reading the newspapers. You
do not have to train them first to read a newspaper, and then build
the factory.

So, I do not think we have to wish for some way to rebuild the
black home. I think we just build the best schools we can and it
will change eventually. It is going to take a while.

Mr. BoYD. One more question. Everything that you three gentle-
men have said seems to hinge, as we have discussed, on the pres-
ence of middle-class whites in the school system. Dr. Crain said it is
important to have a predominantly middle-class white school popu-
lation. The concern which prompted these hearings was not so
much a concern about desegregation, not so much a concern about
the presence of a black student at a desk next to a white student,
but rather concerns about court-mandated busing and the per-
ceived inconvenience and ineffectiveness which flows from it in
many cases.

If, indeed, you have white flight occurring as a result of a percep-
tion of a poor academic atmosphere, as a result of the inconve-
nience of time and distance which students are forced to travel,
and therefore a resultant decrease in the white middle-class stu-
dent population, as it has been documented in previous hearings,
how do you effectively desegregate?

Dr. CRAIN. I think the only way to deal with that question is to
work out what the pattern of white flight is in different kinds of
situations. There is a good deal of good research on white flight.
now, and there is surprising agreement among people who started
out politically on the opposite ends of the spectrum.

White flight is exacerbated by a court order which puts whites
into predominantly black schools, which reassigns whites out of the
home school and predictably reassigns them to schools in black
neighborhoods.

Now, it is in the nature of the arithmetic that if you had a
predominantly white school as, for example, New Castle County,
then the schools are going to be predominantly white. That is
straightforward. What is not so straightforward is that the blacks
wind up riding the buses all the time. In Wilmington it is 9 years
out of 12 that blacks ride the buses, and only 3 years out of 12 the
whites ride the buses. That is not malicious. That is just the way
the arithmetic works out.

So in situations where a school district is three-quarters white
and one-quarter black, the problems of white flight are relatively
small and containable, and that makes things rather cheery since
the public schools in the United States are 80-some-odd percent
majority, I guess. Most of the places that we are talking about
having problems with white flight is not because it will cripple a
desegregation plan.

When you get to a school district like Detroit-I guess Detroit
was probably 60 percent black at the time of Milliken-in that
situation the judge said we cannot desegregate every school, so we
will write off half of the ghetto and desegregate the other half,
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creating schools that are about 50-50 black and white. That is
done. There was considerable white flight, but also considerable
desegregation, but not as much as you might wish.

When you get to a situation like contemporary Philadelphia
where the public schools I guess are close to 80 percent black, in
that situation the kind of traditional desegregation plan is not
going to work, and as far as I know no one is going to ask for it.
You can get almost as much desegregation in Philadelphia with a
voluntary plan as you could with a mandatory plan, because when
the school system is 80 percent black the amount of white flight
you get might will equal the amount of desegration you get from
mandatory desegregation. Mandatory desegregation is canceled out
by white flight when the district is 80 percent black. We are
talking about a fairly small amount of districts. Nobody is propos-
ing desegregation for Philadelphia, and I guess nobody is going to.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Weinberg, do you have a comment?
Dr. WEINBERG. This last comment, the State Commission on

Human Relations in Pennsylvania is insisting on desegregation in
Philadelphia, but they never got a court to order it. Whether it can
be done or not I do not know.

I was in Chicago about 3 weeks ago and one of the things I
looked at were these two schools, one black, one white, and both
groups of parents, white and black, are objecting to the desegrega-
tion. This was mentioned in Dr. Miller's statement. It is true,
however, that these reflect different evaluations. The white parents
who do not want that plan say that we do not want our kids to go
to another neighborhood for a school. By the way, they abut each
other; the schools are some seven blocks apart. And the leader of
the black protest said, "Well, it is not that we object to our kids
going back, that school is no better than this one."

But everyone in the neighborhood knows there is a third reason,
and that is that for black adults to be caught in that white neigh-
borhood is to almost guarantee they wculd be beaten up in the
past. It is not safe to desegregate, and the black parents had great
fears that their children would be mistreated in that other neigh-
borhood.

I drove through both neighborhoods. They are carbon copies of
each other. The same dreary houses, three-flats, broken concrete.
The streets are in bad repair. I was there about a quarter to 9 in
the morning because I wanted to see how it was before school
started, and it really was extraordinary how alike the people are
and their class, in a sense. And it so happens that because they are
cheek by jowl with each other that it is easier to desegregate them.
You do not need buses, although the black parents were afraid
their children would have to walk through a dark viaduct, and the
question came up that maybe we ought to have a bus, but it is not
desegregation by busing, nothing of the sort, because they just
walk, some of them two blocks, some five blocks, and the most
seven blocks.

Dr. CRAIN. I do not want to make our picture of Chicago more
negative than it should be. You do take the position that a court-
ordered desegregation plan could desegregate many schools there,
that there is something to be done?

Dr. WEINBERG. Oh, yes, certainly.
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Dr. MILLER. Another thing needs to be said about your question.
On the face of it it seems straightforward, if you have massive
white flight and you use your middle-class students, and all of you
folks are saying you need predominantly middle-class classrooms to
do some good, are you not going to be in real trouble?

Another side of that is that the studies that we do that suggest
that you need middle-class students are not studies that enable one
to infer causal events. They are correlational studies, and we do
not really know what it is about those situations where there seem
to be benefits when the white kids are more middle class. It may
not have anything to do with their middle-class backgrounds. It
may have to do with what goes on in those school districts. It may
have to do with things that go on in those particular classrooms or
the teachers who teach those classes. We may discover that the
social-class composition is not as important as we thought.

That just emphasizes what I said before, that we need a better
understanding of the process. We used to think that the process
would be something like this, that when you put these poor kids in
with middle-class white kids that they will adopt middle-class
achievement values, there will be some kind of personality change,
there will be some kind of adoption of new standards or norms by
the minority kids; they will adopt what the majority of kids in that
classroom are doing.

Most of our work now suggests that process may have been a
good, creative idea, but that is not the way things happen.

Other theorizing from other segments of social science says,. well,
kids engage in some kind of comparison between themselves and
others with respect to relevant things that are going on in school
itself, how well you are doing in school, and in that comparison
process you gain information about where you stand relative to
others.

Reasoning based on that kind of theorizing would argue that it
would be better to mix kids who are equivalent in their social class
rather than to mix minority kids with whites or a higher social
class. We do not know yet what the answer is.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. In previous hearings we have had a number of

witnesses that have discussed court-ordered busing or voluntary
busing plans as a means of desegregation, and I believe that the
testimony is rather overwhelming to the effect that it can be
successful in implementing a desegregation order if there is com-
munity support, community understanding, support by local news-
papers and by political leaders. In those areas where we have had
the worst trouble, we have had political leaders including mayors
and members of the school boards themselves and even members of
Congress saying that the plans would not work, and that somehow
they are bad for the community and for America.

Would you say the same thing insofar as your studies of these
areas and desegregation plans throughout the country are con-
cerned? That the statistics get skewed, so to speak, not only by
splendid principle, but also by the degree of support and coopera-
tion that is found in each particular community?
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Dr. CRAIN. Yes, sir. It can be confusing though. The New York
Times wrote an article about the wonderful desegregation of
Greenville, S.C. I went to Greenville a few years later and Green-
ville had done a wonderful job of not getting any bad publicity.
That was the-only thing they had done right.

I walked into a white high school. A quarter of those students in
that school were black. The annual big school play was "Oklaho-
ma" and there was not a single black. Things sure as hell can go
wrong, and that was a living example of it.

Jefferson County had lots and lots of bad publicity, but they are
actually doing a pretty good job. So in some ways I think noise is
not a bad thing necessarily. It wakes people up.

Dr. WEINBERG. It also helps to have a Federal judge who insists
that the constitutional violation be done away with. There are
cases where there was pretty fair community acceptance but there
was no main direction and the thing sort of floundered, and under
those conditions it does not do much good to have general receptiv-
ity to the desegregation program.

On the other hand, also, there were cases in the South, in the
late sixties mostly, maybe early seventies, where everybody said,
every mayor and councilman said what they should have said.
Somehow they ran out of followers, so that it did not do much good.
So it is not an absolute 1-to-1 correspondence between community
acceptance and leadership and making the thing go.

We can talk about specific cases, but probably the most horren-
dous example is Boston, because in Boston you had public officials
including Congressmen and State representatives and State sena-
tors, mayors, school committee members who did almost everything
they could to stand in the way of the desegregation order being
carried out. It was in this case that you had a Federal judge who
pretty well stuck to his guns. However, there was a whole aura of
violence and unpunished violence which was allowed to develop
and still exists today to some degree, although it is localized in one
particular high school out of 17. The elementary schools, of course,
were never any problem with violence. So it is very difficult to get
community understanding when you have to work at it.

You mentioned the press. The former school reporter for the
Detroit Free Press, who probably knows as much as many special-
ist lawyers in the field because he has had to report the story for
years-he now is in San Francisco-has argued at one point that
the newspapers, the press does not lead the public, it is the other
way around. In other words, he was saying that the newspapers are
as racist in their practices and in their reporting of racial matters
and that in many cities they are not the enlightened people in the
town. So one has to take that into account.

Yet I cannot think of one city I have been in and studied who
would not rather have the press on their side, that is in terms of
accepting the desegregation program. In Louisville the judge even
tried to get the press and did succeed in getting the press to adopt
a sort of list of guidelines governing how they would report the
story, sort of report it on the positive side. There was hell to pay
from various people in journalism at that kind of a thing. Also
there was an effort to do that in Boston, but no other community,
to my knowledge, has done that. Yet in almost every case I know of
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there is a strong effort by both sides of the argument to win over
the press.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
MS. COOPER. I just have one more question, something that was

mentioned earlier by Dr. Crain about tendencies within desegregat-
ed schools to resegregate by various intentional and perhaps unin-
tentional techniques. One such practice that appears to lead to
resegregation within a desegregated school is ability grouping,
tracking.

Earlier you testified that you theorized that minority students
did better because of the perception of the teacher that it was a
higher ability group and paced accordingly. Now parents of
brighter students want their kids to be tracked for the same sort of
reason. I think that they think that the pace will be faster and
they will learn more. Those kinds of competing interests it seems
to me are irreconcilable. Would you comment on that?

Dr. CRAIN. I do not think they are irreconcilable. I think an
intelligent white middle-class parent, who has had the misfortune
to spend as much time in this business as I have had, would
conclude that it is OK for the classroom to have some low-ability
students in it or some disadvantaged students in it. What he or she
will demand is that the classroom be majority middle class. And
since a classroom which is majority middle class and has some
minority students in it seems to be the classroom which has the
highest potential for minority student achievement, that is a com-
promise that will work, and since most desegregated schools are
predominantly white it is possible to pull that off.

When I get involved in a community I get fairly angry when I
see a school which is 75 percent white and where there are white
parents insisting that the school be tracked so that the majority of
kids in the school can be protected from this very powerful, appar-
ently, minority of disadvantaged students, which I think is silly.

In most cases, in elementary school, there is no educational
justification for ability grouping through probably grade 7 or 8.
There simply is no educational justification for it. It is absolutely
not necessary.

Ms. COOPER. It does not do them any good?
Dr. CRAIN. No, the high-ability students do not benefit from the

tracking, and the low-ability students are harmed by it.
I am the only person I know who is a supporter of tracking in

secondary schools.
I think in secondary schools students will tend to track them-

selves on the basis of the courses they take. A student assigned to
calculus is going to be in a middle-class classroom. There is nothing
that they can do to desegregate that classroom.

I think you have to make sure that homerooms, gyms, and the
lineup of the classes are strictly distributed by ability so that they
are not tracked. Beyond that the students are going to track them-
selves and I do not think that is altogether harmful. Everyone I
know disagrees with me on that. You try to limit as much tracking
as possible, but I have no problem with it. I think tracking is
certainly harmful in the elementary school. There are a lot of
predominantly black classrooms in predominantly black schools.
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Ms. COOPER. How much resegregation is going on? Can we blame
resegregation by whatever means for some if not most of the wid-
ening gap between black achievement and white achievement
scores as students progress through their school careers?

Dr. MILLER. In the absence of specific programs resegregation is
the common event in desegregated schools. We have done now
numerous observational studies in schools in Los Angeles, some of
which are naturally desegregated, some of which were part of a
busing program, and you see in desegregated classrooms clear rese-
gregation on the playground and clear resegregation within the
classroom.

Now, this doesn't necessarily have to occur. It occurs much more
clearly for girls than it does for boys. We think this has something
to do with differences in the kinds of games and sports that the
two groups play. Girls play games that take one or two people,
hopscotch or tetherball or jump rope, whereas the teams that boys
have are larger teams, and you have to recruit from a wider array
of kids, and so that reduces that problem somewhat, but that is the
typical finding.

It is in some sense no different than sex segregation which is
even stronger in the elementary school, and that too will persist,
unless you decide that you don't want it, and take steps to institute
programs that will do something about loosening those boundaries;
but those racial boundaries and those gender boundaries are
strong, a basis for-organizing social events, and occur within the
classroom as well as outside the classroom.

Ms. COOPER. Is there any reason to believe that that tendency
has an effect on academic achievement?

Dr. MILLER. I believe that the two things are independent. The
social relations are in a substantial way independent of the aca-
demic relations. That view has been a common one up until now,
and I don't know that anybody else holds it.

Dr. CRAIN. Norman, what about resegregation, the term used the
other way, the separation of students into separate classes by abili-
ty? Do you think that is academically harmful?

Dr. MILLER. I wanted to talk to you later and ask you about the
research that you were referring to. I can imagine important rea-
sons why in some cases ability grouping might not be bad in
desegregated classrooms, especially if it has to do with certain
content areas.

I can think of reasons on both sides of it, and I wanted to ask
you about the evidence you were talking about. It is certainly the
case that it doesn't matter what you do, whether you group them
by ability or whether you don't, the kids know what is going on.

If you don't have ability grouping, they know who is the good
reader and who is the bad reader, so from that standpoint, it just
doesn't make any difference.

Now, there may be other important differences in terms of how
teachers treat these two groups, and how they get funneled over
the long course of education, how they get funneled into different
programs, and there is certainly a lot of evidence from labeling
theory, which says once you tell a person he is a certain way, that
it is sort of self-fulfilling, and he acts to confirm what you have
told him he is.



418

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. We are going to have to go now, because the

House is going into session, but when you get back home I hope
you will each write us about what we ought to do about public
education in this country, which is not the subject of today's hear-
ing. We are all in a state of shock about the declining scores not
only of minority children but of the privileged whites of America,
the competition that we are losing against overseas adversaries,
especially in science and in mathematics and in all the various
aspects of technological advancement that we need in this country.

In fact, I read in the paper yesterday, that high school students
average 4 or 5 hours of homework per week, but 5 hours of televi-
sion watching per day. What effect does that have on them being
thoughtful creative adults? But the information that you gave us
today is very valuable and we thank you very much for splendid
testimony.

[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]



SCHOOL DESEGREGATION

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 1981

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITrEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 2226,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding..

Present: Representative Edwards.
Staff present: Janice E. Cooper and Thomas Boyd.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
In the last few weeks, we have learned a good deal about the

status of school desegregation in this country. A lot of the news is
better than expected. We have learned that, when done properly,
school desegregation not only vindicates the constitutional rights of
minority children, but it also can provide substantial educational
benefits to all students, and in addition, reap social benefits for the
entire community.

Of course, we also know that it has not always worked out that
way. What made the difference? Our first witness today is in a
unique position to help answer that question and focus our desegre-
gation efforts in the most productive way.

Dean Willis Hawley of the Center for Education and Human
Development at Vanderbilt University served as the chairman of
the panel that, for 7 years, studied virtually everything that is
known about school desegregation. They came to some important
conclusions as to what school systems can do that can improve
their chances of successful desegregation.

Dean Hawley, we welcome you. Without objection your full state-
ment will be made a part of the record. In addition, without objec-
tion we will include in the record the article from the New York
Times, Wednesday, September 16, regarding your report.

We are delighted to have you here and you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF WILLIS D. HAWLEY, DEAN, GEORGE PEABODY
COLLEGE FOR TEACHERS, VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY, NASH-
VILLE, TENN.
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for the invita-

tion to address the subcommittee.
The introduction of legislation in Congress that will prohibit not

only the executive branch, but the courts from ordering busing has
revived the debate about whether school desegregation has worked.
A reasonable argument can be made that few communities have
engaged in an all-out effort to find out.

(419)
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However, given the substantial resistance to desegregation in
cities around the country, it is striking that the available evidence
indicates that desegregation has been, more often than not, of
benefit to the students involved.

But, rather than ask have our efforts in the past generally been
effective, it is important to know whether there are specific strate-
gies that, if adapted to local conditions and if implemented with
commitment, would result in more positive outcomes for students
and communities.

As part of a continuing effort that began in 1974, my colleagues
and I have recently analyzed more than 1,200 books, articles, stud-
ies, reports, papers, and court cases and interviewed 170 persons
with knowledge and experience related to school desegregation.

The persons who have been involved in this recent 2-year study,
which was funded by the Office for Civil Rights and the National
Institute of Education, come from nine universities, the Education
Commission of the States, and the Rand Corp.

As a result of this extensive examination of the available infor-
mation, and knowledge, one can say that there are a number of
things school systems can do that are likely to increase the effec-
tiveness of desegregation.

The effectiveness of school desegregation must be measured
against different and various goals. In our study, we were con-
cerned with the effects of policies and practices on the reduction of
racial isolation, the avoidance of resegregation, white flight within
schools and among school systems, improved race relations, aca-
demic achievement, and community support for public education.

The context for desegregation and the chances for success in a
given community are shaped by the pupil assignment plan. Com-
prehensive plans which are the product of intensive consultation
with parents and decisive action to reduce racial isolation and
increase educational quality are most likely to be effective.

More specifically, pupil reassignment plans are most likely to be
effective across a range of goals when they:

Begin the desegregation of students at the earliest age possible;
Are mandatory but provide parents with educational options

both within and among schools. Magnet programs can be effective
when there are a substantial number of minority students in a
school system. They are most effective in reducing racial isolation
in the context of a mandatory plan;

Enrich the curriculum in all schools, not only in "magnet"
schools;

Affect the entire community and all ages of children simulta-
neously; phasing in plans results in greater resistance and exits
from public schools. Plans such as this by themselves trouble and
encourage white flight and generally destroy confidence in their
own systems;

Take into account the special needs of different racial and ethnic
groups;

Encourage stability in teacher-student and student-student rela-
tionships and otherwise reduce the uncertainties parents have
about where their children will attend school and who will be
responsible for their education;
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Retain a "critical mass" of students of any given race or ethnic
group; that is, 15-20 percent, in each school, if possible; and

That percentage may vary by the character of minority popula-
tion in the school, the nature of residential patterns in the commu-
nity, and other factors.

Mixing students by race and ethnicity establishes the basic condi-
tions for desegregated schooling, but it is what happens in schools
and classrooms that determines student outcomes. What happens
at the end of the bus ride and within classrooms is what makes the
difference. Among the things school systems can do to increase the
likelihood that desegregation will improve achievement and race
relations and avoid resegregation within schools are:

Create schools and instructional groupings within schools of lim-
ited size that provide supportive environments in which teachers
can know most students and can provide continuity in learning
experiences. We are talking here about schools within schools,
smaller schools, strategies of instruction and other programs,
should have desegregated administrative, teaching, and counseling
staffs.

Develop multiethnic curriculums-but I should note that in and
of themselves those curriculums may not be effective. Let me note
that we often approach the problem of human relations as a kind
of separate activity, a brotherhood day or a once-a-week session
where there is an announcement that says that we will now talk
about human relations. These kinds of programs are not likely to
be effective.

Make human relations the fundamental component of everything
that is done in that school.

Maximize direct parental involvement in the education of their
children. Let me note here that schools are not used to doing such
things. School desegregation places a special demand on schools to
take the initiative in seeking parents out. One of the problems
that, of course, is created by school desegregation is that parents
sometimes are at greater distances from the schools than they
would otherwise be.

There is a rather simple answer to that in many communities
and that is to bring the school to the parents in the form of holding
teacher-parent meetings, PTA meetings, and the like in the school
nearest the student's homes, in community centers, and other
places in the community such as, for example, a housing project, if
there is one involved, or in churches and the like.

Discourage interstudent competition while holding high and at-
tainable expectations for individual students.

Maintain discipline through clear rules of student behavior that
are consistently and fairly enforced.

Maximize participation in extracurricular programs that provide
opportunities for interracial interaction. That is somewhat more
difficult than it sounds and it means that school systems should
plan early to have effective interracial integration outside the
classroom. If you want to have an interracial orchestra, for exam-
ple, you must have a strings program in primary schools.

Two serious threats to the effectiveness of school desegregation
are flight of the middle class from public schools and what we
might call system overload. Some things which are most effective
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in reducing racial isolation-for example, mandatory reassignment
of whites to schools in minority neighborhoods-or enhancing
achievement and race relations-for example, desegregating kin-
dergartens-also can increase the flight to suburban or to private
schools in some cases.

School systems can reduce the overall effects of middle class
flight by providing accurate and thorough information to parents,
involving the community in the development of the assignment
plan, acting promptly, minimizing disruption, actively recruiting
private school parents, taking the offensive in providing news to
the media, creating incentives for integrated housing, and pursuing
metropolitan-wide desegregation programs and plans-including
cross district voluntary programs-and providing diverse and ad-
vanced curriculums.

School systems undergoing desegregation are often experiencing
other changes such as enrollment losses because of birth rate de-
clines and suburbanization.

It might be important to emphasize that school desegregation
might be the lightning rod for concern about a broad range of
educational issues throughout the country because it is clearly the
most visible thing in the lives of many parents. I might add, for
example, that the extent of the change in birth rate is really
dramatic. Congress will witness that very soon as reapportionment
takes its toll on the north and we see increases in delegations from
California and from Florida and throughout the Sunbelt. For exam-
ple, in many northeastern districts that are not undergoing deseg-
regation, one can expect about a 4-percent decline in the white
student population of the city per year.

If we look across the country, we that see there is a declining
proportion of the white population in all schools taken at as a
whole-about almost 2 percent a year. That pattern is true though
to a lesser extent, in private schools as well and it is important to
keep that context in mind when you talk about the problem of
white flight.

In any case, these population changes are taking place.
Other changes in schools undergoing desegregation include the

introduction of programs for students who are disadvantaged,
handicapped, and have limited proficiency in English, demands to
reduce drug abuse and teenage pregnancy and to provide instruc-
tion in health, free enterprise, and consumer and environmental
protection, controversy over textbook content, and, more recently,
tax revolts. All of this can overload a system and overwhelm even
the most able teachers and administrators.

So desegregating school systems have a special responsibility,
therefore, to provide support and professional development oppor-
tunities to teachers and principals.

Let me add an aside. Congress has an opportunity to provide
some support in this regard. Moreover, in-service training needs to
be continuous and responsive to the specific problems with which
educators are troubled. I would note that school systems as a whole
do a relatively poor job of in-service training as compared to indus-
try. The amount of effort that the public sector places in the
training of its personnel is disgraceful.
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In providing professional development opportunities, desegrega-
tion should not be treated as a separate event that is unrelated to
tasks of providing quality education, maintaining order and other-
wise achieving the various missions of the public schools.

The strategies identified here carry no guarantees. School deseg-
regation, like any other educational policy, depends fundamentally
for its success on the commitment and capabiity of school person-
nel and the support of those on whom schools most depend, espe-
cially parents.

Debates over school desegregation are often dominated by myth,
anecdotal war stories, and promises of easy solutions. Desegrega-
tion has increased demands on school systems and on communities.
In some cases, this has resulted in unhappy outcomes. In others, it
has resulted in needed improvements in educational programs.
While many of the shortcomings of public schools and many of the
nationwide demographic trends are blamed on school desegrega-
tion, the available evidence indicates the costs of desegregation
have been overstated and the benefits have been underrecognized.
In any case, it seems time to focus our attention away, from the
past to what can be done to improve public schools.

Our study was not designed to discover whether desegregation
invariably benefits students and communities. It does instead pro-
vide a basis for challenging claims that desegregation does not and
cannot result in effective education.

Mr. Chairman, I would provide a more detailed report to this
committee whenever you should see fit.

Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Well, the additional material will be made a part

of the record, without objection, Dean Hawley, and we thank you
very much for a splendid testimony.

We have some questions for you, but we will have to recess for 10
minutes while there is a vote in the House of Representatives.

[Recess.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
I apologize for the delay. I might point out, Dean Hawley, that

what you observe would do better in a more perfect world. Politi-
cians at the State and Federal level and parents and voters are not
particularly interested in this day and age in providing some of the
enrichment programs that you mentioned.

Indeed, they do not seem to be terribly interested in providing
quality education in public schools or in private schools either.

So I hope we can start to turn that around some day and then
desegregation would certainly work a lot better. You so rightly
point out that it is a part of the whole program. It is a part of the
whole web of things that must be done in education.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Edwards, I think you have said that quite well.
I think the irony is that we have, in the last few years, begun to
really understand more about what makes schools effective in a
nonincremental way. The research is really quite encouraging and
provides much more detail than in the past. We have gotten away
from the idea of general findings and down to what is really going
on in schools.

Also, we know a lot more and we have begun to see some of
these ideas implemented. You can look around the country and it
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is really quite surprising, I think, in view of the popular mood, to
see so many school systems making progress, school systems you
would not expect, frankly, to see having increased test scores.

The Secretary of Education, the other day, singled out Jackson-
ville schools as an exemplary school system that 4 years ago was
termed by folks in that area as a disaster. Jacksonville is desegre-
gating a school system that is about 40 percent black and has made
dramatic changes.

You look around and see the same pattern in Nashville and New
Castle County-Wilmington-New York City, Louisville, Washing-
ton, D.C., and Newark, N.J.; and you say what has happened?

Well, it may be that people are getting their act together. Maybe
they have learned how to use some of these resources they have
been provided, maybe researchers have had something to say that
has made a difference. Things are now happening. It is an irony.

Mr. EDWARDS. Miss Cooper?
Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
After hearing your testimony and earlier testimony, I am begin-

ning to think that those communities that have made a concerted
effort to improve education in the process of achieving desegrega-
tion are really doing better than communities that have not been
forced to change under the impetus of desegregation.

Would you say that is correct?
Mr. HAWLEY. I think it would be hard to make that as a scientif-

ic statement because we do not have a national sample of those
communities that have not been under court order.

However, a lot of these studies have comparison groups and I
think the basic thrust of your question, as I understand it, is
correct. The assumption is that when school desegregation occurs,
school systems have to stop and say, "What have we been doing?"
And whether it is because citizens are watching over their shoul-
ders, because parents are making greater demands or because the
court is sitting on them or because of pressures and assistance from
a State agency or Federal agency, or whatever, there is a reexam-
ination. And it is very clear when we look at these school systems
that new things happen.

This is not a magical process in which kids are mixed together
and all of a sudden something good happens. There are new pro-
grams adopted. There are changes in teacher behavior. There is
some in-service training that did not happen before.

As I say, there is a kind of introspection that is not common in
organizations that do not experience some kind of crisis. So, school
desegregation in some instances has that kind of effect.

I think one would say that the shock effect goes on a little longer
than one would like it to be in many communities, but those
communities that take hold of this opportunity and say, "We are
going to make the best of it," in the common language do, in fact,
seem to do better on the average than they did before.

Ms. COOPER. The other day we heard testimony from three ex-
perts on the subject of the impact of desegregation on academic
achievement. All three of these witnesses, although they had differ-
ent perspectives, agreed that the crucial element for obtaining
gains in achievement test scores was the infusion of a certain and
minimal percentage of white middle class students. They did not
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really know why that factor was correlated with improved achieve-
ment test scores, but that seemed to be a common denominator.

In reviewing the experience of a number of communities that
have gone through desegregation plans and have had improved test
scores, do you have any idea of why that occurs? Is it more re-
sources, is it exchange of values between white students and black
students, improved self-image, or what?

Mr. HAWLEY. I think the folks who testified earlier were prob-
ably right in saying we do not know for sure. I think there is
increasing evidence that the most popular explanation for why
achievement increases is probably not right. That explanation is
what sociologists call "the lateral transmission of values." The idea
is that if a low-ability student sits next to a high-ability student
they will acquire their values or emulate them or whatever, just
because they sit there.

Rather, it is that those students are, in effect, resources that a
teacher who knows how to work with students can use to create
learning situations that did not exist in that class before. Students
learn from each other in a direct way, but that only happens when
teachers make it happen. It does not happen accidently.

It may also be that teachers who deal with heterogeneous class-
rooms learn that you have to deal with students as individuals and
they therefore begin to be more sensitive to stereotyping and low
expectations they have held for minority students. This benefits
not only minorities and low achievers, but high achievers.

One of the things not to lose sight of is that in many of these
communities the gap between black and white achievement does
not narrow, but both groups go up. Many of the studies do not
focus on white achievement. The primary concern has been what
has happened to minority groups. I think that has been a mistake
for political and educational reasons.

A fourth thing I would say is that when you are changing the
socioeconomic characteristics of students you are also changing the
socioeconomic characteristics of parents obviously enough. Parents
who are middle class are in a better position because of experience,
time, and status to make demands on a school system and to feel
comfortable in going in and working with fellow professionals and,
in a sense, not being so easily turned off. There is a concept that
we talk about in parent-teacher relationships that teachers learn
how to "cool the mark." They learn how to work with the parents
in a way that parents assume that things are all right and thus do
not make demands on the system.

All professionals do this to their clients, but middle class folks
who do this to other people are less tolerant of it and see through
it and make demands. So there are both political and educational
explanations, I think, for why this happens.

Ms. COOPER. But it is happening and that leads me to my next
question.

Why, given this, does not the public perceive this? Why is there
such a gap between the public perception of what is going on in
desegregated schools and what the social scientists are telling us?

Mr. HAWLEY. That is a question we ask ourselves a lot. I have
thought something about that because, of course, when you make
talks like this people always say, "How can you be so wrong?" I
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think that there are several possible explanations for why the
research seems to contradict popular views.

Almost certainly, when desegregation occurs people begin to be
more interested in schools. By and large, parents send their chil-
dren to a school and hope for the best. They assume things are
going well and that is the responsible thing to do as a parent. You
really do not want to know all the weeknesses because if you did,
you would have to invest a lot of energy and time and so forth in.
the enterprise. So what school desegregation has done is to bring
people in closer contact with the schools and some of the fantasies
they had about the way it was in the "good old days" or the way it
was even recently are not sustained.

So, part of what has happened is that people are finding out that
schools are not quite as good as they thought they were, independ-
ent of desegregation itself. The irony is that even though desegre-
gation may lead to achievement gains, those gains can never reach
the levels of the expectations people had to start with.

The second thing is that expectations themselves change. I think
many parents who are supportive of school desegregation use lan-
guage like this, "Welr, I think that it is a really good thing for my
kid to go to a school where they get to know children and people
from other backgrounds." But ther. is an assumption in that state-
ment that somehow they are going to lose something in the
process.

The parents who are not sympathetic to school desegregation
bring that same logic to bear in saying, "We want more for our
children than we had before." There is some kind of sacrifice they
are going to make as a result of desegregation and therefore that
school is going to have to be better than it was before desegrega-
tion. What was once satisfactory is no longer satisfactory.

Third, there is simply an assumption that minority schools
cannot be good schools. If you are sending your child to a school
that was formerly a minority school, it just does not logically fit
that it could be a good school. All of the evidence is that minority
children achieve at lower levels than white children, so how could
a racially mixed school it be as good as a predominantly white
school?

Fourth, a common way of presenting the story in the newspaper
is to present a positive point of view and a negative point of view.
This is "a balanced perspective." If you are a parent and you say,
"Well, there is a 50/50 chance that things are going to go well in
that school," the responsible position is that you are not going to
take that risk. I am not very happy about those odds. We certainly
want our children to be secure and every incident that occurs in
the school is generalized. If there is a violence level of 2 percent in
a school, my concern as a parent is that my kid is going to be one
of those 2 percent. When those issues become more and more
visible, our sense of anxiety and concern is heightened.

Sb I think all of these things operating are part of the problem.
I believe that school desegregation, as I said before, was kind of a

lightning rod for all of the negative or unfamiliar things that had
been going on in desegregated schools. All the changes that are
taking place are seen as the product of desegregation.
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So if anything is not going well in a school it is easily traceable
to desegregation. Surely, for example, you cannot have the interra-
cial conflict in a segregated school. So, automatically, you are going
to have interracial conflict in desegregated schools.

In fact, we do not seem to have that much more serious conflict
in desegregated schools, but we do have racial conflict and that
kind of conflict is a lot more frightening to us, almost all of us, I
think, than intrarace conflict.

I don't want to be facetious but there is a notion, for example,
that whites overcount blacks. If there are two blacks, many whites
see three and that reflects a kind of anxiety about things we don't
know about and that is also part of the story.

Ms. COOPER. As you noted in your testimony, desegregation can
have several, sometimes competing goals, but constitutional law
seems to require first and foremost the ending of racial isolation
and achieving some form of racial balance within a school system
and within its individual schools.

In your review of particular court cases, did you find that the
courts were concerned solely or primarily with racial balance or
did they take other goals into consideration as well?

Mr. HAWLEY. Well, that has varied by the court as you know.
Increasingly courts have taken into account educational variables.
Most visibly in Milleken, a Detroit case, that has been in Supreme
Court, upheld the appeals court which ordered specific educational
remedies. I thihk the pattern has been that courts have been more
involved in educational remedies than they have been before.
Often, I would add, on grounds that are somewhat idiosyncratic.

There is, I think, a legitimate argument made about how far
courts should go with respect to prescribing educational remedies.
Surely the pattern has been for courts to be more involved in
things beyond racial balance than before.

Ms. COOPER. How does the court get the information it needs as
to how to obtain an educational goal? How have they and how
could it be improved?

Mr. HAWLEY. Characteristically court decisions are an adversar-
ial process. The plaintiff chooses their advocates and the school
board chooses theirs. Depending on who is chosen that is the educa-
tional strategy you get.

My own view is that the adversarial process is not a good way to
develop educational remedies and, as a result, I think we get
somewhat interesting and strange proposals in some cases.

On the question of how it should be done, it seems to me that
courts need to depart from the adversarial process in prescribing
remedies and perhaps move to administrative processes for deter-
mining appropriate educational strategies within the context of
each school system. There is no right strategy for every school
system. We used to think that in the good old days, but it is not
true. You have to adapt to what the conditions are in the school
system involved and in a given school.

So, I think that to the extent the court is going to get involved in
those issues, it ought to do so more in an administrative process
interacting with the local school system perhaps using some of the
local expertise that is available through title IV centers and other
sources of information.

88-140 0-82---28



428

Ms. COOPER. Can you give us an example of a community where
that happened? Where the court was able to work with the commu-
nity and school board in a way that maximized the educational
benefits?

Mr. HAWLEY. I can't think of one off the top of my head. There
are several variations on that. In Los Angeles a judge set up a
panel of researchers, which is one way to do it, but it does not get
to the interactive process that I would be looking for.

Sometimes the master does that work for the court and there
was some of that in the Louisville case. I believe that in the
Milwaukee case there is some of the interaction I seek but I cannot
give you an example of a model that I would advocate.

Perhaps Dr. McPartland can.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Hawley, the chairman made reference to a number of sugges-

tions which you include in your statement as a means through
which school districts can achieve a better degree of desegregation.
These hearings were brought about, at least in some degree, by
people who are concerned about the cost and effectiveness of those
type of programs. Ultimately, in your judgment, who is going to
pay for them? As a practical matter, who is going to pay for them?

Mr. HAWLEY. Most of the things that we have identified do not
cost very much money. You make choices among policies as we
always must do. For example, with respect to busing children about
3 to 4 percent of the busing that goes on is for the purpose of
school desegregation. So, I guess my answer to you would be that
the people of the country are going to pay for it. They have to
make choices about it, but we believe that a great deal could be
done in the absence of very expensive programs. Most of the ideas
outlined in our study are not very expensive as far as I can tell.
They may require changes in the pattern of allocations of resources
that now exist.

But there is no doubt that we will have to decide that we want
quality schools, and that is going to cost some money whether we
do it through desegregation or some other method.

Mr. BOYD. We are having problems now with jurisdictions, States
and localities that are unwilling to vote on issues to further fund
the schools, because they don't see that their tax dollars are effec-
tively improving education. If that is a perception, even if it is an
incorrect perception, how do we as a government deal with it?

Mr. HAWLEY. Well, one response to that would be that that is an
important role for the Federal Government to play; to, in a sense,
fill in the need.

Mr. BOYD. The Federal Government should provide the funds, is
that what you are saying?

Mr. HAWLEY. It depends on the types of programs we are talking
about. One of the things we are talking about here is teacher
training. I think there is a legitimate role for the Government to
play in teacher training. I believe that in providing technical as-
sistance, while the performance of that role has not always been as
effective as I would like it to be, is a legitimate role for the Federal
Government to play at a relatively low cost. School systems need
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ideas and encouragement and support, and thai' doesn't always
mean a lot of money.

Mr. BOYD. Isn't it also true that school systems need good teach-
ers and a lot of Federal and State regulations result in incredible
bureaucracy? A lot of high school and secondary school administra-
tors and teachers are generally low paid and difficult to find as a
consequence. Isn't that an inevitable consequence?

Mr. HAWLEY. I don't know that there is a relationship between
teachers' salaries and the level of bureaucracy in the school
system.

Mr. BOYD. Given a finite amount of funds.
Mr. HAWLEY. I thought the point was that a lot of bureaucracy

occurred as a result of the Federal programs which funded those
folks, and I think that is generally the case. I would agree with you
that we have fragmented the educational process by adding all the
specialized roles and so forth that this results in some of the
difficulties we have in administering social programs at the class-
room level. And I think that to refocus our attention on quality
teaching is indeed the right direction to move. In fact, we might try
to find ways to allow teachers to play a greater role in organizing
their schools so that these various programs don't compete with
each other and, in effect, train kids two and three times over.

I think there is some waste, and we-could make some progress in
that regard. But I don't think that that poses problems for the
basic premise of school desegregation.

Mr. BOYD. You were quoted in the article which the chairman
made a part of the record as saying that the Reagan administra-
tion believes the American people want to withdraw from desegre-
gation. Is that a conclusory remark on your part or can you give us
a source?

Mr. HAWLEY. No, I can't give you a source, except that my
understanding of what the administration has been saying is that
the country wants to get on with other things. Just the other day
the Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights made a similar
stateinent-about we are going to back away from busing and move
into quality education.

Mr. BOYD. So you are equating difficulty with court-mandated
busing with opposition to desegregation?

Mr. HAWLEY. I think that the evidence is that, in most communi-
ties where desegregation is a substantial issue, busing has to be a
part of a desegregation plan, and so to that extent, I believe there
is a movement away from desegregation. Also, if you will note, the
administration urged that we block ESAA funds. Its initial propos-
al would have zeroed out the title IV centers. I think there is other
evidence that desegregation is not a high priority of this adminis-
tration.Mr. BOYD. You would favor, I take it from your testimony, two-
way busing from inner-city schools to suburban schools; is that
correct?

Mr. HAWLEY. I don't favor two-way busing, nor do I oppose it.
What we did in the report was try to point out the cost and benefit
of two-way busing. I think each community has to make the deci-
sion for itself, depending on its own circumstances, about whether
or not it is going to pursue two-way busing.
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What we said is that some. of the assumptions about two-way
busing need ,to! be. clarified, and that is what we tried to do in the
report. I can elaborate on that, if you like. But I wouldn't advocate
any particular policy for all communities except the early desegre-
gation of children. Beyond that, I think we have to be flexible
about the kinds of things that we do, looking at each local circum-
stance, treating busing, for example, as a last resort that would be
needed in most communities but not all-in some communities
only marginally, and in some communities, a little more so.

Mr. BOYD. Some communities are concerned about having their
children bused into the inner-city schools, not because of the pres-
ence of black students, but safety hazards and disciplinary prob-
lems, where teachers may or may not be able to concentrate on
teaching because of the disciplinary problems that they face in
school. Those are very real problems, are they not?

Mr. HAWLEY. They are I think it is right to say that inner-city
schools are typically characterized by more behavioral problems
and the like. But it is incorrect to say that those schools are
necessarily so or that the parents usually have hard evidence about
that before they make their decisions.

The most substantial amount of white flight from schools occurs
before parents experience desegregation, before their children expe-
rience that. It is very clear, however, quite aside from the issue of
educational judgment, that the notion of sending one's child to
another community with which you are not familiar, whether it is
black sending their children to whites or whites to blacks, does
contribute to white flight. I don't think there is any doubt about
that.

Mr. BOYD. Isn't it true that it is difficult to get better teachers, if
you will, to opt to attend and teach at inner-city schools because of
their own fear for their own personal safety? If you can't get the
teachers to teach at the school and you have a high teacher turn-
over, how do you achieve an effective educational program?

Mr. HAWLEY. The assumption that all, or even most, inner-city
schools are characterized by the chaos and disruption is one that I
don't want to buy into. I think that those are caricatures which are
based in some reality but are misleading in many cases.

There are a good many high quality inner-city schools, and I
think the task we have is to identify and differentiate those inner-
city schools which are highly productive from those which are not
and take positive steps to change those which are not.

Mr. BOYD. But there is a high teacher turnover in inner-city
schools, is there not?

Mr. HAWLEY. I don't know the answer to that. In this day and
age of teacher surpluses, there is probably less turnover in general
in the teaching profession. But it is also true that some teachers
would prefer to teach in environments in which they feel that
there is less stress, and so forth. The other side of that is that
many teachers, in fact, seek out the opportunities where they can
have the greatest impact, and it may be that in those environments
we find some of the really strikingly effective teachers. That may
account for why the data are so clearly and so counter-intuitively
in support of the idea that, generally speaking, we get positive
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outcomes from desegregation, whether it is kids being bused out or
kids being bused in.

Mr. BoYD. The point I am trying to make is simply that most of
the programs which you list and whichyou have discussed have as
an essential element the presence of effective teachers.

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes, sir.
Mr. BOYD. Previous witnesses have testified that teachers, be-

cause of seniority, choose not to attend the inner-city schools for a
number of reasons, not the least of which is their perception of the
safety level.

Mr. HAWLEY. Well, there is no correlation-at least not much of
a correlation-between experience and effectiveness. Once you get
beyond the first 3 or 4 years, the experience variable doesn't pre-
dict effectiveness in studies of teacher effectiveness. So, if teachers
who are more tired, less willing to take on a challenge, and so
forth, are seeking out the suburban schools, then perhaps that
might be one of the reasons for the findings that we have.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Dr. Hawley.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Hawley, I have one question. One of your

study's conclusions is that voluntary integration hasn't worked.
Why hasn't it worked?

Mr. HAWLEY. Well, let me qualify that by saying that there are
forms of voluntary desegregation, such as magnet schools, that may
bring about desegregation in some communities where there are
relatively small numbers of minority students, and that is simply
because the relatively small number of white parents volunteering
for desegregation along with the relatively large number of black
parents volunteering for desegregation can bring about desegrega-
tion. But in school systems that have minority populations for 20
percent, 25 percent, or more, there are very few examples where
substantial desegregation has been brought about. That, of course,
is a pattern not just seen by social scientists but evidenced by a
whole range of cases. Every system seeks to bring about desegrega-
tion voluntarily, but plaintiffs go back into court saying that not
enough racial balance has occurred and they go from there.

I might note that some time ago, you had David Armor testify in
this committee, and David Armor points to San Diego as a case in
which there has been effective use of voluntary planning. One
thing that is clear about San Diego is that it has not experienced
the massive white flight that Boston has had. But there has been
over the last 4 years a 16-percent decline in the white population
in San Diego at the same time that there has been a relatively
small change in the amount of desegregation that has occurred,
and that is racial balance. The desegregation index in 1976 was .72
and in 1980 it was .78, and so you do get some increased reduction
of racial isolation, but you don't get a lot even in a city where we
see a positive, nationally acclaimed strategy.

I might point out that in San Diego, which is now 33 percent
black and Hispanic, and 11 percent Asian, a third of the minority
children attend schools that are 70-percent minority. So there is a
substantial amount of what I would call racial imbalance in the
city of San Diego in the face of what is supposed to be a terrific
voluntary desegregation plan.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much. We appreciate your testi-
mony.

Our second witness today is Dr. James McPartland. He is codir-
ector for the Center for Social Organization of Schools at the Johns
Hopkins University.

Dr. McPartland has done research which provides new insight
into the impact school desegregation can have on the lives of black
students. That impact does not end with graduation from high
school. In the long run this may be the most important ramifica-
tion of integration of our public schools.

Dr. McPartland, we welcome you and you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES McPARTLAND, PH. D., CENTER FOR
SOCIAL ORGANIZATION OF SCHOOLS, THE JOHNS HOPKINS
UNIVERSITY
Mr. MCPARTLAND. Thank you. I am pleased to have the privilege

of being here today. My report to you will concentrate on the study
of long-term effects of school desegregation and on the knowledge
we have gained about how to operate an effective desegregated
school. It is useful to put these research results into the context of
how most Americans currently seem to think about school desegre-
gation.

There is overwhelming approval of the principle of desegregated
schooling. All public opinion surveys show a steady increase over
the years in support of this goal, to the point where today the vast
majority of both black and white citizens favor the idea that white
and black students should go to the same schools.

At the same time, citizens appear to think about busing for
school desegregation in their own localities in terms of the direct
costs and benefits as they see them. In this calculation, it is often
easy to understand the immediate and obvious costs, such as extra
time and expense for student transportation. It is more difficult to
accurately anticipate the kinds of experiences students will have
within an actual racially mixed school. And it is especially hard to
get a true expectation of the ways desegregated schooling is likely
to change student outcomes or to influence students' abilities to
build a successful adult career.

Recent research provides a more clear, correct, and comprehen-
sive picture of student experiences in racially mixed schools and of
the effects of attendance at desegregated schools on a wide range of
important student outcomes. While early desegregation research
was able to look at only a few outcomes with limited data, social
science research in recent years has been able to address the
following more complex and important questions:

First, what are the long run effects of attendance at desegregated
schools?

Second, what are the optimum conditions for beneficial effects
from attendance at desegregated schools? Are techniques and mate-
rials available to create the best conditions in a practical and
dependable way?

Third, which of the beneficial effects of school desegregation may
be accomplished in other ways, through alternative educational
approaches, and which benefits depend directly upon s'iudent expe-
riences in racially mixed schools?
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I will begin with studies of long-term outcomes. In addition to
the improved studies of immediate student outcomes, recent social
research has been extended to consider potential long-term out-
comes of school desegregation. This work establishes a broader
rationale for school desegregation policies. Instead of thinking only
about how school desegregation may benefit individuals, by incroas-
ing student test scores or reducing prejudice, we must also consider
how desegregation contributes to the structure of fair opportunities
in adult life. We are finding out how the racial isolation in present
day American education is delaying progress on the national prob-
lems of the continuation of race and sex inequalities in adult
career success and the perpetuation of segregation in American
communities and institutions.

The usual social science explanations for these problems have
concentrated on differences in educational skills and personal re-
sources held by race and sex subgroups, or on the problems of overt
discrimination in housing and labor markets. This Nation has
indeed made major steps forward in reducing race and sex gaps in
educational skills and credentials and in eliminating intentional
discrimination against minorities. But these steps have not pro-
duced the expected improvements in income disparities and racial
segregation of communities and institutions. It is apparent that
public policies that concentrate only on improving the quality of
schooling and reducing intentional discrimination will be limited in
their effectiveness for solving the continuing income inequalities
and segregation problems in adult life. Recent research has sug-
gested that public policies to encourage school desegregation can
help to address some of the underlying conditions of income in-
equalities and adult segregation that are difficult to penetrate in
any other way.

Research has indicated that school desegregation can provide
fairer access to career opportunities, by reducing important struc-
tural and psychological barriers to fair adult competition. To un-
derstand the sources of race and sex inequalities in employment
and income, we need to go beyond the explanations that focus only
on intentional discrimination and the quality of schooling for job
preparation. To be sure, the elimination of overt discrimination
and unequal schooling remain important national priorities. But
serious race and sex inequalities will remain after these problems
are solved unless we also can find ways to deal with specific exclu-
sionary barriers that unfairly restrict the career opportunities of
minorities.

There is , --owing evidence of the importance of exclusionary
processes that -inhibit qualified minority group individuals from
ever appearing in the first place as applicants for desirable posi-
tions, due to their position in society as members of a racial or
ethnic minority. Although these processes may not be caused inten-
tionally, they nonetheless channel minorities in less promising
career directions, exclude minorities from avenues of access used
by other groups, and create burdens that foreclose minorities' cori-
sideration of potential opportunities. I will briefly list three exam-
ples of barriers to equal opportunities, and describe how school
desegregation is related to these issues.
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First, minorities continue to be overrepresented in a restricted
range of types of occupations, and these so-called traditional fields
of work offer less income payoff for each additional year of educa-
tional attainment than other occupational fields where minorities
are underrepresented. I am thinking, for example, that minorities
tend to be in social service fields and not in business and scientific
ficlds.

School desegregation appears to be an effective way to encourage
more rapid movement of minorities into the nontraditional fields

that have frequently been closed to them in the past. The school
years are especially important for developing career goals. Re-
search shows that racial differences in occupational choices first
occur during the junior and senior high school ages. Other studies
indicate that black males who had attended desegregated high
schools were more likely to wind up in nontraditional mainstream
careers in sales, crafts, and the professions than those who had
attended segregated schools.

Second, good jobs are often found through the use of informal
networks of information, contacts and sponsorship, which appear to
be less accessible to minorities in segregated environments. Re-
cruitment, hiring, and promotion practices of firms often use infor-
mal social networks to locate and evaluate candidates. Unless mi-
norities are tied. into these networks, they may rarely be in the
right place at the right time to become applicants for promising
positions. Some evidence exists that school desegregation opens
fairer access to useful networks of information, contacts, referrals
and sponsorship, and thus contributes to more equal opportunities
for career success.

Third, the perception of opportunities creates the psychological
conditions through which an individual approaches the labor
market. When an individual expects to face discrimination in a
career line or in a firm-even if this expectation is incorrect, out-
of-date, or overstated-it is unlikely that the individual will bother
to explore many possibilities in that area. On the other hand, an
individual who begins with a strong sense of opportunity can draw
upon this strength to build a career in a wide range of areas.
Repeated studies have shown that blacks and other minorities have
a much lower sense of opportunity than whites, and feel less per-
sonal control over their own destinies. While this often reflects the
realities of differences in employment opportunities, research also
indicates that school desegregation serves to reduce the racial gaps
in perception of opportunities. Specifically, minority students who,
graduate from desegregated schools have been found to feel a
greater sense of control over their own fate and a more positive
sense of opportunity. Research also suggests that students' desegre-
gation experiences directly improve these perceptions, and that
upgrading the quality of schooling in a segregated setting would
not have the same impact.

Thus, there is a growing awareness of important structural and
psychological barriers to fair competition that continue to inhibit

.the progress of minorities, and a growing interest in how school
desegregation can assist with these problems. Research indicates
that it will not be sufficient to depend upon policies for improving
school quality or eliminating overt discrimination to deal with
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these issues. On the other hand, school desegregation appears to be
an important mechanism for reducing specific exclusionary bar-
riers that contribute to race and sex inequalities in employment
and income.

In another set of findings, research has indicated that present
day student experiences in desegregated schools lay the foundation
for a natural reduction of segregation in adult life and in future
generations.

We know that continuing racial segregation in adult life cannot
be adequately explained by racial differences in economic or educa-
tional resources. Differences in resources cannot explain continuing
segregation in neighborhoods, in colleges, in types of careers, in
places of work and in the kinds of schools for one's children. In
each of these major adult institutions after we take into account
racial differences and relevant personal resources, we find that
forces of social inertia continue to impede the breakdown of racial
segregation in adult life.

Social science studies show that segregation tends to be perpet-
uated across stages of the life cycle and across institutions, so that
students from segregated schools are more likely to be found later
in life in segregated colleges, neighborhoods and places of work,
while students who had attended desegregated elementary and
secondary schools are more likely to choose to live in desegregated
neighborhoods, to enroll-in desegregated colleges, to enter desegre-
gated occupations and firms, and to send their own children to
desegregated schools.

The research showing how elementary and secondary school de-
segregation contributes to desegregation in adult life is based on
analyses of national data sources that provide information on the
same individuals at several points in their life cycle. The first
studies showing that black and white graduates of desegregated
schools are more likely to live as adults in desegregated neighbor-
hoods and to have children in desegregated schools, used a repre-
sentative sample of adults that included data on their earlier expe-
riences in segregated or desegregated schools. Recent overtime data
on high school graduates was used to show how elementary and
secondary school desegregation influences black students to enroll
in desegregated colleges. Other recent studies that followed up
black college students show how earlier experience in desegregated
elementary and secondary schools is positively related to employ-
ment in desegregated work groups and to the development of ra-
cially mixed adult friendship groups. So there are impressive indi-
cations that students today in desegregated elementary schools
represent an effective investment in future desegregation. In this
sense policies to continue and expand the opportunities for stu-
dents to pursue their education in desegregated schools can be
expected to result in more naturally desegregated neighborhoods,
labor markets, and schools in the future. Now, I will briefly turn to
findings about the conditions of effective school desegregation. One
of the most useful contributions of research in the area of school
desegregation has produced an understanding of important inter-
nal conditions that make a racially mixed school work well, and
the application of this knowledge to practical methods and ap-
proaches for the daily operation of such schools.



436

Research has developed dependable and inexpensive methods for
organizing instruction and activities within the racially mixed
school to foster improved student academic learning and positive
race relations.

One example of a research based practical approach for operat-
ing a successful desegregated school, that has been adopted in
hundreds of schools in all regions of the country, is a set of tech-
niques known as student team learning. These techniques are used
to organize daily instruction in the basic skills so that students
work cooperatively on their learning tasks. By organizing each
class into several teams of four or five students, including both
blacks and whites and males and females on each team, and by
recognizing student teams for their success at mastering the aca-
demic material, positive gains can be achieved in both student
learning and race relations.

When the student team academic competitions in the classroom
are structured so that each student can contribute to the team
score by improving over his or her past performance, student team
members will work together to learn the material. Because the
team competition structure directs powerful peer pressure toward
academic tasks, both black and white students learn better under
these arrangements. Because students regularly work together
within teams across race lines for a common goal, positive student
race relations develop in a natural way.

This approach and other viable techniques are now well devel-
oped and readily available to establish positive conditions for learn-
ing and race relations within most desegregated schools. In other
words, we can say with some confidence that if a school does enroll
a racially mixed student body, it can be made to run well for the
major goals of basic skills learning and positive student relations
that most parents desire.

I would like to now briefly draw some implications for future
desegregation policies from these above results. In my view, the
most important unanswered question is not whether student expe-
riences in desegregated schools usually result in desirable out-
comes: The research evidence is impressive that students who grad-
uate from racially mixed schools often are better prepared for
adult roles and will encounter fairer career opportunities and less
segregation in their adult lives. Indeed, it is doubtful that many
important beneficial outcomes of school desegregation experiences
can be achieved through other policies such as improvement of
school quality or elimination of overt discrimination. For example,
school desegregation may be a uniquely necessary ingredient to
open up fairer career opportunities, to penetrate barriers to adult
neighborhood desegregation, and for students to develop skills at
working successfully in multiracial settings. Moreover, we also
have a good deal of practical knowledge about how to establish the
best conditions in a desegregated school to obtain the desirable
outcomes.

A more problematic issue is how to expand the opportunities for
more students to pursue their education in a desegregated school,
especially given the current demographic and political realities
that find many black students concentrated in predominantly
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black city school districts and many white students concentrated in
predominantly white suburban school districts.

As with most complex practical questions, we willprobably need
a variety of approaches and answers to be used in different local-
ities to address the problems. In some localities, carefully con-
structed student reassignment programs can be effective, and I
believe this option must remain, especially as a remedy for proven
constitutional violations. In other localities, sensible programs for
cross-district desegregation may effectively take advantage of stu-
dent spaces that have become available in some suburban districts
due to declining enrollments, or to take advantage of specialized
instructional programs may be established to be shared by neigh-
boring districts. Experienced educators could be expected to devel-
op a wide variety of other worthwhile alternatives, but unfortu-
nately, at this time, few cross-district alternatives for desegregation
have been designed and evaluated. Because the difficulties of work-
ing across jurisdictions and funding limitations for new programs
are partly to blame for this lack of practical experiments, new
legislation would be very worthwhile to encourage and support
progress in cross-district school desegregation.

In view of the potential benefits for students and for our Nation
of further school desegregation, I believe we need more, not fewer,
available approaches to meet the variety of circumstances in differ-
ent localities. I also believe that, with an appropriate emphasis on
how effective school desegregation is linked to goals of equal oppor-
tunities and community development, the public support of the
principle of desegregation can be more effectively translated into a
public acceptance of programs of desegregation in their own local-
ities.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you. That is very unique testimony, Dr.

McPartland, and it is really going to be very valuable to us. We, in
the State of California, should be becoming more sensitive to prob-
lems of school desegregation and its challenges because the projec-
tions for the next decade or two indicate that California will
become nearly 50 percent Hispanic and perhaps 18 percent black.
In the district that I come from, for example, we are receiving
thousands of Vietnamese refugees and the children are less capable
of handling the educational opportunities than earlier Vietnamese
immigrants to California because they are from a more disadvan-
taged level of that society.

In the area that I represent, Hispanics still go to live in the
traditional barrios of Santa Clara County and because of the fam-
ily's agricultural work, they must move around the State. The
result is that you have these schools where these State scores are
an average of 6 to 7 out of the possible 100 achievement in reading
and writing, arithmetic, and so forth; and 5, 6, 7, 10 miles away you
have schools where children from more advantaged family back-
ground get 95, 96, 97 percent out of the possible 100 in the same
test. So it is really very disturbing because these children, as they
graduate, don't have the necessary skills to take advantage of the
decent work that is available. The newspapers are full of advertise-
ments for Silicon Valley employers who are dying for people to
come and work for them and yet our schools aren't turning stu-
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dents out that can compete for these jobs. As a matter of fact, the
magnet school is loaded with hardware, but there is no money to
provide the necessary support for it and, as a result, the program is
going to be closed down.

Your testimony points out that desegregation of these school
systems is really terribly important to make a more equal society.
Among other things, if we have a more equal society we will
almost automatically lower the crime rate, wouldn't we?

Mr. MCPARTLAND. I think that it is correct to view what we do
today in our schools, including sensible programs of school desegre-
gation, as truly an investment in the future. It is doubtful that
some desirable future outcome, such as the breakdown of segrega-
tion of communities, will ever come about without making the
investment today in our schools.

If I may also comment, Mr. Chairman, on the example from your
home State of California, which shows the need to develop many
desegregation alternatives to meet the needs of different localities.
California often needs to develop triethnic desegregation which
includes programs for non-English-speaking students. There are
particular difficulties of combining desegregation and bilingual pro-
grams, because bilingual programs need a critical mass of students
to support a teacher and create a cla,-s and desegregation often has
the opposite effect of distributing different groups of students
among the classes and reducing the critical mass of any given
group in each class. I can report that -people are working at and
are coming up with viable ways of accomplishing both goals of
triethnic desegregation and sensible programs for non-English-
speaking students. In this sense, California provides a good exam-
ple of a particular desegregation problem that needs a local solu-
tion, and sensible plans are now available for local consideration.

Mr. EDWARDS. I would like to see some public and other televi-
sion attention to the subject, so that people can understand the
long-term impact of desegregating our schools. I think it is very
interesting to point out that one does get one's job and learns about
employment opportunities and management opportunities through,
traditional networks that we have in this country.

This is certainly true in other societies, such as England, where
if you come from two or three colleges, you automatically are
running the country after a number of years; to a certain extent
we have that in the United States, too. I know that my university
class after a few years practically ran the commercial establish-
ment in California. It did not run it very well, because they got
their jobs not through talent, but through family connections and
fraternity membership and things like that. The women and mi-
norities of California never got a shot at anything and so we lost
the benefit of a lot of brains.

So your point is certainly well taken that these networks and
arrangements, unwritten gentlemen's agreements that we have in
our country, are not necessarily good in the long haul if they
exclude capable people. I know we had it in the steel business
because I knew a lot of people who worked their way up in the
steel business and became presidents of these huge corporations
without knowing very much about the steel business.

With those wise observations, I will yield to Miss Cooper.
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bMS. COOPER. Thank you.
I would like to take a little historical tangent. The national

policy on school desegregation originally had the rather narrow
purpose of equalizing educational opportunity, but after a little
more than a quarter of a century of experience we are now learn-
ing that this policy can also foster other societal goals, including
residential desegregation, educational innovation. You have just
described equalization of adult life opportunities. In the same vein,
would you agree that the policy of educational segregation was
supported not just for its impact on the classroom, but also, be-
cause it was perceived as crucial to sustaining a segregated un-
equal society?

Mr. MCPARTLAND. Whether it has been intentional is not always
clear, but the effect of segregation on sustaining inequalities is
becoming evident. Let me answer by an analogy to the situation of
unequal pay for women. We saw about 1 month ago an important
study from the National Academy of Sciences that tried to explain
what are the sources of income differences between the sexes of the
working population. Much of this report concentrates on segrega-
tion of different occupational roles as a way that has reinforced
and, in fact, may very often been put into place to sustain income
differences between men and women.

If most women are working clerical and secretarial office kinds
of jobs and not in other types of work where men are employed in.
the same firm, there is no way of making the direct comparisons to
establish equal pay across the sexes for jobs that are similar in
skills and responsibilities.

So, what this report concluded is that segregation indeed was,
even if not intended, an effective way to maintain unfair income
differences, not in this case between races, but between men and
women workers.

So I think, historically, whether it has been a conscious plan or
has simply worked that way, segregation is a process through
which the privileged manage to maintain their hold onto their
status by avoiding fair competition and comparisons. I think that
theme is well stated for the case of occupational inequality between
men and women in the recent National Academy of Sciences
report. I think we will be seeing more direct evidence both histori-
cal and contemporary on the theme you mentioned in the case of
racial segregation.

Ms. COOPER. Well, speaking of women, you suggest that by
merely desegregating public schools, minorities cnn break into this
network of information about jobs and college opportunities. But,
as you just pointed out, women at least for the last century, have
not been segregated in school systems, but they have been left out
of these networks. So why do you expect racial minorities to be
able to break into these networks where women have not?

Mr. MCPARTLAND. I would answer in two ways. First, career
channeling, the first process I talked about, earlier is really an
occupational socialization process that makes either women think
about a restricted range of female occupations or minorities think
about a restricted range of traditional occupations. As a result,
individuals self-segregate themselves, since they only think about a
narrow channel of occupations. As a result, they do not even seek
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out the networks that might be available in a desegre gte situa-
tion.

A second reason is that networks also involve sponsorship. It is
not only knowing about an opportunity and having a contact to
appear at the right time, but also having recommendations that
make sense to the perspective employer. There still remain very
strong racial sterotypes in many employers' minds. There is survey
evidence to show that employers with no other information believe
that blacks and other minorities would be less reliable and loyal
employees, if not less talented prospective employees.

This stereotype has to be penetrated by minority candidates with
some extra sponsorship and references. A minority needs to bring
more outside credibility to his application than a white applicant.
And the school that you came from is part of the way you get
references and sponsorships.

Unfortunately, segregated schools are still stigmatized in the
public mind as a location that provides poorer preparation. It is
less likely that an employer would recognize or respect the refer-
ences that come from a teacher or principal of a segregated minor-
ity school.

So you need think about networks in two additional ways. First,
desegregated networks may be missed if occupational aspirations
are narrow. Second, that networks often involve sponsorship and
reference as well as information. I think segregation continues to
limit occupational aspirations and to provide weaker references for
students of a racial minority.

Ms. COOPER. Your research and your theory remind me of the
rationale that was used in a Supreme Court case prior to the
Brown decision; the Court held that with respect to a State law
school, separate can never be equal because part of what it means
to be well educated as a lawyer is making contacts and befriending
people who will be your professional peers later on.

Mr. MCPARTLAND. You are accurate about this. This is not a new
idea. It did precede the Brown decision in a desegregation case at
the law school level. What is new is that we are beginning to get
clearer evidence that this factor of social networks for job search
and job promotion is one of the necessary elements in an accurate
explanation of income differences.

So while this opinion was expressed earlier, now we are starting
toget direct evidence that this indeed is an important factor.

s. Cooper. It also seems that it would take the pressure off
trying to prove that one can get a better education in a desegregat-
ed school and stop the preoccupation with achievement test score
results.

Mr. MCPARTLAND. Let me say it another way. In fact, there is a
great variety of human talents that are needed and rewarded in
society that go beyond grades and test scores. There is good re-
search to show that if you hold constant the number of years of
schooling an individual has completed, grades and test scores
achieved in school do not correlate with most measures of adult
success, such as a reputation for exceptional performance or
income.

So there is something else that the typical adult role requires
other than high academic achievement tests and grades. We do not
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really know what these other factors are, but they may include
creativity, leadership, and the ability to establish positive interper-
sonal relationships.

We need to be clearer about this greater variety of human com-
petencies that are needed in the world. At these hearings I think it
is appropriate to enter as one of those competencies the ability to
work in a multiracial world, or the ability to be successful as a
member of a desegregated work group in the community. That
kind of ability, it seems to me, can be uniquely developed during
the school years in the desegregated setting.

Ms. COOPER. Is this tendency of students who have gone to
desegregated schools to lead a more desegregated life true for
whites as well as blacks?

Mr. MCPARTLAND. I cannot give you evidence on that. The fact of
the matter is that there are so few adult whites that work and live
in predominantly black situations that the comparisons are really
between whites in a totally white situation from whites in a 75- to
99-percent white situations and the evidence really is not available
on that as yet. The best related evidence we have concerns white
attitudes about race. There are impressive results that white stu-
dents in desegregated schools value interracial contact more
highly, and have more positive racial attitudes.

These more positive racial attitudes can be viewed as a harbinger
of what you might expect from white graduates of desegregated
schools, but as yet we do not have direct evidence on white behav-
ior in adult life.

Ms. COOPER. If I could ask you to speculate for a moment, it
seems to me that your findings certainly accord with most people's
experiences, basic commonsense, I guess. How you get your job and
how you find out about what college to go to and how you get a
promotion, have more to do with whom you know than how you
did and that sort of thing.

Yet, parents seem to care more about test scores. Why do you
suppose public attention has been so focused on the immediate
impact within the classroom and test scores rather than long-term
effects?

Mr. MCPARTLAND. I think it is a symptom of the simplicity in
general with which we think about the problems of income differ-
ences and occupational inequalities. The typical public program
that is proposed for these problems is one of two sorts. First, we
should establish programs to eliminate overt discrimination, be-
cause there are some offenders who intentionally withhold opportu-
nities when a qualified minority appears as a candidate.

Second, we should be upgrading schools to produce better skills,
because minorities do not have the necessary qualifications as can-
didates for many positions.

I believe that even if you solve both of these problems you would
still have the problem of minority individuals not appearing in the
first place for opportunities. There are other exclusionary mecha-
nisms besides educational inequalities and overt discrimination
that we need to understand if we are to create equal opportunities
in adult life.

So, I believe it is not only parents who fail to think about the
exclusionary mechanisms that restrict adult opportunities. Our
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Federal policymakers also have a very simplisitic model of the
underlying causes of income differences.

Ms. COOPER. Of course, the system that exists now favors those
who are in the network. It may not be that once this perception is
shared that those in the privileged network will be willing to give
up that special status.

Mr. McPARTLAND. I am sure you are right. I use the term social
inertia to describe the way existing attitudes and privileges stay in
place without some kind of intervention during the school years.
Even though educational gaps close, we do not see large changes of
income inequalities, and even though economic resources may be
more fairly distributed, we do not see sizable changes in adult
neighborhood or occupational segregation. What is needed is some
intervention or experience that will break the social inertia. There
is growing evidence that the experience of attending school in a
racially mixed environment is such an experience to give someone
the momentum to penetrate the social inertia that often prevents
progress on adult desegregation or equal occupational opportuni-
ties.

MS. COOPER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. When it becomes evident to those who have been

taking advantage of the networks that you describe that it is not in
their long-term or even short-term best interest to not allow any
break in the network at all as, to a certain extent that is the
situation today, then perhaps things will begin to change, but I
would think that they would look at the bars on windows that we
see in practically all of our cities in urban America-a new phe-
nomenon in lives of most Americans-and make the connection. It
has to do with some people in our society feeling that they are not
a part of it, and getting even or trying to become a part of our
affluent society in an unsocial way.

So maybe the way we can start to move in that direction would
be to first, of course, recognize that it exists and then to start to
talk about it so hopefully people will start to understand it. I am
sure you would have to be carried screaming and kicking into
anything new like that because it does involve, in their view, a
retreat.

Mr. MCPARTLAND. On the other hand, I think we can take many
personnel officers at their own word when they say that they are
bending over backward to create a more desegregated firm and
work force but that they have great difficulty finding qualified
minorities. What they really mean is that very few minority appli-
cants ever appear at many -firms, especially if the firm has a
reputation or an image of being all white. The officials of these
firms say they would like to make some progress toward hiring
minorities but they ask: "What can we do? We put out ads and no
one appears." I think we can take them at their word that they
would welcome more effective networks for recruiting minorities.

Well-meaning personnel officers and corporate officers intend to
do a better job at desegregating their organizations, but they have
been unable to get many minority applicants. Creating effective
networks of information and contact that are open to minorities is
really what they are asking for, as I hear them. School desegrega-
tion can play a role for this purpose.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have no questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Well, we thank you both very much.
Dr. Hawley, are you overcome with a desire to participate at this

point? We would love to hear from you. Do you agree basically
with what Dr. McPartland has been saying?

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes, sir, I do. Let me just add one thing in relation
to the California experience. We have been focusing a great deal on
the advantages for minorities of segregated settings. But in many
States in the country people we now call minorities would be
majorities in many communities and it behooves whites to begin to
understand how to function effectively in situations where they are
not in the majority and where people, in fact, whom they depend
upon for their economic success, for their neighborhoods and for
their schools whether public or private, are of different races and
backgrounds.

The changing birth rates in this country and the greater longev-
ity will mean that the work force of this country becomes increas-
ingly nonwhite. It is important for the whites to be more an
effective part of that work force and perhaps desegregation can
contribute to that.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much.
If there are no further questions, we thank both the witnesses

for their testimony.
[Whereupon, at 12 o'clock, the subcommittee adjourned subject to

the call of the Chair.]
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The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m. in room 2141, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding. I

Present: Representatives Edwards, Hyde, and Sensenbrenner.
Staff present: Janice Cooper, assistant counsel; and Thomas

Boyd, associate counsel.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
At today's hearing our inquiry will focus on the status of school

desegregation in one area, New Castle County, Del., which includes
the city of Wilmington and surrounding suburbs. That community
presents an interesting case study; long and complicated legal bat-
tles, a history of a dual segregated school system, and the adminis-
trative nightmare of uniting 11 previously separate districts have
rendered this a complex matter.

It is also a school system that has been well examined, and we
are privileged today to hear the views of three gentlemen who,
from very different perspectives, know what is going on. We are
pleased to have you here.

The first member of the panel is Dr. Joseph Johnson, superin-
tendent of the Red Clay Consolidated School District, which is one
of the four districts in the newly reorganized New Castle County
school system. The other two witnesses I will introduce a little
later, but I believe that the plan is to have Dr. Joseph Johnson
speak first.

In the meantime, without objection, all of the statements will be
made a part of the record, Unless my colleague from Wisconsin
desires to be recognized, we will move ahead.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. It is nice to have you all here. You may go ahead.

TESTIMONY OF DR. JOSEPH E. JOHNSON, SUPERINTENDENT,
RED CLAY CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT, WILMINGTON,
DEL.
Dr. JOHNSON. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, I

am Joseph E. Johnson, superintendent of the Red Clay Consoli-
dated School District, located in New Castle County of the State of
Delaware.

(445)
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I am a product of Delaware's formerly segregated school system.
My classmates were transported across district lines daily though-
out their secondary school life. I do not harbor bitterness from
these experiences. However, I cannot deny that my desire to see
constitutional violations remedied and the inequities in educational
opportunities corrected has been shaped by my earlier experiences
in the schools of Wilmington and New Castle County, Del.

On July 1, 1978, 10 suburban districts and the school district of
the city of Wilmington, Del., were reorganized into a single desegre-
gated school district. This interdistrict remedy created a school
district with more than half of the State's public school population.

From the very beginning the new school district lacked populari-
ty. Eleven school districts were terminated, causing many individ-
uals to lose positions of high responsibility. Reorganization caused
approximately 58 members of the community to lose elected posi-
tions as members of boards of education. The new district was
considered to be too large.

Third, the court-ordered desegregation plan caused students to be
transported from their suburban neighborhood to attend schools in
the inner city environment. Most of the parents in the city were
just as adamantly against the desegregation plan because their
children were required to be transported from their local school for
9 of the 12 years.

I am not here today to articulate the merits of interdistrict
desegregation plans. It is not my purpose to rate the popularity of
busing in the State of Delaware. Those areas will be left for the
comments of other individuals here from my community who have
measured the climate and/or conducted polls using emotional, atti-
tudinal, and political yardsticks.

Today I will attempt to assess the impact of the reorganization
and desegregation of New Castle County schools as an educator
who was directly involved on the inside of the new district's oper-
ation. As requested, I will give my assessment from an educator's
point of view of the progress within the schools and comment on
the decline of public school enrollment.

The reorganization of the New Castle County schools has been
effective and has reduced the racial isolation of minority students.
The process has not had a detectable adverse impact on the educa-
tion of all of the students within the district. After 3 years, those
schools whose performance scores where high prior to implementa-
tion continue to remain high. Those schools where students nor-
mally performed at lower levels continue to be the schools with
lower averages. The scores, however, have improved in each of the
3 years.

From an educational point of view, the New Castle County
School District reorganization and desegregation effort has been
and continues to be a successful program. Despite the fact that the
top administrative staff spent a great deal of time responding to
legal and other noneducational concerns resulting from the unpop-
ular court-ordered busing plan, the operation of the district contin-
ued at a high level.

School level administrators and professional staff put aside their
political views on desegregation, reorganization, and forced busing,
and worked together to help students progress in the classroom.
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With few exceptions, teachers supported the instructional program.
Educational growth is evident and learning is taking place.

Althbugh the greatest support for the initial plan came from
urban areas, there hhs been continuous and strong support from all
segments of the community. There have been isolated moments of
racial unrest, and on a few occasions direct confrontation between

'racial groups, but the district has not had the explosive problems
that other large districts experienced when students from different
racial groups came together in the same locations.

It is fair to say that a high degree of racial harmony exists in our
schools. Students and staff are interacting and working together.
One problem that must be overcome is the aspect of classroom
discipline. Students from various family structures and "communi-
ties have different perceptions of what is permissible. Their views
of the importance of education are different, and this diversity
increases friction between those with high expectations and those
who come from families who have gained very little from the
educational system.

A July 1, 1981, reorganization has divided the desegregation area
into four smaller, autonomous school districts. The Red Clay Con-
solidated School District is one of those four districts. This change
has already rekindled new support for the public schools and im-
proved the chances for continued success of the instructional pro-
grams.

Looking at the overall performance, the New Castle County
School District achievement test scores have risen during each of
the 3 years of the reorganized school district's existence. Informa-
tion recorded at the State department of public instruction reveals
that the New Castle County students' test results were above the
national average in each of the areas tested at all grade levels.
They also performed equally as well, in some cases better than
other Delaware students outside of the desegregation area.

The school district has maintained the programs that were avail-
able before the change to the new structure. Student needs are
being served and the instructional programs remain competitive.
The district has been in a financial dilemma and unable to raise
the tax rate. The community heavily defeated a tax referendum.
This district just began the fourth year without an increase in the
general tax rate.

Student decline in enrollment is a problem throughout the school
districts in this country. The birth rate is lower and young people
are graduating or leaving to enter the work world. Some students
just quit school, as they have for all of my years in education.

When desegregation arrives in a school district the term "white
flight" is added to the picture. In New Castle County schools there
has been a loss of student population because of flight. We cannot
deny this fact. However, people are not abandoning public schools
in massive numbers.

Observing the enrollment count, the trend has been toward a
long-term decline in New Castle County schools. Projected losses
were here before the apparent issuance of the court order. In the
1976 and 1977 school years enrollment decline, including all rea-
sons, was 5.6 percent and 4.9 percent respectively. In the first year
of desegregation,. 1978, and in 1979, the student decline increased to
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9 percent and then down to 8 percent. Last year, in 1980, the
enrollment decline was back to 5.3 percent of the total population.

As reported earlier in its study, the New Castle County lbsearch
Department revealed that 491 students entered private schools
during the period of 1978 to 1980 and returned to our classrooms,
491 returned. A continuation of the study indicates that an addi-
tional 283 students have returned up to the last day of school in
June 1981.

An interesting fact to note is that the nonpublic schools in Dela-
ware did not increase by numbers equal to the public school loss.
The New Castle County public schools had an enrollment decline of
19,486 students or 23.5 percent but the nonpublic schools only
increased'by 3,962 students.

Looking at 1978, the first year of implementation, the county
population declined by 6,227 students and the nonpublic schools of
Delaware only increased by 1,237 students. Much of the decline can
be attributed to birth rate, general school-leavers, and graduates. A
National Center for Educational Statistics bulletin reports that
opening fall membership in public elementary and secondary
schools in the 50 States and the District of Columbia decreased by
3.3 million students between 1970 and 1978. Most of the decreasing
States are not in school desegregation programs.

In my opinion, many parents decided to leave the school system
at the beginning of the desegregation process not because of the
lack of confidence in the educational system, an unwillingness to
accept minority students in the schools, or the unwillingness to put
their sons and daughters on a bus to attend schools away from the
home area. Most of the students who left the public school systems
are now being transported to schools far from their homes and are
in classrooms that have minority students in attendance.

The greatest concern expressed by parents was the fear of the
unknown, the possibility that there would be massive resistance
and violence within the buildings. Parents were quite aware of the
public reaction to desegregation plans in other large cities around
the country. The feeling that their sons or daughters may be locked
into a situation that may harm them or jeopardize their safety was
not one that parents were willing to accept.

Now we should be able to move away from desegregation prob-
lems and concentrate fully on the task of educating students.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Dr. Johnson, for very help-
ful testimony.

Our second speaker will be Mr. William D'Onofrio, president of
the National Association for Neighborhood Schools. We are pleased
to have you and you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF MR. WILLIAM D'ONOFRIO, PRESIDENT, NATION-
AL ASSOCIATION FOR NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS, WILMING-
TON, DEL.
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the

subcommittee.
This past June the Federal judge under whose final order forced

busing began in New Castle County, Del., gathered the school
officials and attorneys involved into his chambers. The judge told
the group they had to regain public trust in the schools or face the
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probability that increasing numbers of parents would remove their
children from the public schools.

Said the judge, and I quote, "If you do not have public support
for your public school system, in the end you will have nothing.
You will have children in the public school system who cannot
afford to flee. That is what you will be left with," this going into
the fourth year of forced busing.

During the 4 years 1971 through 1974, before the threat of forced
busing enveloped New Castle County, what was to become the so-
called desegregation area of 1978 lost a total of only 6.5 percent of
its white enrollment or about 4,500 students. In 1975 parents
became aware of the city-suburbs intentions of the Federal court.
During 3 years of what sociologist David Armor would describe as
anticipatory white flight, 1975 through 1977, and 3 years of actual
racial balance busing, 1978 through 1980, white enrollment in the
involved schools declined by 40 percent, dropping from 64,679 in
1974 to 38,980 in 1980.

I would like to call your attention to an exhibit I just introduced
this morning. It is an article from the Wilmington newspaper dated
February 1978 and it is in regard to preimplementation or anticipa-
tory white flight.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. All right.
[See app. 5 at p. 806.]
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. As I say, this document so to speak, deals with

the existence of the phenomenon of anticipatory white flight.
After white declines of 11.3 and 10 percent respectively in the

first 2 years of implementation, 1978 through 1979, officials
claimed white flight had abated in 1980 when white loss was only
7.8 percent. However, even at that, white decline in the two most
affluent of the four attendance areas remained steady at 10 per-
cent.

Now at the start of the fourth year of busing, preliminary figures
indicate a further white loss of 9 percent. That gets us down to
some 35,000 white students, a loss of nearly 30,000 over 7 years of
turmoil. This is compared to a loss of only 4,500 over 4 years, 1971
through 1974.

At the start of the current school year, 45 percent of the remain-
ing students have been reassigned under coercion from the court
and due to school closings brought about by white flight, to re-
achieve racial balance. Schools neatly racially balanced at around
20 percent black in 1978 became, without any semblance of further
so-called constitutional violations, imbalanced. Some became 50
percent black, this over 3 years. Of 103 schools in operation in
1977, the year before forced busing began, only 68 remain in
operation.

All of this has taken place under an ambitious city-suburbs
remedy, the proponents of which theorize will inhibit white flight.

Some attribute much of this massive white loss to birth rate
decline and other nondesegregation factors. Initial 1980 census
data, not broken down by age group, indicated that the white
population of New Castle County declined by only 1.1 percent in 10
years. Shortly I will be able to further address this aspect as 1980
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census data by race and school age population will be available for
comparison with 1970 data. I believe the comparison will counter
those who minimize the amount of white flight.

Now with regard to birth rate decline, I call your attention to
another exhibit I added this morning, taken from a News-Journal
article in 1979 which analyzed the enrollment loss in 1978, as
busing began, and only 25 percent of the over 6,000 in enrollment
loss was attributed to birth rate decline; 29 percent to an increase
in private school enrollment; and 46 percent was unaccounted for.

How is that so? New Castle County is a highly transient area. It
sticks up like a finger between three neighboring States and its
center is only minutes away from those States. There have been
indications from realtors and major corporations that people trans-
ferring into Delaware are opting to settle, their families in nearby
States in order to avoid forced busing, and commute to work. Of
course; because of the closeness of some of the largest districts to
the neighboring States, many students enroll in schools in those
States and those are not measured in Delaware's private school
enrollment statistics.

Meanwhile, birth rate decline or not, white nonpublic school
enrollment in Delaware's private schools among children residing
in the nine majority white former suburban districts has increased
47 percent just from 1975 through 1980. The county's growth area,
comprising the former Newark School District-which was the
State's largest and was the most viable in terms of increasing
white public school enrollment prior to the start of busing, has
seen white nonpublic school enrollment increase 180 percent or
nearly triple, 1975 through 1980.

Now why have all these whites left the public schools? The
University of Delaware's College of Urban Affairs and Public
Policy, polling area parents, discounted the "steam kettle" theory
in which large numbers of supposedly racist parents remove their
children at the start with a busing order. Instead, the Urban
Affairs pollsters found that in the eyes of many suburbanites
busing has meant a leveling down of educational quality. Indeed,
the essence of forced busing is perceived to be an equalizing of
educational opportunity by lowering standards, a system of educa-
tion by the lowest common denominator.

The pollsters found dramatic decreases in the levels of parental
participation in the educational process, for example, those helping
with homework often, serving as volunteers in the schools, et
cetera. They found that poor curriculum, lack of discipline in a
racial balance busing situation, their children's safety, and their
children not being challenged academically were the major reasons
for white withdrawal.

They concluded ominously that those parents who have with-
drawn their children are the most concerned about their children's
education and comprise those who were most likely to provide
leadership for the public schools. In other words, large numbers of
those parent leaders are gone.

On the other hand, test , results released by school officials indi-
cate that such scores, which have not been publicly broken down
by race, have increased for the third year in a row. Let's look at
those results with, if you will, a rather baleful eye.
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Let me give you an example: Prior to the start of forced busing,
Greenville Elementary School served one of the most affluent sub-
urban areas in the Nation, and the small and rather elite -school
district of which it was a pait annually ranked around 1-2 in
statewide achievement. The district showed a good enrollment in-
crease from 1970 through 1974 and has since lost half of its white
enrollment. In 1980 the school's racial makeup was around 60
percent white, with a number of Whites bused to Greenville from
other former districts; 19 percent mostly inner-city black; and 13
percent Hispanic, virtually all inner city.

One would have to assume that the cream of student achievers,
or at least a huge portion thereof, had departed from Greenville
and that this would negatively affect overall test scores, yet 1980
fourth graders at the school, all races included, are reported to
have scored better than 92 percent of fourth graders nationally, up
from 74 percent in 1979. If you will pardon me, these figures seem
rather spurious.

Meanwhile, just this month a study of the first two years of
busing in New Castle County by a. research team from Michigan
State University has been released. The study uses the released
test scores from 5 of the 11 former districts, while breaking them
down by race and comparing with prebusing scores.

The study reports that black elementary students have gained a
half year in achievement over 2 years of busing while whites have
gained a year and a half, or three times more than blacks. If true,
the already wide achievement gap between whites and blacks has
increased, and this is a rather curious success story.

Candid observers should look at these announced test results and
question the difficulty of the tests and their administration. Con-
cerned teachers have confided to me and others who report back to
me that the practice of "teaching to the test" has been carried to
extremes in some cases. This might partially explain the increases.
A better explanation might be the switch after the start of busing
to exclusive use of the California achievement test-CAT-which
some educators regard as easier to pass.

The Michigan State study also revealed a worsening of racial
attitudes among students after busing, particularly among white
students. This month a report by the CBS-TV affiliate in Philadel-
phia confirmed these findings.

With regard. to discipline, suburban parents appear generally
convinced that'school officials are unwilling and unable, given both
imposed and self-imposed restraints or sensitivity, to control dis-
ruptive elements in the schools. At one high school closed down for
a week in 1980.due to racial strife in the third year of busing, both
black and white students complained that administrators are
afraid to discipline unruly blacks.

There have been other apparent manifestations of citizens out-
rage and disgust with the schools and the Government. After 3
ears of a court-ordered appointed school board, citizens were al-
owed in late 1980 and earlier this year to vote in school board

elections. In the most recent election this year involving three or
four attendance areas, only 2,600 of 200,000 registered voters, a
little more than 1 percent, bothered to vote. It was a different story
last fall when voters had their first chance since the start of forced



452

busing to vote on a proposed school tax increase. With many voters
standing in long lines at the polls for up to 2 hours or more, the
referendum was crushed by 47,500 to 4,800, a margin of 10 to 1.

In closing, there are other important underlying reasons for
citizens attitudes in New Castle County, and they have to do with
an unacceptable definition of terms and a refusal to accept a mas-
sive guilt that the courts, the policymakers, and the media have
attempted to force upon them. •

First, the term "desegregation": Subsequent court opinions to the
contrary, suburban New Castle County schools were desegregated
in 1956 after Brown II and those in Wilmington in 1956 through
1958. In 1967, the Department of the Health, Education, and Wel-
fare-reacting to the civil rights movements of the fifties and
sixties, the HEW of the Great Society-in enforcing the 1964 Civil
Rights Act singled out the State of Delaware for praise as being
"the first border State to remove all vestiges of a dual school
system." That was in 1967.

A 1968 school district reorganization act in the State legislature
paraded as a constitutional violation was actually found by the
court to have not been passed with discriminatory purpose. The
same court, in ordering massive busing, admitted to finding that
the districts were "unitary in themselves."

All this being the case, the courts eliminated 11 school districts
and ordered racial balance busing to each school in an area com-
prising two-thirds of the public school students in the entire State
of Delaware. Parents of today's school-age children, who them-
selves attended desegregated schools for most of their lives and
whose older children did likewise for all of their lives, do not
equate racial balance busing and judicial gibberish with so-called
desegregation.

I might add that my wife, who is somewhat younger than I am,
was a member of Wilmington High School's first desegregated
graduating class in 1958. We have four children, ages 17 through
22, and they attended desegregated schools in New Castle County
all of their lives.

Then there is the alleged denial of equal educational opportuni-
ty. Prior to the start of busing, per pupil spending in the majority
black Wilmington district was 47 percent higher than the average
of the majority white suburban districts and the highest in the
State. Wilmington had the highest paid teachers and administra-
tors; the most favorable teacher- and administrator-to-pupil ratios;
a tax rate set by a benevolent city council and not subject to nasty
referenda; and a per-pupil real estate assessment ranking 13th
among the 26 existing districts.

With some 13 percent of the prebusing statewide enrollment,
Wilmington received some 53 percent of the Federal school aid
funding flowing into the State. As to quality of plant, when busing
began in 1978, 14 schools were closed in the suburbs and none in
the city. It was a rude awakening for suburbanites in 1978 when
their school taxes were increased by an average of 50 percent to
level up the entire county to the spending of the "constitutionally
violated" Wilmington district.

I would like to request that my full written remarks and appen-
dices be entered into the record. That concludes my testimony.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, all will be included in the
hearing record. We thank you, Mr. D'Onofrio.

Our last witness today and the third panelist is Dr. Jeffrey
Raffel. Dr.. Raffel is associate professor at the College of Urban
Affairs and public policy of the University of Delaware.

Dr. Raffel, you mpy proceed.

TESTIMONY OF DR. JEFFREY RAFFEL, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR,
COLLEGE OF URBAN AFFAIRS AND PUBLIC POLICY, UNIVER-
SITY OF DELAWARE
Dr. RAFFEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-

tee. I want to thank you for this invitation to present testimony
today, for a number of reasons.

As a researcher who has studied the school desegregation imple-
mentation process in Delaware, I am pleased to be able to share
my findings with you today.

As a father of three children who are attending the public
schools of New Castle County, including one who is -being bused
into Wilmington, I am pleased that you are going t hear from a
public school parent.

As a participant in the school desegregation implementation
process when I served as staff director to a committee established
by the Governor, the mayor of Wilmington, and the county execu-
tor of New Castle County-the committee was set up to try to work
toward quality schools whatever the court decided-as a former
participant, then, I am pleased to be able to- talk about the results
of my effort and the effort of others. Finally, as an author of a
book analyzing the school desegregation process and early results, I
am just delighted to speak to a number of potential buyers.

There are a number of points I would like to make, and they
focus in on the results of a poll that my colleague, Dr. Barry
Morstain, and I conducted in the spring of 1979. This was with the
support of the Delaware Post Secondary Education Commission
with title 1 community service funds.

The report was entitled "One Year Later: Parent Views Toward
Schools in New Castle County After the First Year of Desegrega-
tion." This was a followup to two prior polls we had done in 1977
and 1978 before busing began. I would like to ask you if this report
could be printed in full in the record of this hearing because I
believe it will present you with a variety of information.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.

[Material to be supplied follows:]
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ONE YEAR LATER: PARENT Vizws TOWARD SCHOOLS IN Nigw CASrTI COUNTY
Armi THE Fnwr YEAR OF DESGREGATION

(By Jeffrey A. Raffel)

Preface

This report summarises the results of three polls measuring parent atti-
tudes toward school desegregation and the schools of New Castle County. It
focuses on preliminary results from the 1979 poll, conducted at the conclusion
of the first year of school desegregation in New Castle County. Further
analysis of all three polls is planned.

The polls were funded by a Title I grant from the Delaware Postsecondary
Education Commission. The project has been directed by Jeffrey A. Rtffel and
Barry R. orstain.

The very able assistance of Phyllis Raab, Ed Ratledge, Von Holland, Lola
Hoffman, Eunice Clark, Judith Molloy, and all the staff of the College of Urban
Affairs and Public Policy's Census and Data System has made this report possi-
ble. The hard work of the many interviewers and the assistance of the person-
nel of the Research Division of the New Castle County School District is
greatly appreciated. Finally, Diane Moetaith offered valuable suggestions in
the development of the survey instrument, Janice Wilkins spent many hours con-
structing the figures, Florence Torri did her usual excellent job of typing the
report, and Mary Helen Callahan edited this report, turnin; jargon into readable
prose. I thank them all.

Jeffrey A. Raffel
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ONE YEAR LATER: PARENT VIEWS TOWARD SCHOOLS
IN NEW CASTLE COUNTY AFTER THE FIRST YEAR OF DESEGREGATION

Executive Summary

The College of Urban Affairs and Public Policy polled 839 New Castle County
parents at the conclusion of the 1978-79 school year. The sample included 315
suburban parents who had at least one child in the county public schools and
who were interviewed in 1977 or 1978, 200 city public school parents. 90 sub-
urban parents interviewed in prior years who did not have a child in the public
schools in 1979, 103 parents who withdrew a child from the public schools dur-
ing the summer of 1978 before school desegregation began, and 131 who withdrew
a child during the first school year of court-ordered desegregation.

The results of the initial analysis may be summarized as follows:

(1) Evaluation of Schools and the School District

School district ratings by suburban parents have dropped markedly'since
desegregation began; the percentage of suburban parents rating the
public schools in their district as "good" or "excellent" was almost
80 percent In 1977 and 197C, but only 37 percent in 1979. Ratings by
city parents remained relatively constant; about half rated their
district as "good" or "excellent" in all three years.

School ratings are higher than school district ratings; over 60 percent of
city and suburban parents rate their child's schools as "good" or
"excellent." Nonpublic school parents are almost unanimous in rating
their child's school as "good" or "excellent."

Satisfaction with one's child's teacher and happiness at school is wide-
spread; over two-thirds of all public school parents are satisfied
with each.

Generally, the closer public school parents are to the object or situation
they are asked to evaluate, the higher their evaluation: Thus, par-
ents tend to rate their child's teacher positively, while viewing the
district less favorably; parents active in the schools are more posi-__
tive than those less active in school affairs.

(2) Equality of Educational Quality

Perception of equality of educational quality in the public schools in thi
city and suburbs has increased greatly; the percentage viewing the
city schools as at least equal to the suburban schools has doubled
since 1977 (up from 20 to 40 percent in the suburbs and 34 to 68 per-
cent in the city).
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(3) Attitudes Toward Busing

The start of busing went wall, all things considered, according to the
county's parents, and few now think that "if enough people show they
are against it, busing can be stopped." (In the suburbs the percent-
age agreeing with this statement has decreased from 60 percent
in 1977, to 37 percent in 1978, to 19 percent in 1979.)

Support for busing remains almost nonexistent in the suburbs, where about
9 of 10 people still oppose it. Busing remains a divisive issue
among city parents, about half of whom oppose this policy.

A decrease in the achievement of white students has occurred according to
a majority (57 percent) of suburban parents.

Overall. acceptance and tolerance but not support for busing exists in
New Castle County.

(4) Effects of Desegregation

Parent participation in a variety of school related activities (e.g.,
classroom visits, meeting attendance) has declined substantially
among cty -parents and to a smaller extent among suburban parents.

o e of desegregation in the public schools has not increased among
public school parents, but nonpublic school parents do show an in-
crease in knowledge. There remains a great deal of misinformation
concerning the financial impact of desegregation.

Racial attitudes as measured by the poll have not changed since desegrega-
tion began; at this point neither increased antagonism nor a reduction
in racial conflict has resulted.

(5) Flight

Black flight from the public schools is essentially nonexistent; white
flight is vary evident.

Racial attitudes do not differentiate between those who have removed their
children from the public schools and those who have not; those whites
who have withdrawn children are no more prejudiced than those who
have left their children in public schools.

Income and education are related to flight; those with higher incomes are
more likely to have removed or to be considering removing their chil-
dren from the public schools; 77 percent of those who withdrew their
children reported family incomes over $20,000 per year, while 64 per-
cent of those who left their children in public schools had similar
incomes.

Experience at one's child's school seems to affect withdrawal action; only
one-third of those who withdrew their child from a public school dur-
ing the school year rated the school as "good" or "excellent," (half
the rate of the other public school parents). Those who withdrew
children during the summer before busing began were more likely to
give broad anti-busing-related reason; ch.se who withdrew their
children during the school year cited more specific educational
quality reasons.
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Future switching between the public and nonpublic schools wtll be fairly
high; a two-tiered system of education, a public and nonpublic system
serving different clientele, has not developed in New Castle County.
For example, about 15 percent of nonpublic school parents can con-
ceive of circumstances in which they would switch a child to the
public school system, and a majority of public school parents have
contemplated the opposite action.

A lack of recognition of the number of parents considering nonpublic to
public school switching is evident; while a majority of suburban
parents know parents switching children from a public to nonpublic
school, few report knowing people doing the reverse, despite similar
rates.

(6) Support for Policy Changes

Stricter discipline, an elected school board, and special programs (e.g.,
for the gifted and for those requiring remedial reading) are sup-
ported by over 80 percent of suburban parents, although a smaller
percentage of city parents support the first two alternatives.

Increased ability grouping is very popular in the city and suburbs; those
who have withdrawn their children during the school year, however,
are its greatest supporters.

Providing more funds for the public schools is favored by a large majority
of city parents (68 percent), a slight majority of suburban.parents
(54 percent), and over a third of withdrawal parents; few support
closing more schools.

Reorganizing of the county school district into four smaller districts is
supported by a bare majority of suburban parents and less than a
quarter of city parents.

A choice of schools, such as the opportunity to send a child to a Basics
Plus school or school for the gifted, is favored by more than two-
thirds of all groups.
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Introduction

In July 1978 the Wilmington School District was merged with ten suburban

school districts to form the New Castle County School District. The merger

had been ordered by the federal district court. In September 1978 the nearly

100 schools bf the new district vere desegregated. To accomplish this, over

20,000 of the district's 65,000 pupils were bused across the old city-suburban

school district lines.

The desegregation process in New Castle County, a long and difficult one,

has been described in detail elsewhere.1 This report focuses on parent atti-

tudes measured on a survey conducted as the first year of school desegregation

drew to a close. This survey, the third assessing attitudes toward public

education and school desegregation in New Castle. County, was conducted from

May 11 to July 26, 1979. The first was conducted in the spring of 1977 and the

second in the winter of 1978; the results of these surveys have been reported

in College of Urban Affairs and Public Policy reports and in articles in

IJeffrey A. Raffel, The Politics of School Desegregation: Metropolitan
Remedy in Delaware (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, expected March 1980)
and Jeffrey A. Raffel and Barry R. Korstain, "School Desegregation in the
Wilmingtoti Metropolitan Area: The Dynamics of Power and Ideology in the Educa-
tional Arena," College of Urban Affairs and Public Policy, August 1978; to be
published as a chapter in a volume edited by Charles W. Willie and Susan
Greenblatt, Longman Press, expected 1980.
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the News Journal papers.

The 1979 survey had two major objectives: (1) to compare public opinion

about the county's schools at the conclusion of the first year of school de-

segregation with pre-desegregation opinion, and (2) to compare the character-

istics and attitudes of those who transferred their children from public to

nonpublic schools with the characteristics and attitudes of those parents who

did not transfer their children. In short the objectives were to determine

whether and how the experience of desegregation changed opinions and why flight

was occurring.

Methodological Notes.

The selection of a sample was dictated by these two objectives. To ex-

amine changes in opinion over time, we attempted to interview all of the re-

.spondents in the 1977 and 1978 suburban and city samples. Unfortunately,

during the pretesting it became clear that it was not feasible to reinterview

those in the previous city samples because of operational problems due pri-

marily to residential mobility. A new sample of city parents with children in

1
See Barry R. Morstain, "Parent Views on School Desegregation and

Related Educational Issues," College of Urban Affairs and Public Policy, March
1978, John Felton and Larry agengst, "Busing and You," morningg News, 15-19
May 1977, and Marlow Z. Bloom, "Parents Admit Buses Will Roll," Sunday News
Journal, 23 April 1978. pp. Al., AlO, and Sunday News Journal, 30 April 1978.

88-140 0-82--30
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the county public schools was drawn, and 200 city parents were personally in-

terviewed. We were able to reinterviev by telephone 203 suburban public and

nonpublic school parents from the 1977 survey and 202 from the 1978 poll. We

then divided the 405 suburban respondents into two groups, those who had at

least one child in public school in New Castle County (N-315) and those who

had no child in the county public schools (N-90). The 405 respondents repre-
1

sent over half of those suburbanites interviewed in the previous years.

To examine the opinions of those who had withdrawn their children from the

public schools, we interviewed by telephone 103 parents who withdrew their chil-

dren during the summer of 1978, i.e., before school desegregation began, and

131 who withdrew their children during the 1978-79 school year, i.e., during

the first year of school desegregation. These parents were selected randomly

from lists of all of those in the appropriate categories. We thus had samples

not only to allow public-nonpublic school comparisons, but also to compare the

attitudes of those whose children were never in public schools or were with-

drawn in the desegregation planning process with the attitudes of those who

withdrew their children right before and after desegregation began.

1
Slightly more than SO percent of those in each of the samples were

actually interviewed. Some parents refused to be interviewed, claiming they
were "too busy" or "not interested." The rvfusal rate was 15 percent in the
1977 and 1978 suburban samples, under 2 percent in the city sample, and 5
percent in the withdrawal samples. The higher refusal rate in the suburban
samples reflects the potential respondents' knowledge of the length of the
poll (20 to 40 minutes). Many parents could not be reached because they had
moved or were not at home during repeated visits or telephone calls by our
interviewers. Finally, some in the samples were not interviewed because they
no longer had children in any elementary or secondary school.
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Given the manner in which these samples were chosen, the total sample

(N-839) is not representative of any larger population (Figure 1). Instead,

one can view these data from a five sample or two sample perspective. That is,

Li the city and suburban public school parental samples were weighted, they

would form a sample representative of all public school parents in the county.

(The weighting procedure would be necessary to readjust for our oversampling

of city parents. While about 40 percent of the public school parents in the

sample are from the city, only about 25 percent of the public school parents

in the county live in the city.) The three nonpublic school samples could be

weighted to form a representative suburban nonpublic school sample. (City

parents with children in nonpublic schools were not interviewed, though they

represent about 20 percent of the county's nonpublic school parents. Financial

constraints and the lack of a list of these parents prevented their inclusion.)

In this report, however, cumbersome weighting procedures were avoided, and

results from th ,five samples are reported separately.

The magnitude of sampling error is ± 10 percent at the 95 percent confidence

interval for a sample of 100. This magnitude of error means that if 61 percent

1
It should be noted that the samples are not totally distinct. For

example, nine percent of the suburban public school parents have at least one
child in nonpublic school and 37 percent of the withdrawal parents have at
least one child in public school. Furthermore, four percent of the withdrawal
parents described the experiences of a child remaining in public school,
rather than the experiences of the child who withdrew. (This occurred because
of interview error, problems in identifying the withdrawn child, and respondent
refusal to discuss a particular child.)
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of the summer withdrawals responded "yes" to a particular question, the likely

range of yes responses if all summer withdrawal parents had been interviewed

would have been 61 ± 10 percent, or 51 to 71 percent. For a sample level of

200 (approximately that of the city public school parent sample or of the total

of the withdrawal samples) the sampling error is ± 8 percent. The public school

sample (N-315) has a sampling error range of less than ± 7 percent. Of course,

these confidence intervals reflect only sampling error, not possible "errors"

in the wording of questions, the interpretation of results, or other similar

problem.

The 1979 poll results are discussed and compared with the results of the

two previous polls. In the figures the five samples are referred to as follows:

Suburban - suburban parents who had at least one child in a public school

in 1978-79.

Wilmington - Wilmington parents who had at least one child in a public

school in 1978-79.

Ire - suburban nonpublic school parents, the vast majority of whom either

never had a child in a public school or withdrew all their children from

the public schools prior to the summer of 1978.

Sumer - parents who withdrew at least one child from a public school dur-

ing the sumr of 1978.

Post - parents who withdrew at least one child from a public school during

the 1978-79 school year.

It should also be noted that one child of each public school respondent was

selected randomly during the interview process to allow a detailed assessment

of school-based experiences. Respondents in the two withdrawal samples were

asked (although not always successfully) about the child withdrawn from the
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public schools. The remaining private and parochial school parents were inter-

viewed about a randomly selected child.

Evaluation of Schools and the School District

While some components of public opinion reported below may be ambiguous or

unclear, one fact seems quite evident. Desegregation and reorganization have

brought a large drop in the percentage of suburban parents who rate their school

district highly. While in the 1979 poll 37 percent of suburban public school

parents rated the county school district as "good" or "excellent" (as opposed

to "fair" or "poor"), in both 1977 and 1978 almost 80 percent rated their sub-

1urban district at this level (Figure 2). Similarly, the percentage of suburban,

private, and parochial school parents rating "their" district highly has also

been reduced more than half since reorganization began and desegregation took

place. Only Wilmington parents have maintained their ratings.

A majority of both city and suburban public school parents, however, rate

their child's school highly (Figure 3). Sixty-three percent of the Wilmington

parents and 61 percent of the suburban parents rate their child's schools as

"good" or "excellent." Thus more in both groups rate their child's school

highly than the percentage of either group giving the county district a high

rating. Nonpublic school parents are nearly unanimous in their positive rating

for their child's school; over 90 percent in each group rate the school as

1
Gallup Polls about education have also indicated a decline, although

not as dramatic a onein the public's ratings of the schools. For example, in
1974 48 percent of the national sample gave the public schools in their comu-
nity an "A" or "B" rating. In 1977 only 37 percent did this. Those with chil-
dren in public schools tend to rate the schools more positively. In 1977 54
percent gave the public schools an "A" or a "B". This percentage falls between
the school and school district ratings of New Castle County parents. See: George
H. Gallup, "Ninth Annual Gallup Poll of tie Public's Attitudes Toward the Public
Schools." Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. 59, No. 1. (September 1977), pp. 33-48.
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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"good" or "excellent."

Over 70 percent of the Wilmington parents are "satisfied" with their

child's happiness in school, teacher, and school's atmosphere (Figure 4).

ASain,.nonpublic school parents are almost all "satisfied" with these school

characteristics. Suburban public school parents differentiate among these.

Seventy-seven percent are satisfied with their child's teacher and 69 percent

with their child's happiness but only 52 percent with the school's atmosphere.

Thus, while nonpublic school parents exhibit dissatisfaction with the public

schools and satisfaction with the school their children attend, the feelings

of public school parents depend on the "proximity" to what is being rated.

Suburban public school parents are least likely to give good marks to the

county district, but more likely to rate the individual school and its atmo-

sphere highly, and most likely to be satisfied with their child's happiness In

school and his or her teacher. As a further example, more suburban parents are

such more satisfied with their child's teacher (77 percent) than with other

teachers in the school (56 percent). While city parents differentiate less at

the school level, they do exhibit the sam feelings.

"Proximity" considerations would also suggest that parents who were more

active in the public school, and therefore more familiar with it, would rate it

more highly. General measures of a parent's participation in school affairs

(e.g., attendance at Parent-Teacher Association, Citizen's Advisory Council, or

Some and School Association meetings, visits to classrooms) indicated that in

both the city and suburbs the more a public school parent reported being in-

volved in his or her child's school, the higher he or she rated the school, its

atmosphere, and the child's happiness. For example, while 71 percent of the

suburban parents wbo reported attending parent group meetings "often" rated
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Figure 4
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their child's school a "good" or "excellent," only 56 percent of the non-

attenders rated their school as highly.1  Of course, while it is possible that

activity breeds knowledge and knowledge brings confidence, it is also possible

that confidence encourages participation.

In the suburbs, whether one's child was bused or not was related to a

variety of evaluations. Parents whose child was bused for desegregation (N-75)

were less likely than those whose child was not bused (N-240) to rate their

child's school as "good" or "excellent" (45 vs. 66 percent), and less likely to

be satisfied with their child's teacher (67 vs. 80 percent), school's atmosphere

(44 vs. 55 percent), and happiness in school (61 vs. 71 percent). They were

also less likely to rate the county's public schools as "good" or "excellent"

(28 vs. 40 percent). Thus, busing per se does seen to have had some impact on

parent evaluations. (Because of the complexity of the pupil assignment plan

among city children, the evaluations of city parents of bused children will be

analyzed in the future.)

The large dropoff in school district ratings among suburban public school

parents may represent an exaggerated perception of the actual effects of de-

segregation and reorganization. Among suburban public school parents, the de-

crease in the percentage of those satisfied with their child's school, teacher,

school atmosphere, and happiness declined a maximum of 29.percent from 1978 to

1979 (Figure 5). This decline was far less than the 42 percent decline in those

satisfied with the school district. The school rating decline was only 14

'This may explain why a College of Education research team reported
relatively positive evaluations of the schools, for they interviewed CAC parent
leaders and school personnel. Less active parents were not interviewed. See:
Billy E. Ross, "Project Confidence: Final Report," College o'f Education, Uni-
versity of Delaware, July 1979.
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percent. Furthermore, only about a quarter of city or suburban parents whose

children did not switch schools thought that their school was 'very different"

from last year, and a number of these in both the city and the suburbs saw dif-

ferences in positive terms (Figure 6). It is thus likely that part of the lower

rating for th. !chool district was the result of general symbolic feelings

about busing and reorganization rather than of specific experiences with one's

child's education or at one's child's school.

Equality of Educational Quality

The goal of desegregation has been Ptated by the courts as transforming

"white schools" and "black schools" into just "schools." Results from the 1979

poll indicate substantial movement in this direction, at least as measured by

parental comparisons of city and suburban schools. The percentage of city and

suburban parents who view the schools in Wilmington as the "same" or "better"

than suburban schools doubled from 1977 to 1979 (Figure 7). Among suburban

public school parents, for example, the percentage viewing the schools located

in the city as at least equal to the suburban schools increased from 20 percent

in 1977 to 40 percent in 1979. Over two-thirds of the Wilmington parents now

view the city schools as at least equal to the suburban schools.

In 1977 and 1978 about half of the city parents and one-third of the sub-

urban parents believed that desegregation would improve education for black

students (Figure 8). In 1979 about one-third of all parents thought this had

indeed occurred. Thus, along the dimension of equality, desegregation has moved

the schools toward a success. Unfortunately, when the view of the city and sub-

urban schools as more equal is juxtaposed with the earlier suburban feeling

that the county school district is not as good as the old suburban school
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Figure 6
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Figure 7
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Figure 8
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districts, one could say that in the eyes of many suburbanites leveling has

-eant a leveling down of educational quality.

Attitudes Toward Busing

As the first year of busing ended, about two-thirds of the parents in New

Castle County agreed that "all things considered, the start of busing vent very

well." In fact, suburban public school parents were the most likely to agree

with this statement; over three-quarters agreed (Figure 9). The relatively

good start of busing, however, seems to have had no effect on attitudes about

busing. As Figure 10 indicates, suburbanites have remained almost unanimously

opposed to busing, while city parents remain divided. In fact, despite the in-

crossed number of city parents who feel that the city schools are nov equal to

the suburban schools, opposition to busing among city parents may have increased

to a majority.

This is not to say that all attitudes about busing in the suburbs have re-

mained constant. As Figure 11 shows, few suburban parents (about 20 percent of

the public and nonpublic parents) now believe that "if enough people show they

are against it, busing can be stopped." In the suburbs, this percentage has

dropped greatly from 1977 and 1978. City parents, however, have not changed

their attitudes. Thus the reality of busing, at least in the suburbs, appears

to have overtaken the rhetoric of obstructionism or reversal.

Suburban parents, almost all of whom are white, remain convinced that bus-

ing is detrimental to the education of white children. In 1977 and 1978 a ma-

jority predicted that desegregation would harm white achievement (Figure 12).

In 1979 a majority of suburbanites believed that the prediction came true.

Whether this belief will change if the positive results of the California

88-140 0-82--31
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Figure 9
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Figure 10
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Figure U
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Figure 12
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Achievement Test become better known is uncertain.

Thus the 1979 poll indicates tolerance and acceptance of busing, but there

remains little suburban support for and much concern about this policy.

Effects of Desegregation: Participation, Knoledge, and Attitudes

Some have argued desegregation brings a renewed interest in the public

schools that sparks increased public participation. Others have claimed de-

segregation physically and psychologically separates parents from the school,

causing decreased parent participation. The 1979 poll suggests that parental

participation has decreased since the start of desegregation and reorganization,

especially among city parents.

On five of six measures of parental participation, Wilmington parents re-

port a notable reduction in participation from last year (Figure 13). Compari-

son with 1978 survey results confirm the decline. For example, 22 percent of

the city parents in the 1978 survey said that they "often" visited classrooms

and 11 percent in 1979 reported this level of visitation for the previous year.

Only six percent, however, report visiting classrooms "often" during the first

year of desegregation. Participation by suburban parents declined on fever

comparisons than city parents, but in no case was an increase in activity even

suggested.

Previous polls have suggested a limited base of knowledge underpins atti-

tudes toward busing and desegregation, especially among city parents. Now that

a desegregation plan is a reality and not a theory, has the level of information

1
See the Report of California Achievement Tests, Research, Evaluation,

and Planniun Divis.on, New Castle County School District, August 1979, and Steve
Goldberg, "N w Castle County's Students Excel in Test," Sunday News Journal, 12
August 1979, pp. Al, AS.
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Figure 13
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Figure 13 (Cont.)
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i NO Castle County increased? The 1979 survey suggests the best answer is

moot much.,

Parents were asked al" of the "s knowledge items in 1979 as they had

bee asked is 1978. In the city, a mgnificantly higher percentage of parents

mde the correct response oO three ites in 1979; on the other six item about

the aem percentage of city parents answered correctly tn 1979 as had done so

in 1978 (Figure 14). In the suburbs, public school parents did better on one

item, worse on a second, and essentially the sam on the remaining seven. Thus

at best there was a limited increase in the level of knowledge among city par-

ents.

both city and suburban parents did become more cognizant of the fact that

a single school district replaced the local districts of New Castle County.

Even so, less than half of the city parents (44 percent) and slightly over

three-quarters of suburbanites (80 percent) answered this item correctly.

Slightly over half of both city and suburban parents seem aware of the racial

distribution of students in the newly desegregated school district. The city

parents are less conscious of the taxation and governance situation than sub-

urban parents. both groups continue to exaggerate the financial costs of de-

segregation. While the figures are not reported here, the nonpublic school

parent sample. almost entirely composed of suburbanites, is now as knowledge-

able as suburban public school parents. In 1978 private and parochial school

parents were less knowledgeable.

Some believe that a major long term effect of school desegregation will be

to lessen racial prejudice and antagonisms. Others believe that busing con-

flicts heighten racial antagonisms. What has happened in New Castle Courty to

date?
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Neither the optimists nor pessimists appear to be right about the effect

of school desegregation on racial attitudes. At least in the short run in New

Castle County, as measured by the poll reported here, racial attitudes remain

unchanged. The 1977 poll indicated that few people in New Castle County were

overtly prejudiced, at least as meassured by a poll. In 1977 84 percent of city

public, suburban public, and nonpublic school parents agreed vith the statement,

"People of different races should live in the same neighborhood." In 1979 even

higher percentages in each category of suburbanite answer that they would "not

mind at all" if a black family with about the same income and education were to

move next door.

Previous surveys here and elsewhere have indicated that more subtle measures

of racial attitudes are required to tap feelings of racial antagonism. Analysis

indicates, however, that on significant measures of racial attitudes there has

been no change in New Castle County since 1977. In 1977 62 percent of suburban

public'school respondents agreed that "government pays too much attention to

blacks" and this percentage hardly fluctuated in 1978 and 1979 (Figure 15).

This result is indicative of findings on a number of attitudinal measures con-

cerning feelings about the city, low income housing policy, and other racially-

linked item not reported here.

White Flight

There now seems to be little doubt that flight has occurred from the New

Castle County public schools, although the questions of whether flight is only

"white," who has flown, and why, have not been answered. This report seeks to

begin an analysis of the 1979 poll on these questions; the data and issues are

complicated and thus this report should be considered only a preliminary one.
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Figure 15
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The first conclusion is that although some have been concerned about

"black flight," the magnitude of this phenomenon, if It exists, t extremely

small. In this sample, only 3 of the 234 public school withdrawals (about 1

percent) are black. Furthermore, few black public school parents say they are

considering switching their child or children in the future (Nft3). Given the

limited cases of black potential or actual flight, the discussion below is

limited to the suburban samples (i.e., primarily whites).

Two implicit theories of who has left the public schools have dominated

discussion. The first could be called the "steaa kettle" theory. Under this

theory it is assumed that those who have left the county's public schools are

the most racially prejudiced. Steam kettle theorists would, therefore, just as

soon see these people leave the public schools. The second theory could be

called the "leadership" theory. Under this theory it is assumed that those who

have left the public schools are the most concerned about their children's edu-

cation and the most likely to provide positive leadership for the public schools.

If this analysis were true, the loss of whites due to flight should be a major

concern to those interested in public education in Delaware.

The 1979 poll results indicate no support whatsoever for the steam kettle

theory. Parents who withdrew a child from the public schools in the summer be-

fore desegregation and in the first year of desegregation do not appear to be

significantly more racially prejudiced than those who left their children in

the public schools. For example, while 61 percent of the suburban public school

parents think that the government has given blacks too much attention, 59 per-

cent of the summer withdrawal parents and 60 percent of the school year with-

drawals also agree (Figure 15). This finding was true on all the measures of

racial attitudes. In addition, while 34 percent of suburban public school
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parents reported Joining an anti-busing organization (presumably the Positive

Action Committee), the same percentage of withdrawal parents reported being

members (Figure 16). Nor are the parents who left the public school system any

lee informed than their counterparts who remained. The steam kettle theory

does not hold any water.

The rejection of the steam kettle theory does not necessitate the accep-

tance of the leadership theory. Other explanations may be required to explain

white flight. But there is some support for the leadership theory. As Figure

17 indicates, parents who withdrew children from the public schools are more

Likely to be college educated and to have incomes over $20,000 per year than

those who did not withdraw a child. They are also more likely to view their

child as "highly motivated" and as an "excellent student" (Figure 18). While

the differences are not great, they are in the direction of the leadership

theory.

Furthermore, those considering switching their child out of the public

schools next year are more likely to reside in the old upper income suburban

districts and to have higher incomes. While all of those suburban respondents

with incomes under $10,000 a year plan to keep their child in public school, 90

percent of the middle income ($10-30,000) and only 86 percent of the high In-

come parents (over $30,000) plan to keep their child in public school.

It is interesting to note that about 10 percent of the withdrawal parents

claim that one spouse went to work to help pay for sending a child to a non-

public school and that about 12 percent more withdrawal parents than suburban

public school parents have incomes over $20,000 a year. Thus the difference in

incomes between those who withdrew and those who did not nay result from the de-

cision to withdraw, rather than the withdrawal decision being a function of
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Figure 18
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income.

An alternative theory asy help to explain white flight. An "experience"

theory would suggest that parents withdraw their children because of the partic-

ular experience they and the child encounter, not because of any general, racial

attitude or social-economic characteristic. This theory clearly puts the burden

of flight bore squarely on the shoulders of school and public officials than do

those based on parent characteristics or attitudes.

Preliminary analysis suggests some support for the "experience" theory.

People who withdrew during the school year were more negative about the public

schools than any other group. While three-quarters of the suburban public

school parents rated this year's and last year's schools as "good" or "excellent"

and almost a similar percentage of summer withdrawals (68 percent) rated last

year's public school the same, only one-third (33 percent) of the school year

withdrawals rated this September's public school so highly. Furthermore, other

comparisons between the school year withdrawals' view of this September's schools

with the other suburbanites' views of the public schools, suggest the school

year withdrawal parents have specific dissatisfactions with their child's school.

For example, only 58 percent of the school year withdrawals stated they were

"satisfied" with this year's public school teacher, while about four-fifths of

the suburban public school (82 percent) and summer withdrawals (79 percent.) were

satisfied last year. Furthermore, when asked how important various reasons were

for their switching their child, school year withdrawals tend to be more likely

to cite factors like "poor teaching," " a lower quality of education," and

"child not challenged" than summer withdrawals (Figure 19). The summer with-

drawals had a greater tendency to cite busing-reated factors. It should be

noted that a majority of the school year withdrawals who had their child in



494

school during the strike cited the strike as a very important factor in their

decision to switch.

A warning is in order, however. School year withdrawals could be subcon-

sciously rationalizing their decision, and the resulting expense of nonpublic

school, by reporting vary negative experiences in the public schools. That is,

many of these parents could be searching for reasons to justify their expensive

actions. It is hoped that further analysis will help to clarify this (and other)

issues, by examining changes in attitudes and actions among those who were in-

terviewed before and after desegregation.

The major conclusion that should be apparent from this analysis of white

flight is that neither parents nor officials should be sanguine about those who

have left. Those who have fled are not any more racially bigoted than those

who have remained. To some extent they represent the leaders of suburban par-

ents, many of whom judged their child's school as educationally inadequate. If

one cannot be sanguine, the next questions must be, can flight be reversed,

halted, or slowed down, and if so, by what means?

It is clear that in New Castle County a two-tiered system of education has

not been established; suburban public school parents have a foot in the non-

pubi.ic school.door and vice versa. There has been and it is likely there will

continue to be a two-way flow between public and nonpublic schools.

Many current suburban public school parents have considered sending their

children to nonpublic schools. In fact, less than one-third of the suburban

public school parents say they never considered switching one of their children

(Figure 20). About the same percentage reported considering a switch and re-

jecting it for financial reasons. Few of these parents, however, report they

are likely to switch a child to a nonpublic school next year. Eighty-nine
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percent said that they would keep their child in public school next year; six

percent reported they were planning to switch (Figure 21).l

Those with children in private and parochial schools continue to eye the

public schools. Many of the parents in each of the three nonpublic groups can

conceive of circumstances under which they would switch a child back to public

school. In fact, 13 percent of the pre desegregation nonpublics, 15 percent of

the sumer withdrawals, and 20 percent of the school year withdrawals report

they "probably" or "definitely" will switch a child back to the public schools

at some point. As the experience theory would suggest, the school year with-

drawals were the most able, and the pre desegregation withdrawals the least

able, to state the conditions under which they would switch.

DT-MoEse nonpublic school parents who are contemplating a switch to public

school, less than a quarter (19 percent for next year, 5 percent for the year

after) report that they will switch within two years. This reference to a

switch in the future is explained in part by Figure 22. Few parents think the

county schools are "now" or will "soon" be operating "normally," but neither

does a majority think that the schools will "never" return to normal.2 This

raises the intriquing question: what would reassure parents?

The 1979 poll included a number of questions concerning what would bring

1
The News Journal reported an expected enrollment drop of 8.3 percent

in the county public schools for this September. The newspaper estimated that
three percent of this drop could be attributed to birth rate declines. This
would imply a white flight rate of about six percent among suburbanites. See
Steve Goldberg, "Enrollment Looks Grim for Deseg District," News Journal, 25
August, 1979, p. 1.

2
In retrospect "normal" may have been a poorly chosen word, for school

desegregation is supposed to end segregation being "normal." I believe that
operating normally brings to mind a relative lack of disruption and problems,
but I am sure that others will interpret this item differently.
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Figure 22
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Figure 23 (Coat.)
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withdrawals back to the public schools. Figure 23 reports the results.

It is evident that none of the circumstances listed would be very likely

to attract the pre-suear withdrawals to the public schools. In general they

send their children to nonpublic school for reasons unrelated to the "push"

feelings against busing and more related to the "pull" of reasons like religious

instruction.

Not surprisingly, the summer withdrawals are the most concerned about

busing per as. Almost half would see the end of busing for their child as a

"very important" reason to return. The school year withdrawal parents seem

highly focused on academic related changes, the primary ones being more disci-

pline and ability grouping. Thus, while few (25 percent) of the pre-sumoer

withdrawals would view their child's doing poorly in school as a very important

reason for return, almost half (40 percent) of the sumer withdrawals and more

than half (54 percent) of the school year withdrawals would view this as a key

factor.

It mast be noted that while by self-report it is evident that the public-

nonpublic road is a two-way street, New Castle County suburbanites do not know

this is true. Over half of the suburban parents are aware of other parent's

thinking of switching their children out of public school, but hardly any (less

than 20 percent in any group) are aware of an equal magnitude's thinking about

switching their children from private to public school (Figure 24). Whether

this is because so maniy more children are in public than nonpublic school, be-

cause some parents are not reporting their true intentions, because the switch

to nonpublic is immediate and to public is long term, or what, is now unclear.

What does seem to be clear is that tGe public schools now seem to be "out," the

private and parochial schools are "in," and few county parents realize the

- 46 -
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magnitude of the potential return to the public schools that may occur.

Support for Policy Changes

Given all that has occurred in the county schools over the last few years,

it is not surprising to find the public has some strong ideas about how to im-

prove the schools. In the 1979 poll parents were asked their opinion of a num-

ber of possible changes in the public schools.

On a number of items consensus appears to exist, if only among suburban

parents (Figure 25). Suburban parents support stricter discipline, an elected

school board, and special programs (like those for the gifted and those requir-

ing remedial reading). A smaller percentage of city parents support the first

two changes; city parents support the latter. Not surprisingly suburban public

school parents and, to a greater extent, city parents oppose the closing of

more public schools. Surprisingly, however, nonpublic school parents are also

not in favor of this alternative. Perhaps this again is an indication of their

ties to the public schools and the possibility that they may wish to return

their child there in the future. There also appears to be near consensus on

increased ability grouping. It is important to note that the greatest support

comes from those who have withdrawn a child from the public schools and that

almost three-quarters (73 percent) of the city parents support this policy.

Three issues were the subject of heated debate during the school year-

money for the public schools, dividing the county district into four school dis-

tricts, and establishing a Basics Plus school or schools in the county. Public

opinion in the county on each is of interest and offers some surprises.

A slight majority of suburban public school parents favor more funds for

the public schools. A large majority of city parents favor more funds. While
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a majority of nonpublic school parents do not favor more fuads for the public

schools, over one-third who withdrew their child support more money. This is

a further illustration of their public school concern, although the poll indi-

cates a referendum would have a difficult, but not impossible, time.

Only slightly more than a majority of suburban parents (e.g., 56 percent

of the public school parents) and less than a quarter of the city parents favor

dividing up the county district. Despite State Board support and legislative

interest in this change, a consensus for further reorganization is lacking.

Unlike support for dividing the county district, support for giving parents

a choice of schools, like a Basics Plus or schools for gifted students, is

fairly high and widespread across all groups. Nonpublic school parents are

more in favor of this change than public school parents. This suggests that a

choice might encourage some nonpublic school parents to return to the public

schools. Certainly their school ratings suggest that, whatever the reason,

choice is tied to school support.

Conclusions

One year after metropolitan desegregation began in Nov Castle County this

poll of county parents suggests many reasons to be optimistic. Almost all par-

ents think busing began in as good a vay as could have been expected. Those who

are most familiar with the public schools are the most positive about them. The

more direct the experience public school parents have had with what they are

judging, the better they judge it to be. Teachers and individual schools are

rated highly; desegregation does not seem to have destroyed faith in one's

child's school or one's child's teacher. The schools in the city are now much

more likely to be viewed as equal to suburban schools. While busing is not
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Figure 25
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favored, its existence is now widely accepted.

While white flight and a decrease in school participation have occurred,

racial views have not worsened. Furthermore, there are indications that the

loss of some whites is not permanent. Parallel systems of education have not

been created as a result of busing; a flow of public to nonpublic education

and vice versa seems likely to continue. Many private and parochial school par-

ents are keeping an eye on the public schools as a future option.

All of this implies that school and governmental action can improve the

situation. The school district can build on the public's positive views of the

teachers and schools with which they are familiar. By encouraging parents to

have more contact with these teachers and schools, confidence can probably be

increased. The fact that few parents now believe that public clamor will

change the existence of busing in New Castle County should encourage more poli-

ticians to turn their attention away from efforts to stop busing and toward

efforts to cope with it. White flight must be viewed as a critical problem,

but it is one where solutions, while not easy, are possible. School choice,

increased ability grouping, special programs, and, in general, attention paid

to educational quality should help to reverse or halt the flow out of the pub-

lic schools. Despite busing, the public expresses some willingness to support

funds for improvements in the public schools.

While the 1979 poll suggests many reasons for optimism, there are also

plenty of reasons for pessimism. In the suburbs, school district ratings have

decreased dramatically. Not only are some whites withdrawing their children

from the public schools, the withdrawal parents seem to be more likely to be

public school leaders. leaving when they are needed most. No improvement in

racial attitudes or desegregation and school district knowledge has resulted
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Dr. RAFFEL. Thank you.
At the conclusion of the 1978-79 school year, my college, the

College of Urban Affairs and Public Policy at the University of
Delaware, polled 839 New Castle County parents. Our sample in-
cluded parents who had their children in public schools in 1977-78
and kept them there; parents who had taken their children out of
public schools during the summer before desegregation began or
busing began, and also during the school year. It also included
parents who had had their children in a parochial or private school
during this whole time period.

I want to summarize the results of our analysis from that first
year of busing. In terms of attitudes toward busing, most parents
agreed or a large majority agreed that, all things considered,
busing had gone well. Also, by the time we did our poll, people
believed that busing was inevitable.

On the other hand, support for busing remained almost nonexis-
tent in the suburbs, where about 9 out of 10 people opposed it.
Disagreement on busing remained among cit' parents with about
half opposing this policy in 1979. Overall, we summarized that
acceptance and tolerance, but not support for busing, existed in
New Castle County in 1979.

The second dimension we looked at was the evaluation of schools
in the school district. We found that school district ratings, for a
number of reasons that Mr. D'Onofrio and Dr. Johnson have men-
tioned, plummeted in New Castle County. The percentage rating
the school district as "good" or "excellent" dropped from 80 per-
cent down to 37 percent in 1979. Now, of course, we moved from 11
school districts to 1 school district during this period, and I believe
that would partially explain what happened. There are many other
reasons, too. Ratings by city parents remained relatively constant.

School ratings, however, were higher than school district ratings
in the 1979 poll. Over 60 percent of city and suburban parents
rated their child's school as "good" or "excellent." However, let me
add in comparison that nonpublic school parents were almost
unanimous in rating their child's school as "good" or "excellent."

Satisfaction with one's child's teacher and happiness at the
school, or the parents' perceived happiness of the child at the
school, was widespread. Over two-thirds of all public school parents
were satisfied with each in the spring of 1979.

Our conclusion was that generally the closer public school par-
ents were to the object or situation they were asked to evaluate,
the higher their evaluation. Parents tended to rate their child's
teacher positively while viewing the school somewhat less positive-
ly, but still positively, and viewing the district far less favorably. I
might also add that parents who were most active in the schools
were more positive in general than those less active in school
affairs.

The third dimension we looked at was the equality of educational
quality. We asked parents both before and after desegregation
whether they thought that the schools in Wilmington were better
than, equal to, or did not present as much quality as schools in the
suburbs. We found a doubling of the percentage in the suburbs and
in the city who said that in general the Wilmington schools or the
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city schools were equal to the suburban schools or, in a few cases,
better.

This, of course, is one of the main objectives, if not the main
objective, of the court as I understand it, to change "black" schools
and "white" schools into schools, schools of substantial quality.

In terms of the effects of desegregation, we looked at the extent
of knowledge that the New Castle County residents had about the
desegregation plan, and we found that the degree of misinforma-
tion remained high and there was very little change over time in
this. Parents, especially suburban parents before school desegrega-
tion began, predicted that there would be a decrease in achieve-
ment of white students.

A year or a little bit less than a year after desegregation began,
they again said that they thought that there had been a decrease
in the achievement of white students. Now one can compare that
with the test scores and take opposing sides but in terms of the
perceptions of parents, they thought achievement had gone down.
Parental participation, especially among city parents, also appears
to have decreased over that time period.

Racial attitudes, to the best that we could judge, did not change.
They did not improve; they also did not show any increased antago-
nism.

In terms of flight, the fifth dimension we looked at, we found a
number of things: One was, we did not find any black flight al-
though a number of people had thought that there might well be
some. In terms of whites, we looked at three different explanations
for why people might be leaving the public school system.

One explanation was, as Mr. D'Onofrio pointed out, the "steam
kettle" theory. In essence our conclusion was, the "steam kettle"
theory held no water. We could not find differences between the
parents who had pulled their kids out of the public schools and
those who left them in, in terms of racial attitudes. I am not
talking about overt racial prejudice, which is very hard to get
anybody to admit to these days, but more subtle measures that
have been used in our poll and elsswhere. We did find a difference
here.

We did find that income and education were related to flight.
Parents who had withdrawn their children were, in general, some-
what more likely to have higher incomes and more education, and
also in fact to say that their children were doing well in school,
than those people who left their children in school.

We also found that the parents who pulled their children out of
school rated their schools differently than those who left them in.
They, not surprisingly, were more negative.

Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Raffel, I apologize for interrupting you at this
point, but the subcommittee must recess for 10 minutes for a vote
in the House of Representatives.

[Brief recess.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
Dr. Raffel, you may continue.
Dr. RAFFEL. Thank you. We are used to changes in New Castle

County.
I was saying that we had investigated three different explana-

tions for why there was flight from the New Castle County schools.
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I said that the "steam kettle" theory did not seem to explain much;
our leadership theory, in terms of higher income and education,
did. Also, experience at one's school did seem to have some effect
on people withdrawing their children.

We also found, as importantly, I think, that parents did predict
that they would switch their children, or to some percentage, from
public into nonpublic schools. However, we also found parents
saying that they would "probably" or "definitely" switch their
children from nonpublic schools into public schools.

We concluded-and I think, I am sure, in fact, our conclusions
have been borne out-that in New Castle County we do not have a
two-tiered system, one public and one nonpublic. We have parents
switching their children back and forth between the various alter-
natives in the county.

We also found, somewhat surprisingly, that parents were not as
aware as we were by our poll that this switching was going on.
That is, in general parents did know other parents who were

-thinking of switching their children from public to nonpublic
schools. However, very few parents knew parents who were doing
or thinking of the reverse, even though we had a fairly high
percentage of them who were thinking of that.

It was our conclusion that at the time we did this poll the public
schools, for want of a better word, were "out" and the nonpublic
schools were "in" and you just did not talk about switching your
kids back the other way.

I questioned a Federal official about why I was asked to testify.
He said that I was one of the only researchers being quoted by both
sides. I think that to the extent this is true, the reasons lie in the
survey results I have summarized here.

Our results suggest that New Castle County desegregation and
reorganization plan is neither a raving success nor an unmitigated
disaster. On the negative side, we have documented a little white
support for busing, negative feelings about the new county school
district; the perception that white school achievement is suffering;
and white flight.

On the positive side, we have agreement that the implementa-
ion of the plan went as well as could be expected, general satisfac-

tion with teachers and schools after busing, an increased percep-
tion, even in the white suburbs that city schools, once black and
now desegregated, are equal in quality to suburban schools, and a
willingness and even expectation of return to the public schools.

Let me share with you briefly my own conclusions, going beyond
the poll that now is somewhat dated, about the lessons of interdis-
trict metropolitan desegregation in Delaware, for those considering
changes in national policy.

First, it is my belief that there is nothing inherent about the
busing order in New Castle County that made it impossible to
maintain quality schools or public support over time. Nor, on the

-other hand, is busing a panacea for a history of racial conflict in
our State.

The order was definitely a major shock to the educational, politi-
cal, social, and economic system of New Castle County and the
State. It has been a true test of our ability to handle a change, and
to date I believe that our State has done reasonably well. The
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impact of busing is not cast in stone; it is etched by the community
that must face it, by public officials, school administrators, parents,
students, community leaders, and I should add to my written com-
ments, by politicians and elected officials specifically.

Second, the problems in the New Castle County School District
today result in as large a measure from the school district reorga-
nization difficulties as from mandatory pupil reassignment or
busing. In this sense it is apparent, at least to me, that the gain
that one might have in a metropolitan plan in terms of decreasing
white flight may well be offset by the increase in administrative
difficulties that result from an interdistrict plan.

Third, determining th magnitude and causes of white flight
remains a diffcult task. Proponents and opponents of busing unfor-
tunately have offered simple descriptions and explanations of a
very complex situation. Some try to attribute all white enrollment
loss to busing when in fact other factors like birth declines, migra-
tion from the Northeast, and movement to private schools, which
appear to be national trends, have had a major but hard to quanti-
fy influence on enrollments.

When I think of this point, and when I make this point, I always
think of the Delaware State senator who one night had a good- deal
of scotch and soda and got very drunk and very sick. A week later
he had a good deal of bourbon and soda and got very drunk and
very sick; and a week later he had a good deal of vodka and soda
and got very drunk and very sick, and concluded he was never
going to touch soda again.

We have a similar case here. One could look at a large loss in
white enrollment, and there is no doubt that there has been a
tremendous loss in the county, but to attribute all of that or even a
substantial part to the desegregation order I think is to miss the
boat.

To give you just the latest example we have, preliminary 'tatis-
tics on enrollments for this September indicate that the decline in
enrollments in New Castle County are at about the 6.6 level com-
pared to downstate Delaware which is at the 3.3 percent level. Now
at the surface one could say, "Look, that 3.3 percent downstate is
due to the birth declines and other national factors and the extra
3.3 upstate in New Castle County is the effect of busing." However,
it turns out-to the extent I could do the analysis, we just got the
figures-that this is accounted for by the birth rate and differences
in migration into downstate versus into upstate. That is, the pre-
liminary census figures indicate that in New Castle County there
has hardly been any change in population since 1970 and in down-
state there has been approximately a 20-percent increase in popula-
tion. In part the number of births reflect that also.

In the book I have written about this case, I determined that in
terms of anticipatory and first year white flight, that it would be
possible for those opposed to busing to argue that almost all of the
loss in enrollment was due to busing. However, I also found it
would also be possible for those who were supporters of busing to
argue that almost all of the loss was not at all due to busing but to
national factors, as reflected in downstate Delaware and elsewhere.
Therefore, I would suggest that interpreting the numbers that any
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of the three of us throw at you, one should really take great care
when it comes to talking about white flight.

My final conclusion is that those who can influence national
policy toward desegregation and busing should try to be wary of
gross overgeneralizations about the harm or benefit of these poli-
cies. The effects of desegregation plans involving busing depend on
many factors only partially understood, some of which are under
the control of educational and governmental officials. For example,
it is far from certain what the impact of the recent division of the
county school district in New Castle County into four new school
districts, one of which Dr. Johnson is superintendent. It is just
unclear at this point what the effect of- this division will be on
white flight and parental confidence in the public schools in New
Castle County.

Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much, Dr. Raffel. That is a very

scholarly study and I can see why both sides would be inclined to
quote you, selectively of course, as we all do from time to time.

Dr. Raffel, on page 4 in paragraph 3 you said that the impact of
busing is etched by the community that must face it, by public
officials, school administrators, parents, students, community lead-
ers, and so forth. In this community affected by the busing order,
did public officials, elected officials, school administrators, parents,
and community leaders generally try to do the best they- could in
complying with the law, or was there a great resistance that got in
the way of an orderly resolution or an orderly implementation of
the plan?

Dr. RAFFEL. I would say that after some initial rumblings in the
State legislature, there was never any doubt in Delaware that the
law would be and should be obeyed.

Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Johnson, would you respond with the same
answer, that the public officials and other people in the area did
the best they could to assist in the implementation of the order?

Dr. JOHNSON. Yes; that would be my feeling.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. D'Onofrio the same?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Yes, Mr. Edwards. It was obvious that it was a

Federal issue and not a State issue. We antibusers did not expect
Governor duPont to stand in the school doorway, and we knew that
the General Assembly certainly could not stop a Federal court
order, so I would say that would be true.

Mr. EDWARDS. Now Dr. Johnson, your perceptions on the impact
of the school desegregation order are far apart from Mr. D'Ono-
frio's. How do you account for that?

Dr. JOHNSON. Probably, Mr. Chairman, mine are not really per-
ceptions as much as actual involvement in the day-to-day oper-
ation. I am looking basically at the internal performance and the
information that we have gathered over the 3 years of operation. I
was not attempting to address the perceptions and feelings of the
individuals with whom Mr. D'Onofrio had reference.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. D'Onofrio, prior to Brown v. Board of Educa-
tion, did the children of New Castle County go to neighborhood
schools?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. No, sir. We had pre-Brown segregation in New
Castle County. The schools in Wilmington were segregated and in
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the suburban area black students were bused, for example, black
high school students were bused into the city to Howard High
School, even though the number was very small. I think it was
brought out during the court proceedings, for example, that the
number of blacks bused from the county into Howard High School
in Wilmington was less than 200, which gives you an idea of the
Draconian aspects of the subsequent order many years later.

However, it is true we did in fact have segregated schools prior
to Brown II. However, I might add that, as I pointed out in my
testimony, the efforts to eliminate those schools after Brown II
were in extremely good faith, and that was found by the district
court. What we are talking about is racial balance busing and not,
as I said, so-called desegregation.

Mr. EDWARDS. All right, so there was busing for purposes of
segregation, and you had a truly--

Mr. D'ONOFRio. Not busing.
Mr. EDWARDS. Didn't you have any busing for segregation?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. You mean before Brown II? Yes. However, I

would say busing was very limited. I do not have any figures at my
disposal right now but the city of Wilmington, for example, was
divided ethnically. The high school I went to, you had mostly
Italian and Polish and Irish kids going to Wilmington High School.
Another high school, P. S. duPont, contained a lot of the Jewish
community, and a lot of the blacks lived on the so-called east side
of Wilmington and they attended Howard High School, so I do not
think there was much.

There was busing for purposes of segregation, especially, as I
pointed out, in the suburban areas where you had a very limited
number of blacks, but I would not call it a lot of busing for
segregatory purposes prior to Brown. Perhaps Dr. Johnson might
want to comment on that. I do not know.

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes. Dr. Johnson?
Dr. JOHNSON. I think the important aspect of the busing, trans-

portation of minority youngsters, was the fact that for many years
the high school that I attended, Howard High School, was the only
black high school in the State of Delaware. In addition to those
youngsters, my classmates, who were bused from suburban districts
into the city of Wilmington, we had others from my own class who
had to be transported from other parts of the State and moved into
the city of Wilmington to go to high school.

Wilmington High School, which was a white high school, was
very near the residence of many of my classmates. They were not
bused on school buses. They came to school on public transporta-
tion or just walked. However, it was definitely not the neighbor-
hood, it was all over the State, coming to one high school.

Mr. EDWARDS. After the Brown v. Board of Education decision,
efforts were made at the local level, the State level, to desegregate,
according to the testimony of Mr. D'Onofrio. Is that correct?

Dr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir.
Mr. EDWARDS. What did they consist of?
Dr. JOHNSON:. I think the basic problem-and I am probably

going to defer to our researcher here who retains that informa-
tion-but the segregation took place within the city of Wilmington
in the housing patterns, confining most of the minority students to
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the city of Wilmington, and nonminority students moving out made
it very difficult to do that.

At the beginning of this desegregation order in 1978, Wilmington
was in the high- or mid-80 percent range of minority students, with
a school population of about 11,000 to 12,000 students, and some 80
percent of those students were minority. Therefore, that process
could not continue. We could not desegregate the Wilmington
schools with 80- tb 85-percent minority students.

Mr. EDWARDS. I see.
Counsel?
Ms. COOPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Under the present desegreation plan, with students being bused

from the suburbs for 3 years out of their 12 years in school, and
students in the city being bused 9 years out of the 12, for the years
when those students are not being transported, are they basically
going to neighborhood schools, Dr. Johnson?

Dr. JOHNSON. To make a record, I think that we have probably
closed in excess of 20 schools. I do not know the exact number. We
just closed an additional nine schools in my single district this past
year. I know we closed about 11 the first year, so we are probably
talking about in excess of 30 schools that have been closed.

Many of those youngsters do not have schools that are right
within their neighborhood, per se, and they are going to other
schools that are nearby. Therefore, to answer your question, those
who have schools near their neighborhood are probably going to
those schools. In other situations they are going to schools that are
nearby, but not in the city.

Ms. COOPER. However, they are going to the closest available
school? Is that accurate for most of those students?

Dr. JOHNSON. That would be accurate for most of the students in
that situation, yes.

Ms. COOPER. Given that fact, what is the source of the dissatisfac-
tion? Since most suburban students for most of their school career
do not get bused, do not get taken out of the closest school to their
home, is it fair to say that busing is far less of an issue than the
problems associated with the reorganization of all these school
districts? Dr. Johnson?

Dr. JOHNSON. I am sorry. I am probably not the person to answer
that question. Mr. D'Onofrio would probably be a better person to
answer that question.

Ms. COOPER. OK. Mr. D'Onofrio?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. I would say that we are not just talking about

transportation. You asked the question of Dr. Johnson about the
closest school, and as I pointed out, we started out with 103 and
now we have 68 and all but one of the closings have been in the
suburbs, so obviously kids certainly are not attending the schools
that they would have attended previously.

For example, in what used to be my school district, Alexis I.
duPont, which I refer to in my testimony, all four elementary
schools in that former district are now closed, so the kids from the
former Alexis I. duPont district who are still in public schools are
attending schools that are somewhat farther away than they used
to attend.
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However, as has been pointed out, I think, by Dr. Raffel and by
me, the issue is not just transportation; it never is. In that respect
busing is a misnomer. The issue is a perception of what has hap-
pened to the quality of education. The issue among many of the
people that I associate with, my colleagues, is a feeling of constitu-
tional perversion, a feeling that the law has been distorted, a
feeling that Government is doing something it has no business
doing and has no business forcing upon people. It is all tied in
together.

Ms. COOPER. The schools that are now being utilized, have they
been significantly expanded in size or are the closings of the other
schools a result of declining school enrollment?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. It has to be declining school enrollment.
Ms. COOPER. Therefore, some schools would have had to be closed

regardless of the desegregation plan?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. I do not think too many schools were closed

because they were poor physical specimens. Those that were, that
fell into that category, I think were upgraded with the start of
busing. I think the school closings have to be because of declining
enrollment.

Ms. COOPER. Dr. Johnson?
Dr. JOHNSON. Yes. Prior to the implementation, many of the

school districts were holding schools open that had student popula-
tion down below 50 percent of the available utilization rate. They
were building during the early sixties, just building new buildings
almost everywhere in some of our suburban districts, and those
schools continued to operate at 50 to 60 percent capacity since the
day they were built. Because of our financial restraints, it was
necessary to move the building utilization up into the 80-, 85-
percent range. We could not afford to keep schools open with such
small populations in the buildings.

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. I would just like to add to that that 14 schools,
as I pointed out, were closed with the start of the order, and that
compensated to a large extent, for what Dr. Johnson referred to.
However, the fact remains that 3 years after this had been taken
care of by the initial closings, more than 20 schools were just
closing in this year, in 1981, and 45 percent of the kids had to be
reassigned to correct the racial imbalance developing over 3 years.

Ms. COOPER. Well, if I could amend the hypothesis I made
before-a question for all of you-is it a fair statement that much
of the unhappiness, to the extent there is unhappiness in New
Castle County about the school system, has to do with a combina-
tion of the loss and the closing of schools that are close to home,
and the administrative problems and costs that have accompanied
the reorganization of all these school districts, and that it is not
directly related to either the concept of neighborhood schools or
busing?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Administrative problems exist but I do not think
the average citizen, the average parent is really affected that much
by administrative problems, the nuts and bolts of running public
education. Once again, my experience is that people are opposed to
busing in New Castle County because it has been forced on them.

Just to give you an idea, just before busing was implemented my
own antibusing organization lobbied for and got passage of a volun-
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tary plan which enabled children from the majority black Wilming-
ton district and the -majority black suburban De La Warr district to
transfer to schools of their choice. It was a tremendous success,
given the short period of time that the kids had to transfer. Some
14 percent of the black enrollment of Wilmington and De La Warr
transferred to suburban districts.

In the Alexis I. duPont district, in one of the middle schools that
is now in Dr. Johnson's district, Alexis I. duPont Middle School,
the school became over 30 percent black in 1 year due to just the
voluntary transfers, and our youngest boy went to that school. I did
not pull him out.

Therefore, it is a matter of being forced. It is a matter of people
becoming aware, due in no small measure to the efforts of my
antibusing group, of what has been done in the name of the Consti-
tution. I will say it over and over again: I do not think- you can
divorce this from citizen attitudes on busing. You simply cannot do
to Americans what the courts have done on this issue. That is all
there is to it.

Dr. JOHNSON. I do think that the point that you are making or
attempting to get an answer to is valid, that is, there has been a
great deal of dissatisfaction with some of the personalities that
were involved in the initial operation of the school district. Because
of the unpopularity of the leadership and a lot of heat from sur-
rounding areas, the superintendent who started the issue did not
finish his contract, and that brought about a lot of dissatisfaction.

Just the unpopularity of moving from the area where the stu-
dents were currently being housed into other buildings-because in
some situations, students went to one-, two-, three-grade centers.
Where a school had formerly been a K-6 school, within the-subur-
ban districts and the city districts, we made three-grade centers.
We moved some students from their school in their suburban dis-
trict to another school in the suburban district. That also brought
dissatisfaction. Therefore, yes, I would agree with you in part that
reorganization did bring about a lot of dissatisfaction.

Dr. RAFFEL. I would add something that I was told before we
began this process, when I had just become staff director of this
group that was set up to try. to smooth the desegregation process,
make it work a little bit better. I was told, and I think events have
borne out, that desegregation, whatever its form, brings out all the
warts in the system; all the problems come to the forefront.

Now, in a lot of cases or in most cases we would like to see those
problems solved. For example, working-class white children who
have not been receiving an adequate education in a segregated
system, their problems may come to the forefront in the desegrega-
tion process. I think that is part of what happened in New Castle
County. School closings, financial problems, administrative difficul-
ties, all of those became much more evident as we underwent
desegregation. We did not have the slack, you might say, in the
system to tolerate all these problems.

Ms. COOPER. I would like to explore for a moment the gap that I
see between perceptions and what we know from more objective,
empirical evidence, particularly with respect to how the students
are doing educationally in the desegregated school system.
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We have had reports of test score increases, and just recently the
subcommittee learned of a study that had been done by a group
from Michigan State University which showed dramatic increases
for whites and significant although lesser increases for black stu-
dents.in New Castle County.

Mr. D'Onofrio, you have chosen to characterize those results as
inaccurate or spurious. Is there any kind of evidence that you
would accept as indicative that there has in fact been an improve-
ment in education or at least that there has not been a deteriora-
tion of educational progress in the schools?

Mr. D'ONoFRIO. Is there any evidence that I would accept?
Ms. COOPER. Well, what are you looking for?
Mr. D'ONoFRIO. I have not seen the Michigan State study but it

has been my experience as a national antibusing leader that in-
variably when busing begins in a community they change the
method of testing. What you are talking about can definitely be
measured but I do not think there have been really good faith
efforts and candid efforts to measure the effect of busing on the
quality of education, and so I have to remain cynical of studies that
come out. Invariably they are prepared by people who are un-
abashed advocates of busing, such as the Michigan State study, and
on and on it goes.

If I saw figures that I would agree or realize definitely compared
the postbusing results with prebusing results, then I would be
inclined to believe them. However, I pointed out in Delaware-I
may be wrong, I might stand corrected-but I believe only 1 of the
11 districts, for example, used the California achievement test. I
am not sure about that. Of course, the State used it in iti testing, I
believe, but a lot of the districts did not.

As I said, when you find educators who say that the CAT's are
the easiest to pass, I think it is difficult to compare postbusing
results that are borne out by the CAT's and compare them with
more stringent tests used before.

Dr. RAFFEL. The CAT was given as a pretest, I am trying to
recall whether it was the spring before or the first month or so of
school when busing began, so even though you are correct that the
tests were changed and it was not the one used when there were
districts, there was a prescore.

Dr. JOHNSON. The testing program was mandated by the State
legislature and was put in place throughout the entire State, so
although the testing was changed, it was changed and is under
control of the State Department of Public Instruction. Our district
cannot manipulate the scores because the whole State is scored,
and that is by State law.

Dr. RAFFEL. However, on the other hand, the State as far as I
know has not really done an analysis of those scores. I think it is
clear that the scores keep getting higher but it is not clear in terms
of any kind of State analysis of all the schools or all the children
what the results are, that is, black versus white, for example.

In my own work, what I have seen of Michigan State's analysis is
flawed in terms of their sampling procedures, so I have not seen
the report yet but there may be some questions there about the
representativeness of their results. However, there seems to be no
doubt about increasing test scores.
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Mr. D'ONOFRIO. I would like to make two points, if I might, with
regard to the question of achievement. A colleague of mine, Dr.
Ralph Scott, has just done a critique of various studies and coinci-
dentally he determined the same thing, the same point that I just
made about the Michigan State study, the fact that they show an
increase in the gap between white and black achievement.

The second point is-and Dr. Raffel alluded to the whole busing
controversy, bringing out the "warts," so to speak, involved in the
educational process-this is true, and since this is the case, how
much of the achievement gains can be attributable to people, edu-
cators, and public officials banging down, so to speak, on educators
and making them get on the ball as far as testing is concerned?
How much can be attributed to this as compared to the increases
being as a direct result of busing?

Obviously, if these things were addressed in some school districts
before busing started you would have had the same increase in test
scores. Therefore, in this respect the matter of increased achieve-
ment under busing cannot be attributed to busing itself but is
irrelevant to busing.

Ms. COOPER. Well, I do not think anybody thinks transporting
children improves scores but it has been the testimony of earlier
witnesses that it can be an impetus for making educational
changes that can be positive.

Dr. JOHNSON. It definitely brings increased involvement of par-
ents, and they look at the total picture. We are finding that the
nonminority students are profiting from the same ancillary relief
programs that were put into place for the minority students. That
may be one of the primary reasons for the advancement of the
nonminority students; they too are benefiting from the revised
instructional programs.

Ms. COOPER. One last question on this: Dr. Johnson, as you
pointed out, getting information about this study as well as earlier
studies you alluded to, can help change opinions and remove erro-
neous racial perceptions. What is the school system doing to get
the word out that, in fact, white parents' perceptions that academic
performance is decreasing are not borne out by the data that you
have?

Dr. JOHNSON. The State publishes the test results. All of the test
results are now being published and I believe that many parents
are beginning to take a good look at the information that is coming
out and it is changing some of the perceptions. We are beginning to
see a drifting back of some of the students who have gone to
private schools, which may be an indication that some people are
also hearing what is being said.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. D'Onofrio, I am curious about the voluntary desegregation

plan to which you made reference earlier. How long a period of
time did this have to take effect?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. The legislation was first passed, I believe, in 1976
but the kids only had, oh, just a few days-it was ludicrous-the
kids only had a few days to make their decision, and so in 1976
there were few transfers. In 1977, the Department of Public In-
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struction embarked on a PR campaign, and I believe they actually
sent people into Wilmington to encourage kids to transfer, and I
believe that most or all of the school districts were very active in
publishing information and sending out information to encourage
kids to transfer.

From my viewpoint, if the constitutional violation was that black
kids were locked into the city of Wilmington for various reasons,
real or imagined, the remedy would be to unlock them. As I indi-
cated, in 1977 this happened. Some 14 percent-which is a signifi-
cant percentage-of black children transferred from the majority
black district, the Wilmington district which was 80 percent black,
and the majority black De La Warr suburban district which I
believe was 54 percent black, 14 percent transferred to majority
white schools.

Now the rub was in the eyes of the court and in the eyes of the
educational establishment within the city of Wilmington, that Wil-
mington schools were not being "desegregated," in other words, the
whites were not transferring into the city, which I think was
irrelevant. Involved here was a self-aggrandizement and feather-
bedding type of philosophy by certain members of the educational
community who did not want to see the Wilmington school district
diminished in terms of enrollment, which affected State funding
and so forth.

Getting back to the essence of the voluntary plan, black kids
transferred after just a few weeks of being encouraged to do so.
Now one of the problems was, and I can see this as being somewhat
valid, that the black kids who transferred-I have no figures on
this but the black kids who transferred were perceived as being
from educationally oriented black families, which is perhaps one of
the problems with Voluntary plans. These were the ones that were
transferred, including the children oi several black leaders who
were proponents of the court order.

However, I thought it was very successful. How successful it
would have been if the court had accepted this remedy, of course,
remains to be seen. We had not gotten into the concept of "magnet
schools." They were being talked about but we had not gotten into
that concept, even though it was to be part of the voluntary plan
concept, we had not gotten into it.

Another interesting point is-and this is tied in with this whole
ridiculous concept of racial balance-one of the so-called rubs
against the voluntary plan was that in selecting schools to which
they would transfer, blacks in fact did select schools. Certain
schools took in a lot of black students, especially those contiguous
to the city of Wilmington such as my school district was, and other
school districts did not take in as many. Of course, you know, this
upset the racial balance fanatics but once again, this is irrelevant.

If we are talking about equality of education, if we are talking
about remedying the so-called effects of past segregation, about
unlocking kids who were for various reasons locked into Wilming-
ton, I think the voluntary plan was a rousing success. I do not have
any percentages-perhaps Dr. Raffel might have-on the attitudes
of people. I think his poll did touch upon that, the attitudes of
people under voluntary desegregation.
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Mr. BoYD. Dr. Raffel, what were the attitudes as you found
them?

Dr. RAFFEL. I do not have the figures with me but there was
widespread support for the voluntary plan. What we do have to
remember, though, is--

Mr. BoYD. When you say "widespread," you mean in both the
black and white communities?

Dr. RAFFEL. I believe so but, again, I have not looked at those
figures in 3 or 4 years. That has not been the issue in New Castle
County in a number of years. However, this was all in the context
of mandatory plans hanging over everybody's head, so that it is
hard to interpret the national implications of something like this,
or even what would have happened if our community was not
aware that a mandatory plan was right down the road.

I am not trying to belittle it. I think it is very significant that a
large percentage of the black students were willing to switch into
suburban schools but it is hard to interpret it.

Mr. D'ONOFRIo. I. think it can be tied in with the national impli-
cations because poll after poll after poll shows that Americans are
not opposed to desegregation, they are not opposed to the white
children attending school with blacks but they are opposed to
forced busing to force racial balancing. Poll after poll shows this.

Mr. BOYD. Yes. The minority children who attended, the 14 per-
cent figure that you gave were presumably transported by bus,
were they not?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Oh, yes. Transportation was provided by both
bus and in some cases even taxis, which got kind of ridiculous. You
had a couple of black kids, for example, going to a suburban school
and it was pretty expensive. However, there was transportation.

Mr. BOYD. However, the transportation, regardless of numbers,
was provided by the State. Is that correct?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. True, and other parents, of course, no doubt
some parents took their own kids to school.

Mr. BOYD. A previous witness, Dr. David Armor, suggested-and
I would wonder whether, Mr. D'Onofrio, you would agree with
him-that voluntary desegregation plans have not been given
enough time and have not been given enough of a chance to be
successful. You have indicated in the one year plus of your volun-
tary plan, some 14 percent of minority children transferred. Would
you agree with his evaluation?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Voluntary plans got a bad rap, so to speak, in
the earlier days in the South. I believe this was the substance of
the Green decision, when the Court threw out voluntary plans. Of
course, that was back in the late 1960's, and the point is that today
Federal courts are still using the Supreme Court's rationale in
Green as a basis for saying voluntary plans are no good. They just
have not been given the opportunity to work, no doubt about it.

Mr. BOYD. Well, in the Green case only two classes were eligible
to transfer.

Mr. D'ONOFRO. Pardon?
Mr. BOYD. In the Green case only two classes were mandated to

transfer; only the first and eighth grade classes in Green were
mandated to transfer.
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Mr. D'ONOFRIO. That does not make any difference. In Evans v.
Buchanan, in the New Castle County case, the Supreme Court's
language against voluntary transfers was specifically used as a
basis for denying the voluntary plan in New Castle County.

Mr. BOYD. I understand that, Mr. D'Onofrio, but I am just trying
to point out that in the Green case the mandated choice, the
mandated choice of students was only applicable to first and eighth
grade, which meant a lot of students who were attending neighbor-
hood schools-and of course Green involved New Kent County, Va.,
which was a rural county with only two schools, one black and one
white-students tended to stay where they were already attending
school unless they were mandated to choose another school, which
is why it was probably ruled down.

Mr. D'ONoFlio. What is wrong with that?
Mr. BOYD. Nothing is wrong with that but I am just suggesting to

you that one of the reasons why the New Kent County plan did not
work was because students were not mandated to choose a school.
They therefore did not choose at all and stayed where they were,
with the result that there was no desegregation.

Mr. D'ONowio. In the Delaware plan, the briefly implemented
Delaware voluntary plan, students also were not mandated to
choose schools. It was strictly voluntary.

Mr. BOYD. However, that was an urban situation as opposed to a
rural situation.

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. It was a city-suburbs situation.
Mr. BOYD. Dr. Johnson, what is the average bus trip for a school-

child in your district in terms of time?
Dr.. JOHNSON. The time 30 minutes seems to ring a bell but I

really do not have that answer. My district is somewhat more
compact than some of the other districts. Dr. Raffel has a young-
ster who takes one of those trips, one of the longer runs, so he
could probably answer that.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Raffel?
Dr. RAFFEL. There is no quick and easy answer. One daughter

goes to the Shue school, which is about 8 miles from my house; the
second daughter I have goes into Wilmington, Bayard School,
which is 17-18 miles. The daughter who goes to Shue has a shorter
bus ride than the daughter who goes to Wilmington, so it depends
a lot on the nature of the bus route and whole variety of other
things. I think both of them ride longer than a half-hour, though,
in my case, I live on the very edge of what was once the New
Castle County District. I have never seen a figure of the average
bus ride, either before or now.

Mr. D'ONOFRIo. Those figures are available. They were part of
the remedy hearings in the court. Ironically, in going through my
files I ran across them a couple of nights ago but I did not bring
them with me.

Dr. JOHNSON. Some of the suburban schools are contiguous with
the Wilmington schools. I have one school, the Wilmington high
school, where the suburban students walk to the school.

Mr. EDWARDS. We will recess again for the same reason for a few
minutes.

[Brief recess.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.

88-140 0-82---34



524

Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Professor Raffel, you have indicated, I believe, in your statistical

study that the predominant concern among parents is the quality
of education and the perception of danger in the school system. Is
that a fair evaluation of your findings?

Dr. RAFFEL. Certainly the quality of education; I am not sure to
what extent safety and danger is really the overriding issue now. It
may have been as the plan was being implemented.

Mr. BOYD. Is danger or the presence of violence, Dr. Johnson, a
problem in your district?

Dr. JOHNSON. I think the fear of the unknown has been pvercome
and that--

Mr. BOYD. Pardon me?
Dr. JOHNSON. I think that the fear of the unknown, which was

the perception of danger or violence, has been overcome and that is
not a major issue now, although we are still dealing with discipline
problems. I do not think that parents are now attempting to hold
students out because of fear of danger or their welfare or safety.

Dr. RAFFEL. I found the statistic that I was thinking of when I
reacted to your question. We asked parents who had withdrawn
their children what were some of the concerns that were important
to them, and which concerns were very important. The No. 1 thing
was curriculum, religious instruction, et cetera, for people who
withdrew their children before the plan began and it was also very
high on the minds of people who did it during the year but the
second biggest factor was discipline.

Discipline, it is hard to interpret that as a safety issue necessar-
ily. Jumping away from the poll a little bit, my own experience
would indicate it is more a concern for the effect of a disruptive
classroom on learning within the classroom. The third factor is
safety.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Johnson, what has been done in your district to
combat the perception of problems with discipline in the class-
room?

Dr. JOHNSON, Currently under the new four-district concept, each
of the individual districts is working on alternative school pro-
grams, in-house programs to remove disruptive youngsters from
the classroom to improve the learning environment and--

Mr. BOYD. What do you do with them when you remove them?
Where do they go?

Dr. JOHNSON. In-house type time-out rooms and programs within
the building. Also we are currently working on an alternative
location for youngsters who have been very disruptive but it will
still be within the school setting.

Mr. BOYD. I have one more question, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Professor Raffel, you have indicated that your studies have

shown that forced busing has not necessarily resulted in a decrease
in racial tensions or racially prejudiced attitudes. Is that correct?

Dr. RAFFEL. Yes.
Mr. BOYD. Does that refer to white racism against blacks or black

racism against whites, or both?
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Dr. RAFFEL. As I remember, both. There are essentially no
changes over time in the attitudes of the groups toward each other,
to the extent we measured that.

Now I understand in the Michigan State study, they found some
more negative results after the first year and they may have gone
into it in more depth than we did.

Mr. BOYD. To what extent was that feeling an outstanding feel-
ing when the busing plan began? In other words, what has not
changed? Was there previously a high degree of racial prejudice
present in the school system on both sides?

Dr. RAFFEL. Actually at one point we worked a little bit with
Michigan State on doing a survey, and they had a number of items
that I would call measures of overt racial prejudice. I do not
remember them specifically but they were like, "I prefer not to
have a black person or a member of another race living near me,"
questions like that. We threw out those questions because we could
not identify anybody who agreed with statements like that, so we
used--

Mr. BOYD. I beg your pardon? You did not find--
Dr. RAFFEL. We did not find people who would agree on a poll, on

our pretest of the poll, with statements of overt racial prejudice, so
we did not use those questions at all in our later polling. However,
the ones that we used that were even close, we found virtually
nobody who would agree with those statements.

We did use measures that have been used by others to measure
what at least two researchers have called symbolic racism, and
those items refer more to notions like, "Blacks are too influential
in Government." It is more of an indirect measure, perhaps, of
prejudice. On those measures, again, we found no change over
time.

Mr. BOYD. However, were those questions presented without ref-
erence to race? In other words, were they couched in terms of
white prejudice against blacks, or were they couched in terms of
black prejudice against whites, or were they couched in terms of
prejudice generally? The examples you have given represent white
prejudice against blacks.

Dr. RAFFEL. I do not recall offhand an item that we used that
would measure black attitudes on whites but I think it is my
memory that fails me rather than one of our surveys. However, at
this point I do not remember that we asked blacks that question in
1979.

Mr. BOYD. Wouldn't that have been relevant?
Dr. RAFFEL. Yes.
Mr. BOYD. Mr. D'Onofrio, do you have any comments on what

has been said by the other two witnesses?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Just a couple of comments on the matter of

discipline and the alternative programs. Invariably across the
Nation there are complaints by black leaders and civil rights
groups that a disproportionate number of blacks are suspended or
expelled under school discipline programs.

I am looking forward to the success of the alternative program
that Dr. Johnson referred to. However, I think this is relevant,
that once again we have the specter of the Federal judiciary. They
had such a program in Florida-and as you know, decisions by
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lower Federal court judges are often used as a national precedent-
and we had the Legal Services Corporation in Florida go into court
to stop such a program, a program of alternative schools for dis-
cipline cases where they would have a more structured curriculum,
a smaller class size, and so forth to help these kids assimilate, if
you will, into the system. The Federal court threw it out because a
disproportionate number of blacks were being "dumped" into the
program. I sincerely hope that does not happen in New Castle
County.

Mr. BOYD. Dr. Johnson, have comments like that in the press
caused you problems in evaluating your systems for dealing with
disciplinary problem children?

Dr. JOHNSON. It has not caused us problems but it certainly has
sensitized us to the need to insure that we do not "dump" students
into the program and that the programs do in fact become mean-
ingful programs that serve the needs of the students that we iden-
tify, regardless of race.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Boyd.
Dr. Raffel, a few moments ago you referred to religious instruc-

tion. What percentage of the private schools are parochial or reli-
gious schools, run by churches or religious organizations?

Dr. RAFFEL. What percentage of the schools or what percentage
of the students in the schools?

Mr. EDWARDS. No, what percentage of the schools are operated
by religious organizations or churches?

Dr. RAFFEL. I could look it up but I do not know.
Mr. EDWARDS. Are we talking about 60 or 70 percent, like in

Washington?
Dr. RAFFEL. The percentage has changed over time. I was looking

at the numbers last night and the percent of-well, at least the
percent of children in private as well as parochial schools has gone
up in New Castle County since desegregation began. There has
been very little change in the number of pupils in parochial
schools, religious schools, but there has been a major increase in
private or at least what the State considers private schools.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, many private schools are run by churches.
Dr. RAFFEL. That is why I am trying to find--
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. D'Onofrio?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Congressman, I would say that an overwhelming

majority of the applicable nonpublic schools were religious for this
fact, for this reason: Most of the traditional private schools in New
Castle County are very elitist and the tuition is prohibitive. I can
think of four of them offhand; the tuition is prohibitive. There have
only been a couple, I think three to my knowledge, nonreligious
affiliated private schools started since, so I would say in regard to
the area that you are talking about virtually all of them are
religious schools, a lot of which of course are Catholic, parochial
schools.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
I wish that you, Dr. Johnson, would look in a crystal ball. What

is going to happen, say, 5 to 10 years down the road? What is the
picture going to be in New Castle County? I think we have to
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assume that there will be no change in the laws or in the Constitu-
tion. I think that is pretty clear. What do you think is going to be
the picture in New Castle County 10 years down the road?

Dr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, my true assessment based on what
I am beginning to see right now, with the reorganization into the
four districts, with parents in general beginning to support the
districts, if we can continue to maintain and move in the direction
in which we are moving 'nw we will find that desegregation as an
issue will not be an issue in New Castle County in 10 years.

I have just been talking, Dr. Raffel had indicated that in our
recent meetings we are now hearing parents asking about educa-
tion issues, and getting involved in the district in supporting educa-
tion. If we can continue that trend I would say that 10 years from
now, even within the next 3 or 4 years, desegregation will not be
an issue in New Castle County.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. D'Onofrio?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. I would like to insert this point: During these 7

years of turmoil, I think it is well known that middle-class white
families have -been subjected to sort of a tightening of their bud-
gets. I would say that if more people could afford to withdraw their
children from public schools, they would.

Now in terms of the long-term picture or the relatively short-
term picture, if by some miracle we should solve some of the
economic problems in this country and middle-class people had
more dollars available, I would say this would contribute to an
increasing withdrawal from public education, especially in an a.'ea
such as New Castle County which is highly middle to middle-
middle class.

Mr. EDWARDS. They will send their children to private schools
that are underfunded, without good athletic programs, with all of
the problems that most private schools have?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. They are doing it, Congressman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Pardon?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. They are doing it already.
Mr. EDWARDS. Well, do you still think that in 10 years, that some

of the things that have happened in other communities like in
Charlotte, N.C. and elsewhere will not happen in New Castle
County?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. What is that, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. EDWARDS. What is so different about New Castle County?

Why are things so much tougher there than in other parts of the
country where desegregation has really worked very well? In cer-
tain parts of the country, like Charlotte, busing has worked pretty
well.

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Well, Congressman, respectfully I would have to
disagree with you there, but I would say one of the major differ-
ences in New Castle County is socioeconomic. I think that it is a
relatively affluent area and I think that that is one of the reasons
why there has been so much dissatisfaction, because people have
the wherewithal to express their dissatisfaction by withdrawing
their children from public schools.

In other areas, I do not know that much about Charlotte-Meck-
lenburg but I would say the county as a whole-I do not want to
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knock anybody in other parts of the country-I do not think they
would be as affluent as the people in New Castle County are.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Dr. Raffel, would you mind looking down the road into the future

and tell us what it is going to be like in New Castle County in 10
years?

Dr. RAFFEL. One thing that is happening now is, Delaware and
New Castle County is becoming less affluent. Look at the latest
census statistics. Therefore, we might take that into account.

It is very hard to predict because we are, I believe, at a cross-
roads right now, and I have been quoted saying that elsewhere. I
think now with the four districts there is a tremendous surge of
public hope and confidence in the schools. Most people want their
public schools to be good; even people who put their children in
private or parochial schools want to have that public school alter-
native and they are waiting to see what happens.

The likelihood is, in my view, that at least three of the four
districts will succeed. There is one district where there is a great
amount of concern because the people are more affluent, the
whites are more affluent, and there is a great increase in the
percentage of black children in that district. It is unclear if we will
get over what some people call the "tipping point," and if that
district will have greater problems than the others.

We have some big problems ahead, one being funding. The tax
rate in New Castle County was not leveled up and the teachers'
salaries were leveled up to essentially the highest salaries in the
county. Until we resolve problems like that, it will be hard to be
certain of a happy or at least a modified happy ending.

Mr. EDWARDS. How much do you spend per student per year in
New Castle County, Dr. Johnson?

Dr. JOHNSON. I do not have that information, Mr. Chairman, but
I will get that information to you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is it the national average, $1,700 or $1,800 or
something like that?

Dr. JOHNSON. Much higher.
Dr. RAFFEL. We are higher than the national average.
Mr. EDWARDS. Ms. Cooper?
Ms. COOPER. Dr. Raffel, your research on attitudes is very en-

lightening on the issue of how parents rate the school system: The
closer they get to their own experiences and the experience of their
children, the more positive they are. I wonder whether that phe-
nomenon can also be applied to attitudes about busing?

Your survey indicates an extensive degree of dissatisfaction with
busing, both with suburban, primarily white parents and urban,
primarily minority parents. However, in light of the fact that most
suburban children at any particular time under your 9/3 plan are
not being bused, can that information about attitudes be further
refined so that we know whether or not parents whose children are
actually participating in a busing plan at that time that they are
polled feel less anxiety and less dissatisfaction with the process
than those who have kind of anticipatory dissatisfaction based on
rumor or the experience of others?

Dr. RAFFEL. The short answer to your question is "yes," that
could be done. The longer answer is, that is one of a number of
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things that we could do and have not done.' Dr. Morstain and I
have applied to the National Institute of Education to do another
poll, and to try to bring to bear more resources than we have been
able to, to follow up questions like that. We have a very large
amount of material and information, and it is not that simple just
to pull out a question like that to give an answer.

Ms. COOPER. Well, would you expect the nonparticipation of a
white student to negatively influence the attitudes of his or her
parents?

Dr. RAFFEL. Yes. In fact, we have recommended to the State
school board and the New Castle County administrators, after
doing this poll, that they try as much as they can to involve people
in the public schools, even if it is just having the kids on stage
singing Christmas carols. We thought that, given our results, the
more that parents came into the school, the better their attitudes
would be toward the schools, at least as far as we could tell, given
our analysis.

Ms. COOPER. Would you also expect that the disproportionate
number of years that city children are bused, 9 out of 12, influ-
ences or is a cause of the negative attitude of a majority of the
minority parents in the city?

Dr. RAFFEL. It certainly is a major contributing factor. We have
not been able to determine why some blacks are opposed and some
are in favor. We have looked at that question in a variety of
different ways and have not been able to explain that, so I am
reluctant to say that a majority of the feeling is because of that
particular factor.

There are other factors like change, merging with the suburbs,
feelings that we can run our own school system. The Wilmington
school system was led primarily by blacks of Wilmington and there
was a great feeling that their leadership should be continued and
not changed by the court order. Therefore, it is very complex and I
am not sure.

Ms. COOPER. Mr. D'Onofrio?
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. With regard to the attitudes of suburban parents

because of the 9/3 plan, all you are talking about, of course, is
transportation and the number of miles or minutes involved in
busing. The fact is that all the schools are racially balanced, and
the point is that the problems in the schools themselves-as far as
curriculum, as far as discipline, as far as perceptions of the educa-
tional process-are the same in all schools regardless of whether
your kid is being bused into the city for 3 years or attending a
school close to your suburban home for 9 years. Once you get past
the matter of transportation, then I do not think your question is
all that relevant.

Ms. COOPER. Well, others who have spoken out against desegrega-
tion plans have focused on the transportation issue and have
claimed that they were not against the actual desegregation of the
classroom. That was the least of their concerns but what you are
saying seems to suggest otherwise, that' it is not the transportation
so much as--

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. What happens at the end of the bus ride, and
that phrase not only includes the 3 years that a suburban child
might be bused into inner city schools but it also includes the 9
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years in his own so-called-the school closest to his home. As I say,
the schools are racially balanced, and the curriculum problems and
the discipline problems are exactly the same whether you are
talking about a Wilmington school, a racially balanced Wilmington
school, or a racially balanced suburban school.

Ms. COOPER. Therefore, you would not be happy with a desegre-
gation plan if, let's say, it was feasible, that involved only redraw-
ing of attendance zones so as to achieve racial balance?

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. You cannot achieve a racial balance by redraw-
ing attendance zones if you maintain the .neighborhood school con-
cept.

Ms. COOPER. Well, in some--
Mr. D'ONOFRIO. You know, this is falsehood. You could have

redrawn attendance zones in New Castle County and the effect on
the racial balance of noncontiguous schools would have been minis-
cule if you still use the neighborhood school concept. If you are
talking about redrawing attendance zones and then having manda-
tory assignments to create racial balance, that is one thing.

If you are just talking about redrawing attendance zones in a
neighborhood school concept, you are not going to have much effect
at all. In New Castle County, if they just eliminated all the school
district boundaries, all of them among 11 districts, and continued
to assign kids on the basis of neighborhood, the only schools that
would be affected would be schools that were contiguous with the
city of Wilmington.

It would not have affected, for example, the Newark district
where Dr. Raffel lives which was 12 to 15 miles away, if they just
changed the attendance zones. You are not going to achieve racial
balance by doing that. -

MS. COOPER. Dr. Johnson, as part of the court order in New
Castle County the State was required to provide money for a vari-
ety of educational programs to overcome the effect of segregation
and to prevent desegregation. The court order lists a number of
programs including curriculum changes and training programs and
human relations programs, and so forth and so on. To what extent
has that part of the order been implemented?

Dr. JOHNSON. All parts of the order have been implemented. We
received assistance through ESSA title 7 originally-it is now title
6-and we were able to put in reading teachers. We had some math
labs. We had human relations specialists, and each component of
the court order has been implemented.

Ms. COOPER. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Well, all three witnesses assisted us in making a

very good record today. We learned a lot from you. You are excel-
lent witnesses, and we thank you very much.

Mr. D'ONOFRIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-

vene at the call of the Chair.]
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Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order and I recog-
nize the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Kastenmeier.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the subcommittee
permit coverage of this hearing in full or in part by television
broadcast or radio broadcast or still photography, in accordance
with committee rules.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Well, today we're going to look closely at the school desegrega-

tion experience of still another community, the city of St. Louis
and its surrounding suburbs.

The schools of the city of St. Louis were first segregated by law
and after Brown remained segregrated by virtue of governmental
action and inaction. The problem of alleviating this racial isolation
has been aggravated by the present demographic realities-most
schoolchildren in the city are black, and in the suburbs, they are
mostly white.

The solutions St. Louis has suggested and applied to this dilem-
ma can, I believe, provide us with important lessons relevant to
similarly situated city school systems. Likewise, the creative and
effective educational changes that have accompanied the desegre-
gation plan are most instructive.

We are pleased to welcome first our colleague from the 10th
Congressional District of Missouri, Congressman Bill Emerson,
whose district includes Jefferson County, Mo. That county adjoins
St. Louis County, and has been suggested by some for inclusion in
an interdistrict desegregation plan.

Mr. Emerson, we are pleased to welcome you and you may
proceed.

(531)
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TESTIMONY OF HON. BILL EMERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE

FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI
Mr. EMERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank the

committee for this opportunity to review the issue of forced busing
as a means of achieving racial balance in our Nation's schools.

Mr. Chairman, before I proceed any further, I want to make very
clear my reason for appearing here today. I am not here merely to
tell you that I am opposed to forced busing for the sole purpose of
desegregation. Within hours of taking office in this distinguished
body, I made my feelings on this issue known by introducing a
constitutional amendment to prohibit forced busing once and for
all. And since that day last January, my record has continued to be
one of strong opposition.

No; I am not here merely to tell the committee that I am
personally opposed to forced busing. I am here, Mr. Chairman, to
tell you why I have taken that position, and to tell you that my
feelings are not only my own, but those of the overwhelming ma-
jority of the people that I represent in the 10th District of Missouri.

Roughly, one-fourth of the people in my congressional district
reside in Jefferson County, a county which adjoins St. Louis County
on the south. Despite their proximity, they are very different.
Jefferson County's soul is rural and its basic orientation is to small
towns, townships, and identifiable communities.

It is true that many who live in Jefferson County work in St.
Louis, often out of necessity, rather than choice. But that is a
matter of the employment opportunities and choices available to a
mobile work force.

For 9 years now, Jefferson Countians have watched with growing
anxiety as the St. Louis area school systems have become em-
broiled in what is today a very painful and bitter court dispute
over the question of forced busing.

Since early last year when the Court of Appeals ordered that the
St. Louis Board of Education devise a desegration plan for use in
the upcoming school year, this battle has dominated all other local
issues in the minds of the people and in the pages of the. newspa-
pers. In the course of this litigation, outlying counties, such as my
home county of Jefferson, have been held liable for the racial
imbalance that exists in the inner city, and are now considered to
be a part of any ultimate solution, if that solution is to be forced
busing.

Mr. Chairman, I am thankful to say to you that to this day, not
one young child in my district has been forced to travel several
hours a day to attend a St. Louis school, and likewise, that no
inner city youth has been forced to leave his or her familiar
neighborhood to attend a school in Jefferson County.

However, the history of forced busing as a means of achieving
school desegregation as interpreted and implemented by Federal
courts allows no comfort in that fact. As in virtually every other
city in the Nation, population shifts and the natural growth of
certain areas make it inevitable that the day will come when
children in Jefferson County will be included in any desegregation
plans that achieves the desired racial balance.

It is that inevitability that brings me before this committee
today. As I said, to date forced busing is not a reality in my
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congressional district. Yet, Mr. Chairman, there is no single issue
that is creating more anxiety and more public outcry than does
this issue.

Since the day that I took office last January, hundreds of con-
cerned citizens-parents-in my district have written to urge that
this threat be removed, and hundreds more have spoken to me
personally. On the other hand, I have received two appeals from
10th District residents to support this practice. Likewise, the most
recent poll that I have seen showed that three out of every four St.
Louis area residents are opposed to forced busing, including almost
60 percent of the blacks that were surveyed. Nationwide polls have
shown the same overwhelming opposition; and, Mr. Chairman, I
cannot, as an elected representative, ignore the overwhelming evi-
dence that the American people simply do not want forced busing.

I could use my time today to tell the reasons forced busing has
not worked, and its costs in terms of energy, tax dollars and
human emotions far outweigh its benefits-benefits that have yet
minimally, much less adequately, been proven.

However, those facts are not new to this committee, nor to the
members of the House of Representatives. The arguments pro and
con have been laid before us time after time, and to many, the
evidence is conclusive.

The time has come, Mr. Chairman, when this Congress must
decide whether the question of forced busing should remain in the
hands of the judiciary, which is by design insulated from the will
and emotion of the people, or whether it will be answered not as a
legal question, but as a public policy question; answered not by
Federal judges, but by the American people and their elected rep-
resentatives.

As one who has witnessed the anxiety of parents who fear the
prospect of having their children miles away to schools in unfamil-
iar neighborhoods, beyond the reach of the parents in case of
emergency, where parents of transported students don't elect the
school board, don't pay taxes, and thus have no voice in the school
where their children would be sent, I believe that denying them
the opportunity to act upon that anxiety is a grave disservice. That
is why I have given my strongest support to a constitutional
amendment to prohibit forced busing, and why I call on this com-
mittee to allow this question to be answered through the legislative
process, rather than allowing it to survive unsatisfactorily unan-
swered in a tangle of Federal litigation.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the issue before us is not whether
inequality in education exists. It does, in many cases. Nor is it an
issue of race. No, it is an issue of whether or not a solution that
has been tried has worked. After years of battle that has torn
communities apart, distracted student and educator alike from the
task of learning, and resulted in real benefits for no one but
lawyers and private schools, I think the people have seen enough
to make their decision. If given the opportunity, I believe the
people through their elected representatives will agree with me
that forced busing is an idea whose time has never come and never
will, and that the time has come for us to seek solutions to the
problems of discrimination that don't tear down our education
system in the process.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, that's the conclusion of my statement
and I would be glad to try to.answer any questions, if you have
any.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Emerson. I recog-
nize the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Kastenmeier.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I have no questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Sensenbren-

ner.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I have no questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Emerson, in your last sentence, you say, "The

time has come for us to seek solutions to the problems of discrimi-
nation that don't tear down our education system in the process."
Do you have some solutions that you could help the committee
with?

Mr. EMERSON. Well, I am not all-wise, Mr. Chairman, and I wish
I had some panacea that I could offer. But it certainly seems that
the money that is being spent on busing could be directed toward
improving the quality of education, perhaps through improved
teacher salaries or better schools or better books or what have you.

Mr. EDWARDS. But I'm sure you do favor an America where
efforts are made so that we don't have just black schools and white
schools?

Mr. EMERSON. Indeed I do, and I don't argue the point at all that
there is discrimination and we should make every effort to correct
that. But I don't believe that the forced busing of school children is
the proper solution.

MS. COOPER. Mr. Emerson, do you favor voluntary inter-district
transfers between city and county in certain individual cases?

Mr. EMERSON. You mean, if individual students elect to go into
the city, and students in the city elect to come to the county? I
personally would have no objection to that. And I'm sure that there
are probably reasons in which certain individuals might even find
that necessary. It's the forced aspect of the thing that I am opposed
to.

Ms. COOPER. Do you think the city and the State and the counties
ought to provide financial support for this kind inter-district trans-
fer?

Mr. EMERSON. I don't know. I would have to see a particular set
of facts. I know that in Missouri one scheme has been put forth
that if people do voluntarily participate, half of their college educa-
tion will be paid. That is not a solution that I favor. There have got
to be better solutions than just another drain on the Treasury.

Ms. COOPER. It's also been suggested that both the sending and
the receiving district get compensated for that pupil to eliminate
the disincentive for the sending district, to not let their students
transfer out.

Mr. EMERSON. Well, I'm sorry. I don't really understand your
statement.

Ms. COOPER. Well, if a district loses a pupil to another district
they don't get their allotment that they normally would get from
the State and it's been suggested--

Mr. EMERSON. You mean if they voluntarily transfer out--
Ms. COOPER. Yes.
Mr. EMERSON. They don't get--
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Ms. COOPER. And I believe that in the Milwaukee area, both
districts, the sending and receiving district, get financial credit for
that student in order to provide incentive for those kinds of trans-
fer.

Mr. EMERSON. I don't really think that you're going to offer
incentives that are going to bring about the balance that perhaps
you re suggesting. I don t know what the proper balance is, andlI
don't think that's the point. I'm saying I would favor students
being able to go to school in the city or city students being able to
come out into the county in a situation based on their individual
needs and requirements and I imagine that some of this probably
does take place. What I'm saying is that it's the forced aspect of
the thing that I have great objection to.

Ms. COOPER. When you suggest that there's no evidence that
desegregation plans have worked, what kind of evidence would you
look to to support a conclusion that it has not worked?

Mr. EMERSON. Well, that the quality of the schools and of the
education received, and ultimately in the learning scores of the
students have improved. And based on the material that I have
read, the indications are that it has not and that the disruption in
many communities, particularly two that come to mind are Louis-
ville and Cleveland, is that there has just been a massive outflux of
people participating in the public education process, that we're
driving into private schools at great personal cost to them because
they are concerned about the quality of education.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you, Mr. Emerson.
Mr. EMERSON. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Congressman, how large is Jefferson County?
Mr. EMERSON. Roughly 150,000, I think. By the 1980 census we

were 147,000.
Mr. BOYD. How many square miles?
Mr. EMERSON. I think we're about 580 square miles. Let me

check that and give it to you for the record.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
If students in your county were to be bused to metropolitan St.

Louis, how long a bus trip would that be?
Mr. EMERSON. Well, it would depend on from where in the

county they were being bused. It could be as much as 2 hours or as
little as, I suppose, one-half hour. If they were in the northern part of
the county the ride to the inner city would be about one-half hour. If
they were from the southern part of the county, it could be as
much as 2 hours.

Mr. BOYD. Each way?
Mr. EMERSON. Each way.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. One last question, Mr. Emerson. I believe we're

going to have testimony today that would indicate that the desegre-
gation efforts in St. Louis itself, combined with a certain amount of

using, is working. Is it your testimony that it's not working in St.
Louis?

Mr. EMERSON. Well, I wouldn't speak to the technicalities of it
working. I mean to whether or not the children are picked up on
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time and delivered to school and get home; that I wouldn't com-
ment on. I know it is not a popular thing in that the general public
attitude and feeling is that there's been great disruption, that
there's been significant-outstanding, I would say-abiding of the
law, but it is not a happy situation.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, thank you very much. We appreciate your
coming here.

Mr. EMERSON. Well, thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to
be here. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to submit for the
record the poll that I referred to from the St. Louis Globe-Demo-
crat of February 5.

--Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, it will be included in the
record.

[The material follows:]
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Integration yes, busing
no, 3T LOUIS

By JACK FLACH
Globe-Demot PeUdc Editr
* ceeq mi o e . f...tousui U ace

By an overwhelming margin,
residents of St. Louis favor integrated
Schools, but blacks and whites alike are
staunchly opposed to mandatory busing
of children to achieve that end. a Globe.
Democrat-CMOX-TV poll shows

A majonty of city residents,
however, favor soeie sort of voluntary
system to integrate city schools

Mandatory busing, such as has been
ordered here by the federal courts in
the city school desegregation case, ts
opposed by 75 percent of those
interviewed, with only 18 percent
favoring It and 7 percent having no
Opinion.

Blacks oppose mandatory busing 5-
34 percent, with 7 percmt having no
opinion. Whites oppose busing r,-7
percent, with G percent havin no
opinion, the poll shows.

PEOPLE WTt children are even
more opposed to mandatory busing,
blacks by a 64-28 percent margin with g
percent bavSg no opinion, and whites
by a 4-3 percnei margin with only 3
percent having no opinion.

The question asked was, "Do you

ansW -18
favor or oppose a mandatory busing
program to achieve racial integratw
oflpublic schools?'

Overwhelming opposition was

KMOX-TV

prevalent among all groups
interviewed Seventy-two percent of
those younger than 50 are against
mastialory busing, and 80 percent of
those over 50 are opposed to It. Seventy.
two percent of males and 79 percent of
fenkles oppose it. Seventyone percent
of those making lea; than $15.000 a year
oppose it, as do 73 percent of thr.e
making more than $1S,000 a year.

BUT 75 PRCEiNT of thme polled
sad they favor integration of public
shools - "having children atnd
school with children of aucher race" -
Vth 14 percent opposing it and 7
percent having no opinion. Broken
down by race, whies favor Integration

Continued m Page IA
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INTEGRATED SCHOOLS 7
favor oppow Jnoopkiion

wi1r
Dalt.Mo
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Z4gration yes, busing no
Ceatisied ftrm Page IA

73-20 percent. with 8 percent havlfl no
opinion. while blacks favor rt- 87
percent with 7 percent. havft no

The questIon asked was. "Do you
favor or opose having children attend
school wlhi eren of another rae?"

A majornty of city residents, 53-40
perce., favor a voluntary -busing
program to achieve integration in
public schools in the city. Seven percent
have no opno

HOWEVER, A narrow maigin of
whites. percent, opposed any kind
of voluntary school busing in the city.
while blacks favor a voluntary system

-30 percent. Six percent of whites and
* percent of blacks had no opinion

Mandatory busing betw en the city
and county is heavily opposed by black
and white city residents. 72-19 percent.
with 9 percent having no opinion.
Bl oppose mandatory ci county

busin percent with 10 percent
'with~ ~ ~ it I percenthaign no.

having no opinion, While whites oppose
it 3-9 percent with 3 percent having no
opinion.

Sixty-seven percent of those polled
Aid they oppose busing because it
'means many students would have to
Attend schools in other neighborhoods."
compared with 29 percent who

disagreed with that reason. Four
percent had no opinion.

BLACKS SAID this was a major
ream. " percent, with S percent

having no opanims and whites agreed.
016 percnt, with 4 percent having no

A plurality of those polled, -4
percent, said they favored integrating
public shools according to some
guieline or quota system.

But whites opposed this 55-lU
percent, with 10 percent having no.
opinion, Blacks favor a guideline or
quota system for integration, 17-24

lth 9l orq ,bvin8 no

results based on a telephone survTy by
Market Shares of Chicago, a leading
Midwestern polling and research firm.
Al figures werne snetmd to the nearest

decimal
A total of 14 blacks and whites were

lntriewedthIthoiM the city. There
were 261 blacks and 393 whites.
representing a proportionate.
breakdown in the black-white
population in St Louis.

NEXT: What are the main issues in

city government that moat c1nc1r St.
Loulsans? Find out in Friday's Glob-
Democrat and on KOX-TV's t0 p.m.

hursday newscast.
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Mr. EMERSON. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. We had expected to have our colleague, Congress-

man Bill Clay here to introduce the next two witnesses, but he is
unavoidably detained, and so I am going to read what Congressman
Clay would have said: "Robert D. Wentz has been the superintend-
ent of the St. Louis public schools since 1975. Prior to that, Dr.
Wentz held positions as a public school teacher, principal, and
assistant superintendent and superintendent in communities in
Mississippi, Illinois, Indiana, and California. St. Louis is now the
beneficiary of his nationally known skills as an educator and an
administrator."

Marjorie Weir is the immediate past president of the school
board of the city of St. Louis. She continues to serve on that board
as a regular member. She is also a former public school teacher
and the parent of two children in the St. Louis Public Schools.

Dr. Wentz and Mrs. Weir have played decisive roles in charting
the course of desegregation in St. Louis. Thanks to their leadership,
desegregation has not only been advanced, but it has occurred
peaceably with considerable public understanding and support and
with creative and effective educational changes that have improved
the quality of education for all."

It's a pleasure to welcome Mrs. Weir and Dr. Wentz. Without
objection, their full statements, together with their attachments
will be made a part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Marjorie M. Weir and Dr.
Robert E. Wentz follows:]

STATEMENT OF MARJORIE M. WEIR AND DR. ROBERT E. WENTZ

INTRODUCTION

As some of the members of this committee may be award, the St. Louis Public
Schools last year implemented one of the more successful desegregation programs in
the history of school integration. Both of us, Robert E. Wentz, as Superintendent of
Schools, and Mrs. Marjorie M. Weir, at that time Vice President and later President
of the St. Louis Board of Education, have been in unique positions to both partici-
pate in and observe that process. Essentially, our testimony makes several asser-
tions: that St. Louis still feels the impact of once-legally mandated segregation and
must struggle to overcome it; that determined and constructive leadership can
produce positive results in that effort; that desegregation can be the occasion for
making necessary and desirable changes toward improvement of achievement for
young people; that transportation has a long history as a basic tool in both the
public and private education of America's children, and that the Congress should
continue and enhance the methods by which desegregation can be effectively accom-
plished.

Our perspective on desegregation involves a recognition that achieving a society
free from racial discrimination is a national goal which must be viewed with
pressing urgency. It is an obligation born of our nation's fundamental assertion that
all men are created equal. The 13th, 14th and 15th Amendments to the Constitution
confirmed this principle by extending the guarantee of equality to all without
regard to race. Overcoming racial discrimination is the imperative of a people who
regularly pledge their loyalty to the goal of "Liberty and Justice for All." Whatever
dark chapters Human Nature has written in America's social history, we know that
our nation was not constituted to enshrine Power, Privilege, Convenience and
Complacency, but to guarantee us civil liberties.

The real conquest of racial discrimination will not be accomplished by a single
act, court order or master stroke. The desegregation of our society must be an
ongoing process of continual effort. We find ourselves somewhere on a continuum
between slavery and racial equality. We must persist in our movement in the
direction of that just goal for our nation's honor's sake.

98-140 0-82--35
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HISTORY

A short review of the history of desegregation in the St. Louis Public Schools
might well show where we fit into this continuum. The year just past is spoken of as
"Year One" because it was the first year of a court-ordered desegregation plan. In
many ways it was like the Creation in our system-it was done in a very short time,
and the changes were fundamental, sweeping and dramatic. It did not, however,
begin with Chaos, and it was our commitment that it not end that way. As signifi-
cant as this past year was, in no sense was it the beginning of desegregation in our
system.

In 1954 St. Louis schools-as all schools in Missouri-were race-segregated by
state statute, a statute retained on Missouri's books until 1976. Missourians, espe-
cially those in the metropolitan St. Louis area, do not think of themselves asX 'Southerners," but they are the heirs of Missouri's past as a slave state. At the time
of the Brown v. Board of Education decision, part of this legacy was an elaborate
dual system in the schools of our region and a pattern of interdistrict busing to
perpetuate segregation that ignored school district and County boundaries. Prior to
1954, the state operated a segregated, metropolitan-wide school system for Black
children. Black children were bused far beyond the schools districts-and often the
counties-in which they lived in order to attend the few schools in the metropolitan
area set aside for Blacks. For example, the Douglass Cooperative High School in
Festus served all Black children living in Jefferson, Iron, Madison, St. Francois, St.
Genevieve and Washington Counties; some children who attended the Douglass
Cooperative High School lived 40 miles away and rode school buses 1V4 hours each
way, each day. Those children who lived too far away from Douglas and other Black
schools either moved to St. Louis or did not attend school at all.

In the school year immediately following the Brown decision, the City school
board took action to dismantle the dual system within its boundaries. The approach
the Board took was to affirm the neighborhood school concept of student assign-
ment. The school system moved into a period of rapid growth, swelling to 116,000
students in 1967-68. Also during this period in 1967-68, the housing patterns in St.
Louis settled into a general configuration that identified North St. Louis as Black,
South St. Louis as White and the central area as mixed. Exceptions exist to this
generality, but in St. Louis the term North St. Louis is synonymous with the Black
Community and South St. Louis with the White Community. From 1954 to 1972
decisions concerning desegregation were made in the system outside the context of
the courts. In 1972, however, a class action suit was filed by Black parents in North
St. Louis. This case, styled Liddell et al. v. Board of Education of City of St. Louis,
was theoretically settled by a Consent Judgment and decree in December 1975 in
which a program of attendance pattern changes, magnet schools, curricular im-
provements and staff and teacher transfers was agreed to by all parties. These
changes went into effect beginning with the 1976-77 school year. Other parties
outside the suit, notably the NAACP, were, however, unsatisfied with the Consent
Judgment and Decree and sought to enter the case. After litigation which reached
the Supreme Court, the NAACP was allowed to enter the case. At the same time,
the court made the State a defendant and allowed certain other groups to enter the
case, including the U.S. Justice Department, a group of parents primarily from the
City's south side and the City of St. Louis. The Consent Decree, as it is commonly
called, came apart as a settlement of the case when the parties could not reach
agreement on the methods for carrying out some of its provisions. Judge James H.
Meredith then ordered hearings on the issue of the school system's liability for the
segregated conditions which admittedly existed. These hearings were held in the fall
of 1978 and reviewed the actions of the school board and system in detail, the trends
and conditions in which those actions were taken and the opinions of those who
were among the actors.

In 1979 the Judge's decision supported the school board's contention that it was
not liable for segregation, but on appeal the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals
reversed that decision. This ruling, made on March 3, 1980, gave the school system
60 days (until May 2, 1980) to devise and submit to the court a plan for desegrega-
tion of the school system in the 1980-81 school year. This was done in the time
allotted and, with minor modifications, was ordered on May 21, 1980.

THE LEADERSHIP CHOICE

After having pursued a vigorous defense of its actions for a period of eight years,
the Board of Education was confronted in 1980 with a crucial choice upon the
announcement of the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals decision. Simply stated, it
was . . . Shall we or shall we not appeal?
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There were strong reasons for adopting either alternative. Some voices from the
public and the political leadership urged appeal on the grounds that such a signifi-
cant finding of liability should be put to the ultimate test in the Supreme Court.
Certainly the board members, although they did not feel any personal sense of guilt
as a result of the Circuirt Court's finding, might well have pursued further appeals
to vindicate themselves and the school system.

The Board of Education was able, however, on one of the finer occasions in school
board deliberations and in concert with the Superintendent, to come to a decision
aimed at serving the best interest of the St. Louis community. That decision was not
to appeal but to put our full and sincere effort toward an educationally sound and
effective desegregation plan.

When the word "desegregation" and Boston, Little Rock or Pontiac are linked, no
one over 30 can fail to recall the ugly images recorded by the media and inspired,
sadly, by some of the leaders in those communities. The Board of Education in St.
Louis made a conscious decision to lead the community in a constructive direction;
and with the cooperation of many other civic, religious and cultural leaders, the St.
Louis community accepted and, in most cases, rallied behind the effort to comply
with the orders of the court in a responsible and law-abiding way. Among those in
positions of power and responsibility in our City who provided early and continued
support for the desegregation effort were officials of City government, notably the
then-Mayor James F. Conway; the Coalition for Peaceful Implementation, a group of
citizens from various organizations and businesses under the leadership of a widely-
respected former Mayor of St. Louis, John H. Poelker; Civic Progress, an organiza-
tion of corporate leaders; the Interfaith Coalition for Peaceful Integration and
quality Education, a group of religious leaders; the Danforth foundation, a philan-
thropic organization with an emphasis on education, and many other locally orga-
nized groups and individuals functioning at the grass roots to make the plan
succeed.

None of this was easy. All of it required some change or sacrifice from someone,
but the leadership had decided to build rather than to destroy. The citizens, espe-
cially our students, made that decision work. In fact, on the first day of school at
Soldan High School (a newly-integrated, previously all-Black high school), the local
students greeted those arriving on the buses with ribbons carrying the slogan "Let's
Make It Work." No more apt slogan could have been found for the attitude with
which responsible people approached this challenge. As a result, the name of our
Cit is not a smear on America's face.

Several other realities entered into our decision on this matter and should be
mentioned. Tangent to the issue of constructive v. destructive leadership was the
fact that even had we appealed the decision, we would have had to comply with the
order of the court. A plan would have been written, with or without our cooperation
and leadership. Had we chosen to appeal. The planning process would certainly
have been under enormous suspicion and attack, simply on the grounds that we
could not be sincere in our efforts toward devising a good plan and at the same time
seek to avoid that plan. That seemed to us a formula for confusion, confrontation
and contempt.

Another important factor in the decision not to appeal was that the order, in fact,
offered some solutions to problems which had been nagging us throughout the case.
The order actually pointed in the direction of a definition of a desegregated school; a
definition which recognized that stable desegregation is the goal. It acknowledged
that in a system in which the ratio of Black to White students is 4:1, some Black
students could not be involved in full-time desegregated situations. It gave direction
as to the course an acceptable plan might take and left the planning in the hands of
the school board (albeit on a very tight schedule). This was especially attractive to
us, given the alternative of a court-appointed master doing the planning.

The court also signaled its concern about the responsibility of the State of Missou-
ri, housing authorities at the state, county and city levels, and suburban school
districts surrounding St. Louis, a concern which we had previously pressed without
success. In 1967 Superintendent William Kottmeyer, under the direction of the St.'
Louis Board of Education, proposed that a metropolitan solution be considered. A
special commission of the State headed by James I. Spainhower (State Representa-
tive from the 117th District) reviewed the question of reorganization of the metro-
politan area school districts and proposed a plan that would combine the City with
County school systems. This suggestion was rejected and there has not been any
serious discussion along these lines since then. In 1973 the board sought to include
the County districts in our litigation . . . again without success.

The Appellate Court's recognition of the involvement of districts in our metropoli-
tan area was significantly encouraging to our board.
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Perhaps the most significant consideration for our board was the opportunity
afforded by the court order to make some changes which would provide new learn-
ing situations for our students which we felt could increase their academic achieve-
ment, respond more appropriately and economically to the educational and social
needs of their different age groups, and increase the number of educational options
which could be offered to them.

In sum, what we did was to forego appeal and to turn what many have seen as an
occasion for revolt into an educational opportunity.

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF AN EDUCATION BASED DESEGREGATION PLAN

With the unanimous support and direction of the Board of Education, the Super-
intendent and staff began immediately to meet the very tight timeline established
by the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. Fourteen staff members representing teach-
ers, principals, support personnel and central office personnel were directed to
devote full time to the task of drafting a plan consistent with the court order and
which would bring improved educational opportunities to the young people in the
St. Louis Public Schools. To glean insights from other cities, five members of the
planning team visited Milwaukee, Columbus and Louisville and shared preliminary
planning considerations with the entire internal desegregation planning team.

In the meantime, Judge Meredith appointed a committee of 20 citizens to assist in
the planning process. This committee was organized within three weeks of the
March 3, 1980 Appellate decision. To create a spirit of cooperation and openness, the
school system's internal planning team-along with the Board of Education and
Superintendent-developed the following basic operating principles: (1) The plan-
ning would be done openly with abundant opportunity for staff and citizen input; (2)
the data gathered by the internal planning team would be made available to the
court-appointed citizens' committee; and (3) the media would be invited to cover the
planning process including Board of Education sessions and joint meetings among
the board, citizens' committee and staff members.

The media would also receive various planning documents. This openness resulted
in the development of a solid plan that gained the support of the board, the citizens'
committee and some critical elements of the St. Louis community. In addition, the
plan as drafted was approved almost without change by Judge Meredith within days
of its submittal. This approval also brought with it the thoughtful order providing a
reasonable mechanism to finance the implementation of the plan.

The leadership outlined in Section II of this report extended through the busy
days in the summer of 1980 in preparation for the opening day of school on
Se tember 3, 1980. The success of the implementation can best be illustrated in just
a Few articles that appeared in various newspapers and can be found in Appendix A.
The bottom line of the stories underscores that school started smoothly and, in fact,
ran reasonably well throughout the 1980-81 school year. Leadership, a strong educa-
tion plan, good planning, effort on the part of staff and citizens, adequate resources
to deliver the various components of the plan, broad dissemination of information
by the electronic and print media and excellent cooperation from students and
parents made 1980-81 a very exciting school year.

Without going into the detail worthy of the desegregation plan, but in order to
give you a flavor of its elements, we shall briefly sketch some of the more important
aspects of the plan. Prior to desegregation the St. Louis Public Schools followed a
traditional organizational pattern of grades K-8 for elementary schools and grades
9-12 for high schools. Several magnet schools, organized along the same grade
structure, were developed in 1976 with specialized program thrusts. These schools
served students from all parts of the City. The desegregation plan changed the
organizational structure to grades K-5 for elementary schools, grades 6-8 for middle
schools and grades 9-12 for high schools. This allows for specific programming for
the respective ages of the students and opens a number of new learning opportuni-
ties. For example, by concentrating larger numbers of students in grades 6-8 in a
middle school, we could provide industrial arts, home economics, laboratory science,
fully-equipped and staffed libraries and full-time counselors, thus producing a much
stronger curricular and co-curricular program. Along with these curricular improve-
ments, building modifications and renovations improved the physical environments
for students.

With the removal of upper grade students (6-8) from the elementary schools, we
could concentrate planning in grades K-5 in order to more specifically meet the
needs of young children, thereby strengthening basic skills critical to future success
in school.

To provide some exciting new programs, we developed several new and expanded
magnet schools. At the elementary level, we instituted a Montessori school for
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grades K-3 students, and Academic and Athletic Academy for grades 6-8 students, a
Center for Expressive and Receptive Arts for grades K-8 students, an expanded
gifted programs (Classical Junior Academy) for grades 2-8 students, an additional
Individually Guided Education school for grades K-8 students and an additional
Academy of Basic Instruction for grades K-8 students. At the secondary level we
expanded the Business Office High School into a Business, Management and Fi-
nance Center. We also developed a Health Careers Center and opened a Naval
Junior ROTC Academy in the fall of 1981. In addition we expanded the Honors Art
and Honors Music programs, started a secondary level gifted program (Senior
-Classical Academy) and incorporated a Mass Media program into one of our regular
high schools.

These full-time program and grade level changes were a significant part of the
positive change generated by the desegregation order, but they are by no means the
entire story. The system developed and implemented a variety of new and improved
services. Expanded career education, expanded school partnerships developed with
business, cultural and higher education enterprises, a new English as a Second
Language program, pairing and sharing programs involving City and County
schools, a revitalized thrust of parent involvement and a special student leadership
program are some of the excellent programmatic emphases that resulted from a
strong education based desegregation plan. These are not programs on paper, but
are operational and presently delivering achievement-oriented programs for the
youth of St. Louis.

To implement these programs and fulfill the requirements of the courts, it was
necessary to use a number of buses as a means to an end. The year before the court-
ordered desegregation plan, we transported approximately 7,200 students, and we
used 3.10 percent of our total financial resources for this purpose. In the first year
of the desegregation plan we transported approximately 13,000 students (approxi-
mately 21 percent of our total student population), and we used 4.64 percent of our
total financial resources. In the current school year, 1981-82, we are transporting
approximately 14,500 students or 23 percent of our total student population. This
increase is due to the interest in the voluntary magnet schools; our cost, however,
will probably remain relatively stable.

As indicated, desegregation changed our school system in several ways. In 1975-76
we operated 153 schools; 101 had student populations of 70 percent or more Black;
46 had less than 30 percent Black student populations; and six had between 30-69
percent Black student populations. Last school year we operated 116 regular or
magnet schools; 66 had student populations of 70 percent or more Black; 50 had
student populations of 30-69 percent Black; and none had less than 30 percent
Black student populations. These figures are relatively stable for the current school
year. Charts in Appendix B provide additional insights into the racial composition
of our student population.

You might expect that the implementation of a desegregation plan of this magni-
tude would somewhat distract the schools from their primary mission. Such was not
the case. Three years ago we in the St. Louis Public Schools halted a ten-year trend
in declining test scores. Our scores did not at that time go up . . . but they did not
continue to decline. The next year, 1979-80, saw a slight improvement in scores.
Last year St. Louis students' scores on the California Achievement Test (CAT)
showed improved performance above anticipated or expected growth in grades 1-11.
We are presently ahead of our ten-year plan to bring student scores up to or above
national averages. We are very proud of this accomplishment which we feel demon-
strates that a system of our size can both carry out a major desegregation program
and continue to improve in the area of academic achievement.

These data reveal the changes that have taken place, and also indicate the
continuing need for further desegregation since the City population has insufficient
White young people to provide a desegregated setting for every youngster. A signifi-
cant percentage and number of our Black students still attend segregated schools.
We have implemented enrichment programs in these racially isolated schools to
improve curricular opportunities, but such programs cannot be offered as a substi-
tute for desegregation that promises a stable, healthy, vibrant, integrated metropoli-
tan community. Many more positive things can be said about our desegregation
plan, our students and their parents, our staff and our community; but we believe
the message has been clearly stated: Desegregation is right. It can be carried out in
such a way as to benefit the children and the community, and it holds forth the
promise of improvement and growth. Section V of this paper points toward the
future and what can and should be done at every level of government if we truly
believe in the principles set forth in the 13th, 14th and 15th Amendments.
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ROLE OF TRANSPORTATION IN DESEGREGATION PLANS

As pointed out earlier, desegregation is a process requiring continual effort and a
constant search for better solutions to an extremely complex legal, educational and
social issue. In this context, however, transportation for desegregation is not unique
in the historical annals of public education in the United States. Transportation has
consistently, efficiently and effectively been used as a means to and end; i.e., the"yellow bus" has transported students who live too far from their "neighborhood
school" to schools for the handicapped, to area vocational schools, 'to schools in
newly-reorganized school districts (thereby crossing traditional school boundaries),
and to private and parochial schools. Transportation has seldom been viewed as
wrong, dangerous or wasteful when used for the aforementioned purposes. It is only
when transportation is used to desegregate schools that the "yellow bus" becomes a
detestable tool of alleged "social planners."

The St. Louis Public Schools opened a school for deaf and hard-of-hearing children
in 1879. It opened a school for orthopedically handicapped children in 1925. In order
to take advantage of these pioneer quality schools for handicapped children, some
families moved from other states and from throughout the State of Missouri into
the City of St. Louis. Once in St. Louis, however, the majority of children attending
these programs had to be transported to school, and this was usually accomplished
with a "yellow school bus." The bus became a means to an end!

At the turn of the century our schools were attempting to keep pace with a
rapidly developing industrialized nation. The Federal Government became intimate-
ly involved in providing financial resources for vocational training in the 1920s and
'30s. It became obvious to educators that regional or area-wide vocational schools
would provide a higher level of specialized training to a much larger number of
students at a more economical cost. These schools were developed to fulfill a
national educational and social need-to develop a higher level of skills for an
industrialized nation. In order to take advantage of these schools the majority of the
students had to travel miles from their respective homes, and the most common
means of transportation was a "yellow school bus." The bus became a means to an
end!

As our nation continued to grow and prosper in the 20th Century, an educated
citizenry became vital to this development. The need for even more participation by
young people in the educational process became evident, and tremendous growth
was experienced in the percentage of American youth who participated in schooling
beyond the elementary grades on into the secondary schools. The median school
years completed by persons 25 years and older was 8.1 years in 1910. It has
increased to 12.5 years in 1980. As our nation became the most sophisticated
industrialized country in the world, educators were faced with the problem of
delivering educational services to more students while continuing to meet the
growing educational needs of young people.

In 1945-46 there were 101,382 school systems in the United States; in 1979-80
there were only 15,929 school systems. This reduction of 85,453 school systems
represents an 84.3 percent decline in just 35 years. This reduction also represents
some major policy shifts in determining how we would provide educational services
to young people. The geographical territory serviced by school systems increased
dramatically. The average size of schools increased dramatically! The one-room
schoolhouse in the country and the very small walk-in neighborhood school in many
cities and towns were discarded as insufficient to sustain the educational and social
needs of our youth, communities. and nation. Legislators, Boards of Education and
educators made an important decision to consolidate school systems in order to take
advantage of the economics of combined resources and at the same time offer
broader curricula. In order to accomplish successful consolidation of school systems,
transportation had to be provided to more students, and the most common means of
transportation was a "yellow school bus." The bus became a means to an end!

In addition, it should be pointed out that the majority of private and parochial
schools which provide educational services to thousands of young people all across
this nation would have to close their doors if transportation were not available to
get their students to school, as most of them live significant distance from their
schools of attendance.

For these reasons, "the proportion of the nation's students who are bused has
risen steadily-from 12 percent in 1936 to 35 percent in 1956 to today's near
majority. Missouri figures are even higher; in 1979-80 more than 60 percent of the
state's public school students were transported to school at public expense."'

"School Transportation-Fact Sheet No. 16"; prepared by the Center for the Study of Law in
Education, Washington University; July 1871. (See appendix C.)
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We view the mandate of the Supreme Court, as issued on May 17, 1954, to be as
important as vocational education, special education and consolidation of school
systems. We view desegregation as an important educational goal and consistent
with the definition of education "as the deliberate systematic, and sustained effort
to transmit or evoke knowledge, attitudes, values, skills and sensibilities .... ' 2 It
is this fundamental definition that has caused us to make numerous changes in
delivering educational services to young people. We have used sufficient means to
accomplish important ends. We have used transportation as one means to important
ends.

'There is a movement within the Congress to place limitations on the means to
accomplish desegregation; a move to enshrine the neighborhood school as national
policy. The irony of such a policy is that a majority of the students today in our
country do not attend neighborhood schools since 50 percent must reach school by
bus. If limitations are placed on school systems and courts by not allowing transpor-
tation to be used to accomplish desegregation, will the same limitation be placed on
transportation to schools for vocational education, special education, and to other
schools that serve a large geographical area? We know that the answer is a resound-
ing no! The effort, therefore, to restrict a means to accomplish a mandated educa-
tional and social goal-desegregation -has to be interpreted as an effort to abandon
that goal. We vigorously oppose these efforts at transportation restrictions and their
purpose . . . to derail the integration of our schools and society.

THE FUTURE

In closing, we want to make a few points about the future direction of desegrega-
tion . . . in St. Louis and the nation s cities generally. We are here because your
committee has before it a number of initiatives which are aimed at changing the
direction of school desegregation from those approaches outlined first in the 1954
Brown decision and detailed in subsequent decisions. Certainly those approaches
have had dramatic effects on the educational and social scene. Many -would have us
believe that none of these effects were positive. They seek to abandon any procedure
which would actively promote desegregation in our schools. "Natural" desegregation
is fine, they say. If neighborhoods are integrated let Black and White neighborhood
children attend school together. Sophisticated adults know, however, that neighbor-
hoods are not integrating or remaining integrated at any significant level in our
nation's metropolitan areas. Divisions by race in city and suburban neighborhoods
are deepening. What is needed is not a retreat from the objective but an expansion
of the methods by which it may be accomplished.

Virtually alone among governmental agencies, the public schools have had the job
of repairing America's divided house. Ill-supported, embattled, they have not always
approached that job as vigorously and enthusiastically as, in retrospect, they could
or should have.

It is time now to enlarge the list of those whose activities must focus responsibly
on the desegregation of our society. Desegregation cannot, however, be erased from
the priorities of our nation's schools which exist to prepare each new generation for
the responsible enjoyment of a free and democratic society.

In St. Louis, the Board of Education has faced its responsibility to pursue desegre-
gation by seeking the inclusion of suburban school districts and certain housing
agencies in our current litigation. We have done so for a few very simple reasons,
the first being that our desegregation plan, though touching all students in some
way, actually has placed only approximately half of our students in integrated
settings. Our Black/White ratio is too imbalanced to involve all students and still
achieve a situation that anyone would describe as integrated. We feel it is incum-
bent upon us to provide some way in which all students might ultimately be
provided a desegregated educational experience. Our surrounding suburban commu-
nities are preponderantly White, although a pattern of racial division is developing
among them which generally imitates that in St. Louis-North/Black, South/White.
Demographers assert that by 1990 our suburban ares will be 50 percent Black and
those Blacks will be racially concentrated.

Another basic reason behind our efforts to expand this case is our view that this
problem is a regional one with roots in our past as a state in which segregation in
education and housing was the law, and where Black children were moved across
many school district boundaries in order to separate them from their White neigh-
bors.

2Lawrence A. Cremin, "American Education: The Colonial Experience, 1607-1783" (New
York: Harper and Row, 1970), xiii.
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It seems to us that the country's ledership is toying with the idea of an enforced
return to the philosophy and practice embodied in Plessy v. Ferguson:

"We consider the underlying fallacy of the plaintiffs argument to consist in the
assumption that the enforced separation of the two races stamps the colored race
with a badge of inferiority. . . . The argument also assumes that social prejudices
may be overcome by legislation, and that equal rights cannot be secured to the
Negro expect by an enforced commingling of the two races. We cannot accept this
proposition. If the two races are to meet upon terms of social equality, it must be
the result of natural affinities, a mutual appreciation of each other's merits and a
voluntary consent of individuals. . . Legislation is powerless to eradicate racial
instincts or to abolish distinctions based upon physicial differences, and the attempt
to do so can only result in accentuating the difficulties of the present situation. If
the civil and political rights of both races be equal one cannot be inferior to the
other civilly or politically. If one race be inferior to the other socially, the Constitu-
tion of the United States cannot put them upon the same plane .... .

They contemplate a repudiation of the Brown decision and its corollaries:
"We come then to the question presented: Does segregation of children in public

schools solely on the basis of race, even though the physical facilities and other
"tangible" factors may be equal, deprive the children of the minority group of equal
educational opportunities? We believe that it does. . . . To separate them (children)
from others of similar age and qualifications solely because of their race generates a
feeling of inferiority as to their status in the community that may affect their
hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to be undone ...

"Segregation of white and colored children in public schools has a detrimental
effect upon the colored children. The impact is greater when it has the sanction of
the law; for the policy of separating the races is usually interpreted as denoting the
inferiority of the Negro group. A sense of inferiority affects the motivation of a
child to learn. Segregation with the sanction of law, therefore, has a tendency to
(retard) the educational and mental development of Negro children and to deprive
them of some of the benefits they would receive in a racial(ly) integrated school
system." 4

We cannot overemphasize our concern about the damage that such a retreat
would cause. Justice Warren said it as well as we could:

"In approaching this problem, we cannot turn the clock back to 1868 when the
Amendment was adopted, or even to 1896 when Plessy v. Ferguson was written. We
must consider public education in light of its full development and its present place
in American life throughout the Nation." 5

Therefore, we urge this Committee and the Congress to:
(1) Resist the movement to cripple the desegregation effort with anti-busing

measures;
(2) Reinvest in desegregation by reenacting and increasing funding through the

Emergency School Aid Act. Such funding is critical in stimulating constructive
educational change and in maintaining high quality programs for children in deseg-
regated settings. Erosion or withdrawal of funding for these programs would be an
abdication of responsibility on the part of the national leadership;

(3) Enact housing legislation which is helpful to the objective of an integrated
society. Past practices in federal housing agencies have sometimes served to further
entrench racial divisions in housing and, therefore, in schools;

(4) Review carefully the educational role and responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment in supporting the mandates of the Constitution and pursue public policy that
continues to recognize our obligation to overcome segregation.

From Opinion of the Court, Pessy v. Ferguson, 1896.
4 From Unanimous Opinion, Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 1954.5 Ibid.
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IPOELMER AND Cooway rode b would continue to operate at least until

Wednesday morning and said they January "to motWto whether what the
expected attendance to improve, eoond part of our name rymbholes is

occurrIg - quality education"
Conway said be was riding a bus to R

Roowvelt High Schol becausee I want TU Rev. Ronald Vail, bead 9,
to Join other civc leaders and citizens O n PUSH in St, Loui, sId Of hs
in demodtratdg Use safety of the bide from North St. Lou to the ,
program and relieving pareolal Blow Middle School in South St. Louis,
concern s. Th is one of s caes I think ite exciting. Everybody has
Where oonews i good Jeoi" ed In on this effort. It's one of the

am wommuity actins I've sm
Poelker. who beaded a group known whe: a comItment has come hrmaa the Coalition for Peaceful the entire community. It's not

tmpfementaton that was ormed by happened before to SL Louis, whereCivic Progress Inc., sid, "it usually everybody ba rallied round."
takes about 10 days before the school
system gets a real, feel for Its PUSH (People Unfted to Sav

eorolmeot/. - , Humanity). originated by civil rights:
l]"der t Rev. Jean Jackson. ha

The mineters' palace referred to activee student chaptera o several h:
by Meredith Wan the Interfaith 9C.ootNorthSt. Louis.

I,i.



Super Start'
Desegregation.

I
Ily Maura Lenmw A
Of the t

St. we officials were
nothing less than buoyant as they
entered the second day of courtordered
desegregation today after Wednesday's
peaceful, only mildly flawed opening
day of school. ,
I"it was super start," said
Superintendent Robert E. Wentz said at
a press conference Wednesday night.
"It was Triple-A."

Their euphoria' continued this
morning when al of the 179 bum being
used to transport students roiled out of
their garages an schedule. City police
kept a cum watch on sithree
termuaim. but repoi -d no hicidens of
vandalism or attempts to obstruct
them.

This morning at Sosla Hit School.
91S Union Boul~evard, white students
poured through the front doors as
thought they had been going there top

30MI 3IDEUGMfl to dw "7 BU3 NM': to badesaneawV:
of neteel beut& Paga ID "Iba sabm I do?" Pap XD
DESEGREGATION a tMaise bw b PAGE OF PICTURES so m ul,
aetsmal 0u mese Pap 31D daf mdmL fPe 1E

... .. .,, ll I I I

yersn. Lt year Soidan wa pecet Psacuedl Implemeaalbl w Cc hwm
&ack. Ths year. only 3 percent ofits toobserve. -It's a p41aaothet pr t. '

I@ students are bLack- and teachers have oe wd..
Former St. Louis Mayor John H. sam with greatr os." b ..

Poear, chairman of the Cosilti for__ saL

"Everyone recognizes WhA the law
Is and wanted their children to pursue
an education In a orderly manr.,
Parents have set a&ie differncm
about desegreatim and busing and
started thinin about children. But the
job is lust pAt the first iIn. We eli
need continued dediCAtiM thrMughet
the school year."

At Schol BOard heedquaerl At 1i,
Locust Street. tae telephone plugged
"nu .bard's "* A Stoytin"

(2l. S) were vitus 'e ear-this morning. School officials
interpreted that as a sipn that -Mst
parents know theIr children's school
aus nts and busing arranemnts.

At the district's security -
headquarters at 1517 South Theresa
Avenue this morning, the only problems
that - were children. missing

buse.
In most cases, the district

s.. SWHOOL,Pap....
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choois
I FROM PAGE ONE

repeated b provi4g rides But Itt
to discontinue that practice next

week. Dispatcher Ethel Terry said she
suspected that the warn problem was
Cat c dren were oversleeping.

"1'by've got to get out of bed." she
said. "If I was bere at 4 a.m., I know
doggone well they can get up and go to
School. We can't get them up out of
beds."

School officials Wednesday night
yere openly delighted that the first day
of School desegregation, which had
prompted violent outbursts and
demonstrations t several other cities,
had gone so smoothly here.

"It's a model for the county that a
city can be responsible (and) work
together," said School Board President
Gordon L. Benson.

No acts of violence or protests were
reported at any of the schools
Wednesday. and a demonstration
planned in front of the School Board's
downtown headquarters. Oil Locust
Street. filed when only one family
showed up.

But problems of late buses and a few
lost children cropped up throughout the
day. And one school, Cote Brtllante,
2616 Cor Avenue, found itself swamped
with 100 more children than it could
handle, and school officials announced
quickly that they would reopen
Marshall Branch School, 4322 Aldine

- Place, by Monday to handle the
overflow. Marshall had been closed
wet ths year.

- Almost tbree-fourths, or 73.5
percent, of the expected 3,000 students
.Showed up at school Wednesday, Went,
' sad. "We're very pleased, because It's
ino too far from our rl startup."
I he said. According to official figures,
46,524 students attended the first day of
.school this year, compared to 55,017, or
6D3 percent, last year." 'Kids come trickling In." Wentz
said. "The normal first day Is not going
to be how many kIds you've got in your
system." He sold he expected more
parents than usual to keep their
.chldren out of school this week because
of , uncerta t y about the start of
.desegregatlon.

But he, and other officials, expect
-ft enrollment to rise shortly. "We
realize that a nurbe of students didn't
report en the first day." said Sam
Miller, director of special services and
head of security: "They were staysng
'Out on a wat4m-Gee basis. I suppose
:that after seeing nothing Is gain to
happen , tbey'l be coming back to
school again."
% At Mam Elementar School, 4047
1ljuriata Stree, 386 of the projected 500
,students attended. according to school
offtclal. At Haml ton Elementary
'School, 511 Westminster Place, fl of
'me 4W0 expected students appeared.
,And at Long Middlo, SchooL 30
Morganford, Road, 4aj of the 480.0...ectdtdents arist.

At some of the ti " .rQaei
schools. too, the fi -day sitendanos
was well below capacity. Ofis
attrbuted that to the newness a the'
programs, ad to the fact that offic"as
have been trying to achieve a "
racial balance at the schools. and too
few white studess have applied. .,

About 15,000 students were to have,
been bused to school, half for.
desegregation purposes only. and haf
for overcrowding and other reaos
Roughy $,OD students rode school
buses Wednesday, according to Deputy
Superintendent Ronald Stodghlll.

About 27,000 students, Including 6SUK
at the district's 15 magnet Schools, bad
been scheduled to attend integrated
schools, with about a 50-50 black/white
raUo. The rest of the students were to
remain at all or predominantly black
schools on the North Side.

Officials said Wednesday they had
no breakdown of bow many whites and
blacks attended school Wednesday..
"We've never taken a racial cous on
the first day." Wentz s&L

The first day, thoug, got generally
positive reviews - even from those who
had desnuaced the desegregatk plan
Itself.

"I think everything was very.
pogive." said Minnie Uddell, one of
the parents who Initiated tha'
desegregation suit that led to the court.
ordered plan. Mrs. Lddell, who ba
criticized the plan for leaving out mnst
of the clty',. black students, said: "r7
was very proud with the way
everything wern. I am proud of th6.
parents who were willing to give It a
try. It was definitely a point In SL'
Lous' favor."

Jerriansne Adam, who had fought
the desegregation suit in court as a'
member a South Side anti-busirg
group, agreed. "I am delighted " MWs
sed "I rode school buses all morning
and the kids made me feel good. At-
Soldah, all the kIds were acting as i.
they had gone to school there forever. I
think t's wonderful that there weren't.
any incldents I think St. Louis has done
something really great here."

Some -of the students. too, sai they
were plestantly surprised Wednesday.'
"It went better than I expected," sad;
Lester Neal [IT. a freshman
Ceveland High Sco who Itves
soth St. totas. "I dIdn't m any figti
or anything. All the teachers wene there
onpime, and Id' et lestM - U's a big,
schooll"

Lisa Perry. a South Side studet
bused to Soldan, sald she finished t
day with a changed oplanion el bQe
school. "The chool In cleu - fat's am'
dirty - and the windows are not beae
out Uke I expected," se sa. "It'a a.
ig, nce cbooL"

Odoe Mack, whose three cthi r
wse bused free fst Hear North Sid a
Soab St. Louib schools, a" har 9Ma
famlys fir day bAat Si choo.l
appeared to he & maoem * They
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mod It, tsey loved it," She said She
sid she was wored. though, that Ote
bus rides may create problems later on

They haven't got bad weather y."
she Said.

But Anthony Sestuic. attorney for a
South St Laos group appealing the
desegregation plan, said the low
attendance figures showed widespread
iessatisfacton wihll the plan 'The
numbers were ... actually lower than
we had feared," he said of the
attendance figures 'Despite what the
board says, there were a number of
problems today, There are some
parents who ma) pl their kids out of
public schools at.er today because In
some Irntances there were no teachers

or classes."
Board President Benson said,

however, all classes bad teachers.
although some of them were temporary
substitutes. So ce of the district's
teachers have not received permanent
assignments.

Police officials, who had increased
their regular patrol force to 450 as a
precaution against trouble in the
Schools, said they were heartened by
Wednesday's peaceful transition. ut
they said they would continue with their
expanded staff today to any case.c

Similarly, school security officials
widd the system's 2 tov guards
would remain on 12-hour duty. "We'll
evaluate the situation from day to day
to e what's needed" said security
chief Miller.
WThe blugest stumbling blocks
Wednesday appeared to be delays with
buses, especially during the afternoon
rus. Delays were reported at several
schools eding at 2 pm. aid at even
more Schools ending at 2.45 and 3.30
p m Officials explained that buses n
three trips each. and that delays in the
first bus rim cause delays In the later
ones. 'T'sy also said buses ran later
than usua because drivers were
checking the desthution of each young
passenger to make sur the right child
was on the right bus.

Mont of the buses an the final regular
run of the day were IS minutes to two
hours late, with the last driver

eporting an all clear t 5:e47 p.m.
"We got backlogged is the evening

ents said. "But the problems we
experienced in that repent were not
any geter than the Startup of ay
schOol ye.,I"

One group of parents marched an
board headquarters Wednesday to
dema buses for their children who
had been reassigned to Cole
Elementary School, 395 Erigbt
Avenue, from Rddick School, 413
Evans Avene, whir was cloe this
yar. The parents sA they were
keeping their children home fom
school became of the la of bus
service.
- The board's policy Isspt vdo~

service only for chjldren ,o live more
than a mle from school.

"For some of the kids In Our area.
the distance is well over the mile

mimt." said Mary Summers of the 4300
block of Page Boultvard "And for
some of the others, the way they have to'
go to get to the school takes them
through bad neighhoods, places where
the weeds grow taller than the children
and where drunks and derelict, sleep in.
doorways."

Deputy Superintendent Stodg ll,
who met, with the parents, said he,
would look Into assignIng a security
officer to walk the children to school.
He said that plan was being used In
sorae other case.

A-ide from the busing troubles,
Benson said the schools faced a routine
series of flst4of-the-yeAr problems - a'
shortage of 57 crosIng guards, who
were replaced by pollce officers and
volunteers, and the late arrival of food
service trucks atseverli school. .

Gary Orfield, the couri4ppointed:
expert overseeing the deselepUon
.in, ,agreed. "T'here was a very good
b-rt today," be said. "But too ohe
many districts open with good Starts
and people will walk away, tjinkioS
ever)hng Is swell. Then things start to
happen.

"What happens next depends on a
number of things, Includfn good
positive race relations with the students
working in harmony at the school level.
This will determine what kind of race
relay tons the school sytem will have." 'S

Orfield, a political sclence professor
at the University of Illlols-C1ampalign
Urbana, Said that most cites that
undergo desegregation do it peacefully.
Violence, be said. is the except o..
"The point Is that where there is a'
problem, it Is so explosive -' ike Is
Doson or Louisville - tMat people have.
the perception that desegregation
carries with It a lot more violence than
It really does.

"Some cities spend all of their tme
fighting their desegregation orders
through appeals," be sad "But tn St.
LouI., the school officials started right.
away working on the plan and had all
summer to develop it."

The board was ordered to develop
the plan March 3 by the th U.S. Circuit'
Cou of Appeals, which found that the
district had contributed to radal.:
Segregation in Its schools.

'I think today shows that St. Louis i
different from Milwaukee. Lousvillae
and Bston," said Roy Gilliam, vice.
president of B 2i, as be watched
children board buses Wednesday at tha
W" Lon lbdde Schood" a
Opposed to busing, but It's here and F!
say let's wake it work, get an with IL'
And It worked today. There is a real
Srit of St. Lot.",

(tnlesmation for thi artcle was
Provided by George Curry, Howard &
Golf ', Linda Lockhart, Paoida Rkc4:
TOMMY Robertad Robinl Join
and Gregory a. ps'sao, I pof 1054
Pwf.Dsapec staff.) I



Day One:
" St. Louis Schools Get

".me graton Off To Quiet Start
"The 06s ay of Integration for St.

Lou l p I c & , ,ri ned qutmli-
yesterday at Gateway School
Setyiee (too right), where buses A
wAl Kte l pugit o tt eir now
chol N oonfued just as quiey.
as ar'.nfm IN-- t e school year

lath only a NU more Confusion te
normally aria the start of a new
term. Right, the football tearn at
Clestan High had lneJrated rly
becausqof prac fle..4 team
manbpre got todether ofn the first :
dayroa school, Robert Maxwell ' .
(gl4af~) anm Mllw coin"e
Checked out a newsaper story oo

PhWtps by Scott Dine, Robert
C- Holt Jr. and Bill Kesler
W ,,. mehet. -ep -tc, . .Staff. ~. . .,
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XAbove, 4tudents Of Soldan Hjogh•.

; AAk 1 Work ribbons to
WnewcoWCtra. Lef, the were a few"

"" hitches I- ihsIn bus scheduls Yolranda
Garcl, 7 Year old, and her aster
.Chrint. , Of 708 Virginia, were
W be Picked up a 7:35 at Scirm.r

and Vwrginta, bu t Itie r
untl about 10.



C,'
C,'

K90 Orundlg. 14. left, and Douglas Wahingtot, 14, hpme I oon avrstlon Thurday dOuin the Scond day of CIsem at Gyeland High GS.hOQL
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7 isi'tlC Lciy tor
.Schools

Pp COArE B. DLrgGs glf

Amid pvffitl ol light a
St. Loe00 public schols prepae to
open Weeday fo the h-n day of
clauss wader a catourt-ordered
dfeSpeM e plan iMoN thebu sis

Cotunitty, edwo nd l*
enforcement offdicals were e=pecti a
Peaceful and ordeily begfining for the

Teachar w ready ......... SA

dry's projectad 63,0Ml students and
4.000 teachers.

The nal aepoeot of the plan wetr
fallg too pace Tueday. as teachers
M tooed for a preiarstory day and Mr

m were raed for operation
b g 1: 0 mw. Wedneday
Some iniot recruited by the
lterfaith CoallUo for Peaceful

Integro uc and Quality Edctica wet

'W HVE BEEN briefed t much
thai I doa't kxew what else they could
tell u-," a security guard at OFallon
Technical High Sdoo uad Tuesday.
More ta 1O0 "serlemplyed guards
will be in schools or an roving
assisgnts.

PoLce.'ven were to be iati ned at all
high schools, backed by moble unilc In
dose radio contact with school swc"xny
pontel, according t William L.
Brown. a .rt~at St. Louis pol€*a cdhef.

"1 have no raso ta believe
Wednesday will be anything but
peaceful." Moid Edward T. Foote,
chairman -of the court-.apolnted
Deselregaton Mnltorlog and
Adwloty Cot"mi0e ,

A donmate of "peaceful accepeance'

or e ao . t.
throg wItdeepread Com umity.
effot" acoomdu 00 former May .Jolm B. Poelt., bead of a ipop called,
1b1 Coalition for Peacefil

EVEM GROUPS that anoun ted
plam to protest emphaud their
saons would be peaceful. Two a&ni.
busins gropa - with their kades
entertain n itow many woul be
part cPain - bayse called for
plckling the downtown board 0l
Education hetqurtt and the teder Ihou-e Wednesy The ,vVoups, I,
theinselvee the Save 0ur forthirld
Sch l Cwtltee and Unit ed PLrm A.
of North And Suth So .L

About 1.2 black and w1t-ft e.p s
gatere InPil~ntCm nwtxt d,

=nte "10c P = C Oii nk 3ete

First day of class under desegregation, rdo r,
.d, ~e n h heard "As.bbure, ch.ra of Unid Prna

MAIM an IMP&Ndione plea lot Mo.
iolt pIt ag n t

hrotat t ib school board building
Wednesday Moreins.

"For God'sa mk," she said. 'let'aM bave a repeat herm of what'
happened in BMeno am Miami. Let-
Mo have a rwot." Racial vioeam

accomPanied. n ourt.nrdered
dmrogn a in thone cuet.

SlOE IRGED boy cin oening..
St. Jana H abuan Jr.,

dnrmal oa, the St. LAls Ethc ii Police
8ocletY. I hich reprearsir black
Poilcemen, ai. "Our prpe nt to
Circumvet or dey the jdge' at do."

Ste faulted lb ,-ly's "caeppic t,
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,absence of leadership for the

Fandince 10 ervain "a we Ca alve
an 4hleims by statsh seat Usea'. -

i V-da Pewter, as eemotar sohoe(
f fmcber Uad leader of he Seve Our
'.NorthSie Schools Committee, ureed
:I PMU o nwo schools m their

ItbAntoan tatA ti ptls
Chtuch, tUJ W. North Market St., at 4
p.m. &Sday to ptia or aega appeal

'.of the oe. e *r.
offical arid polloe ap

. acefu ple s by !Vridtduals
and parent uipt schools er st

Afbogt One ens-bsinf; group ar
'Ur~gft parent to keep ehilims of
scoo m m e bmel ~ags
wbo v.,et I i 41 e I V et

:4modificatls In the desegreptian
,.pvbnthe ef~c probably wiU be bard to

measure.

-ATTENDANCE, ALWAYS Is lt

r

Historic day

for St. Louis pUb1ic schooIs
W -Cadtram fixnV4IA' 'whie hocth vwstea nd isaCk arntoI e y smi .l+<,have been dublOW ot of

an tuhe first day of school - a let of kids tsing. many' Of the Pmem tI'm

dost get back mt the first Iull week. . North SL Louis - including thre of Ow
said sideLO Superintendet Robert mew Save Our NoMbside School'

Weu. - Com iu - hate locused on fear that
O )erjo hlrd of the projected 63,0 the plan will men oducauotal neglect

students will be attending mandatorly for bltck children remining t

or vobwwu Integrated schools wsler 'egregted schools. In an effort to atay

the desegregatitm plan. these ears. the plm includes for boo-

The most controveroa sections of integrated schools a number of

the plan integrate 33 regular curriculum en.ichment unes, part-

elemetary schools and fo regular tw integrI programs and the

high schools. all in S&Atl St. Lous or lp. sam eiemewity mluctifl as adopted
the city's cetral corridor. 7is will for the Integrated segment. .

require busi g of about 7,510 students. Some 23 middle schools, each
There will be 15 integrated mage drawing foos the attendance areas of

schools, open to voluntary iwide one or more grde" e4 e schoo, wilt

etrollmeat . replace tWe old two..ered schoolI Six months of planning has followed syitem. with 18 being integrated ti
thith U.S. Crcut Court of Appeals,.._ i . . .
order Mari 3 to begin defegregatfo of, ,,T BUS CONTRACrOR, Gateway
the St u system-..Sd Serve. was b .wesdy

"hE PLAN DEVELOPED by h ... igohwafoT .e.,tiO ..
schob adminIstratin and Mppoved "we a re dy o0 roll," sad Alan'
MAy I1 by U.S. District Judge James EL Bram, mamer of the Gateway

, emaeditb leav0 some SO school - all Services fteris.a at $14 S. 1jh SL, me

In North St. Louis 'eXCWp Peabody of thmethe firm ses.
VJementarq on the South Side - with The terminal will seod So buses on

nearly aUlc enrollment. . regular rotes. and keep stex a radi
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a backups In cse of breakdowns
t to pick up scideot who sea

f MhAnics were tatig alt bea
= pyuas a slesard, en the' wu

am= special watch agent

While mast at the system's
'apprumtely 4,400 teche were at
Wter amlgned school Tuaday to,'th~iralaton prop-sm, abo~utS -

chefly elementary - hadnrt received
5 e.mpments.
I nTI tPo 1LEWAS causedidp
Ily sM closing of 28 elementary schools,
§Lnd abo by reasaigmuent of hunrds

teachers to meet the plan's rmtal
lluota. Tle quota requires each stal to
he within S percent above or below the
dyvntwide reio of 2 percent black. W
Percent white.

IAt eons, about s doss unasigneod
bachers were coolan their beets in a

clotg m I t the Area Il office, 1104
F Jelffersin Av hit were back
Weementary teachers, temportly
.&drih because teachers with more,eaonry hod taken their places t

I reaching the rsci ratios at arlton
* schools

riows ck)nts balance thing IV a U ear's orlly and Was Pulled
ma tsa o s! end the stil have
ca Wes t ou tche,." spid ane. A1
speed to commonsm maly if the ir noM"se
weren't used
. Another, With four years' so drIty in
the system, sold. "I was moved
because of racial blmce and replaced
by another black teacher, so I sit bte

AN ELEMENTARY kysicul
sca teacher who als Is en
IstnttU-Ot- ba coach et b ah school

s be waes hoping fore scha wIth an
Leatly osUag Ume "because F raCice Is

I at 3:3c and we play this ween d " H~e
ad he hid oe aulamet A g l. but

a nsiicatiton rescinded It wlhbn three
days.

David fahan, wham ripet-low Iou
hig~lh schools, m middle schools and

Sped6e one-fin schoolsas Ares Ul
suoperlteoett promised. "All
leathers will ban an asslnimen for

I Wedrewsdy ornlng"
Dow te hall. North Si. Ls

white permit Betty MaDdn, was
i seehiug approval for e transfer 0 he

-s , Joe, could atisse atteodng
I Roosevelt High SchooIn South St.r Louis A family more hod caused his

reaslgnnment to Samdan. "We've been

| -,

*J PrLt'44,MI atoningr I W'ta' lIsan
4P ats@tgMU pde

T ATHDE SCHOOL bard hiding.
abot a balftim~ teleplane Operator
were* esbseq to ewwer hesndape
petion as the Straight Story Lne,

;' Veolase Jacos. anragerS the crew,
bahld mut little hope that the flury of
calls Wo and down tar a we or 

I .ad esid eoma of the inquwire have
Satnned lse volutarer ae los. .

'A ice of parts are holding otll ui
1be nu:auti eto ae tiop worked

I O.. .We%ebad persioU wbo' s"Id
Ay r WMit is their child go to aam s co lao," se aild.

On lt lier hand, sold Jfo Awoe
'Leach of the systeOs preso,

nvslVemesi ommitee, sItde who
jc1ll teaV~ si wa Wrms a. "ThekidIs don't have any prsblefus sbout It
;(deueegota The bid t ae syr,

i.'~~' h i WI lug wilin togo tom

THE RETURNING studenl.
1especisily thse aMndldlg the new
vodde clok, tn expect to see some
fnsovabia ' way for mthei new$Etrary, ace, hidustrijijies and

6K ts~lr.,epuyspeitndnLo

The fecllttes are a future o
.ourr m tnprovzent for both for-

rsoteetated and lttegrated middle
sho, "but the earliest tom.pleio
lste will be Oct. 15, end many Of themp'0tbe don tmW December., Rat

umood 0 ofic alo and teachers at
pnY scholsas WU V eray optiaoautsc

lbe teachers were meeting with
IrePartnnlt heads and these princapais
,throulbout the day. receiving
)Bugtsnfleen d " special ljssati ons

o Mbasy Parntpals Predicted achoolis
would qaschiy get into the routine at the

*Year's verk
"BREAKFAST ILL be ready in -

ithe morning nd WeTI be ready tog,.
;said Tom Steoger, principal of
Sbtaadoh School is Soub St. Louls, a

,school that was formerly percent
White u WOll be l percent white under

(the desegregationplail
Co W. Srb Jr., pr wi l atk Seamasa ig School, whicb wB eam
integrated under lte plan sai be

Ve -'t feet left O,
"Eve'yie is c ted to 14

'tting asrIs" n m aki.
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Jni Rlckwft/Pet4PgtCh
,icky Edwards preparing to board a school bus for a trip across Ibwn
to Cleveland High School. His mother, Ernestine. says desegregation
has gone even "a little better than what I thought."

The School Week Was Upbeat
iFor North St. Louis Family
t8y Courtney Earrett qY desegregaton au an Idea dat would'Of PtlOD~ateh SWH y7 wo" - ifaduha did ncAtlrfere.

Te days do not a scbol yrA lurcling, bumpy bus Flds,.'-ssake. But the Edwards Say they are"IWI Ithstandrg, St. Louis' first week of" pleased and iot at all szts at the'desegregated schools provided few O7portsu p t's alnen e .In' , first.Jostes to the family of Eroestine and week Of classes. - -,'Richard EdWards Sr. "1. gO the impression ttwAt -was
The Edwardses, a black family going to work the way that I ib6ught It

ivin8 at 5743 Wells Avenue in north St. would," said Mrs. Edwards. 'Really. ftSLOtl4s. approached Wednesday's start of See EDWARDS, Pai .



560

}Edwards
UR3OM PAGEONE

* turned out a little better than wlat I thought."
The entire week, In fact, was upbeat for the family.

. Edwards, who had recently lost his 10-year Job as a
machinist at Crowa Cork and Seal Co. Loc. 562

.'Natural Bridge Road, started work Tuesday at
Raakn Dairy Inc., 1313 North Newtead Avenue.

The Edwardses' son Richard. 17, Is the family
member most directly affected by the desegregation
lan. After three years at Soldan High School, 919

BUnion ulevard, Richard Is eng bused this year to
Cleveland High School, 4352 Louisiana Avenue in
sith St. Lois.

The desegregation plan means that three daughters
- Demetrla, 10; Cynthia. 9; and Jewnfer, 7 - have
been switched this year to Emerson Elementary

* School, 5415 Page Boulevard. Last year, they went to
Ford School. 1383 Clara Avenue, which was converted
to a middle school this year.

Mrs. Edwards said she had considered having the
girls transferred-to another school, perhaps Marshall
Elementary at 4M2 AMine Avenue, but decided
against It.

All the Edwards children voiced few complaints
about their schools.

Deborah, U, a seventbgrader at Ford Middle
School. reports only half-Jokingly that teachers there
a are a bit too strict when It comes to classwork.

Richard's appointment with desegregation began
with an early-morning knock at the door by Dwight
Sloan, a senior who is atso being bused from Soldan to
Cleveland.

With briefcases In hand, the two walked a block
and a half to the corner of Blackswne and WeUs

'avenues, where, along with about 20 either students,
,hey boarded the 6:55 am. bous.

After a sharp left turn, the bus ru 'ibled east on
,Martin Luther King Drive, past boarded-up store
fronts and small shops whose signs and markings
show a trail of change and instability.

A right turn onto Compton Avenue, a 15-minute trip
into south St. Louis, and Richard end the other
students entered into the hubbub of the first day of
school and desegregation

For Richard, the week included the details of
finding his locker, getting permission to participate in
sports, finding his way around Cl veland and
appearing on the local public television sttion to
discuss the desegregation effort.

So fIa, so good, said Richard.
*"Everybody is just making friend;," be said.

S"Nobody's calli each other names or anything.
We're just all getting together."

Richard, who is listed In "Who's Wo Of American
CIg School Students." was in line to be yearbook
editor at Soldan this year-At Cleveland, he has joined
the yearbook staff and says he appears iu have a good
chance to be editor.

"The teachers seem to be al nict ," be said
"They're willing to belp and everything. To me,
realy, they seem a little better tian Soldan
teachers."

Overall, however, be.pi calls the de-egregation

r-

plan Ill-timed and especially utfair to the graduating
seniors. "My attitude about that hasn't changed."

And If there must be busing, he said, some Later
bume, perhaps making 'pickups 15 to 20 minutes
before the start of school, are needed. "You Just need
something to keep the students from having to get up
to soon," he said.

Still, he said, he's getting used to the bus rde.
"It's pretty good," be said. "I kind of like it now.

Coming borne from practice, ft's pretty good. One bus
comes at 4:30 and another comes at 6"

One topic of discussion Around the Edwardsea'
dinner table was a fight that broke out around noon
Friday between a black stublent and a white nos
student on school property just outside Cleveland
High School.

Mrs Edwards said she's concerned that a non-
student was allowed on the premises.

"We thought that they had an ka of who goes to
the school and who doesn't belong there," she said.
"They do check on the bus, with the monitor calling
off the names and all, but Richard says that at the
school they don't have It.

"I think that they should, to they'll know who goes
there an who doesn't belong there. And the ones who
don't belong there, they should stop them before they
get in the door. Keep all of them out. Other than that.
the week's been fine.". Cleveland Principal Albert Reinach said bi
investigation of the incident showed that "a rather
unfriendly non-student, white, came on the school
property and provoked one of our students into a
figh."

Reirach said the scuffle, which was quickly brokeai
'up by security guards, happened during the first lunch
period In a designated smoking area outside the"
school.

"To my delight," Reinsch said, "the student body
behaved splendidly. No one else entered the fray."
Neither of the combatants 4$peared to be seriously
injured, Reinsch said.

He said the intruder, 17. was taken Into custody and
-will be prosecuted under the school trespassing
ordinance. The student wal placed on behavior
probation, but will not be suspended, Relnsrh said.

Because Cleveland's interim system is not yet
operable, Reinsch said, he hab an official statement
on the disturbance distributed to each classroom to
quell rumors.

And he said security guards will be able to check
student identities as soon as al identification pictures
are taken and processed, whic should be completed
Tuesday.

r Despite the one incident, _wards said, be is
pleased with the opening of schdbt. C',

* "As I said. let the kids go for themselves," he said.
"'There wasn't too many growndps out there, and that

- helped. Everybody was looking for a big ruckus, and
there wasn't one. I think the teen-agers, the
younsters, are Just going to chaisge the whole system
arnd." . 3 , ,

Edwards added: "This is what I was looking for. I
was looking for It tp be like this As long as you an
keep these grw"n folks out of It,)nd keep them from
up th:re y alty-yakking and *olng on, you won't
have any problems."
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Drew Maness responding to a question last week at his new school,
Hamilton Elementary. His mother, Donna, who had been concert'
ebbut desegregation, now says, "I think everything will be OK."

A Other's Appraisal Of Busing:

'Y Think Everythig Wi Be OI'
By Charlotte 0
Of thel, Post4)im taf-f ' "I think," said Mrs. Ma, "evrydUng Will be OV., ?

SIn mazy ways, It has been ike The Manesses, a g"egous
waking from a njihtmar - a min u e Ital erman fai ily In eouthwet S
of relief and left-over apprehesio. ,Ouis. are among the white familhe

With those feelngs, the family of Lea Involved in the cowl-ordered bUSz*V
and Donna Maness is emerging from achieve school deegregatioa. ..
the flrst days of desegregation. It Is a Starting with the opei of sclJle
change from their mood of gloom 10 Wednesday, three Maneft chikd*4
days ago. but it did not come easily or . * S"VANESS Pt if ' -.
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were dispatched to schools across the
ftas follow:

- Dawn, 16, to the Center for
Bu0;iss, Management and Fmance,
114 North 11th Street, a magnet school
six miles from home.

- Drew, 7, to Hamilton, 58I
Westminster Place in the West End,
which until this year was an all-black
isementary school.
I - Dana, 13, to the neighborhood
school that educated all her older
others and lsters, Dow Dewey

IMiddle School, 6247 Clayton Avenue.
I Propelled by the order of a federal
ludg and carried on school buses, the
two .older Maness children became
reluctant adventurers. Twice each day.
they cross what was once the northern
boundary of their world - Llndell
Boulevard.

They approached the prospect with
dread and resentment. The family had
only a general impression of northern
pans of the city, the one conveyed by
rews reports of violent crime,

lAnd they had lIttle reason to doubt
the accuracy of those reports. Mrs.
IManess' father died near the
pdhborhood of Drew's new school
shrtly after being abducted and
brtally beaten there
. wednesday - the opening day of
wcool - was a day of tension for the
aly. And there was a frustraurig
series of minor disappointments amid a
eries of frustrations,'The family's relatively new frost-

frfe refrigerator went on the blink two
days earlier, spoilin" meat, leftovers,
psit! worst of all. a gallon of milk. So, on
he first day of school, Drew's cereal

was dry and Mrs Mness' coffee was
iack

True to family predictions. Drew
bad difficulty keeping up with his pass
to get onto the "Dog Bus." All
elementary school buses were
Identified with a picture of an animal
One minute Drew's pass was in the
ighl hip pocket of his new blue

cordervy pants. The nest minute, It was
the object of an inteastve search, which
turned up the card In his shirt pocket
,'Drew's brand-new pants came home

Wednesday afternoon with a large L-
taped rip near the hem "The fence
W It," he explained cryptically.

, Drew himself arrived mysteriously
eating and angry, a cover-up for a

qomentary lapse in his self-esteem. He
got off the bus at the right stop, but then
didn't know which of four sidewalks to
,ake home. . .
,, The oven at Dawn's magnet school

salunctioned, and the hot tamales for
ich weren't so bot I
w- But there was a positive side to the

tek's ledger.
".There was a compliment for Dana

a new black classmate on her
ht, lighl-blue eyes; and the pleased

onnuncement by Drew as be
ihered off the bus at Hamiiton that

this looks like Dewey," his old

, th, discoverv that Drew,

for boredom and with ia ability to lead
teachers on a merry chase, had been
assigned to the class of Gall Kramer, a
young, no-nosaense dIsdplinarin.

"I think shell handle him all right,"
Mrs Manes told the family with s
chuckle.

Mrs. Mars came away from
Drew's first day at Hamilton
comforted, If not yet entirely
convinced, about the merits of the new
arrangement

Her comfort come to large part from
an encounter with ichmond "Skip"
Coburn, director of the Sklnker.
Debaliviere Commtuity Council, one of
the promoters of the redevelopment in
the West End residentda area.

Along with coffee, doughnuts and a
carved-out watermelon stuffed with
fresh fruit, Coburn And others from the
neighborhood served South Side permts
with enthusiastic descripLions of what
will soon surround their children's
school - a tree-dotted park and new
brick homes and apartments. Coburn
preferred a business card with a
promrdse- "if you have any problems.
call me."

It made him an ally, a flesh-and-
blood person smid the fscelest
bureaucracy. And he dealt speedily
with Mrs, Manesa' first worry - safety
at the children's bas stops in the early
moving and dark afternoon of winter.
Coburn said be would arrange a
meeting soon of p rents to work out a
method of guaranty eing safety.

"That's my b ggesi worry now,"
Mrs. Maness saic "The children are
protected in school, but not while
they're waiting fot those buses."

Desegregation also has touched the
family's life in ways they never
imagined. It started soon after a front.
page story in 'ast Sunday's Post.
Dispatch, In which the Mantesses told of
their apprehension and resentment of

First, there were the phone calls, so
many that the Manesses had to have
their phone number changed. Most
were obscene.

Only one sounded like a black caller,
Irate, name-calling and accusing them'
of racism. Manes, the family's
peacemaker, explained that the
objection was to busing, not
Integratioo, and the conversation ended
amiably.

Another call was from Atlanta, from
the producer of a cable television talk
show. He invited the Manss to
appear on the show. They were
flasered, but they are unsure whether
their finances will permit them to take
the trip.

Maness sl has visions of bus
wrecks on Icy streets. And both he and
his wife still consider busing a foolish
extravagance that will not deliver the
promised goal - quaLity education for
everyone.

But slowly, gingerly, and with some
lingering doubts, the Manesses are
Coming to terms with their fears, And
at least for the tsme being. they have
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Getting acquainted: For some stu- to make new "friends. From left. a
dents, like tt-.%e youngsters on the play- Tisdale, Stephanie Macklin. Diani
ground at Wo'dward School. 725 Beilertve and Carolyn Henderson.
Blvd., desegregation has meant thi chanr__-:. . . .

re Chrletf
na Schle-d
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School official discovered they had a shortage a? crow-
Ing guard lhuaday morning, but Leonard Homes was on
duty helping youngsters make It through the intersecton
ot Laclede Avenue and Compton Street
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1 AN.LouOUS !wnpty Has A Histozy
-Of Not Over-,Reacting'

iq

iySaly lnsbyDefty

A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
pays deaeggeegatis of the St Louis
= cbooIs began s s irrothly
L e f"tbe dedAtuon and
syalty of's profebossal teacher

The federal Jodge responsible
*o the desegregation plan ays te
secret of succss was "very simple.
rou had everybody in tows, feces

John Poelker to Lou Brock, behind
It and seeing that the people were
. A national y known deselregation
expert explain tt thin way. 'The moat
idaerus tioe was kept short I St
tatls - that piertod between when
Itsd desegregation first loom as a

powder keg Wednesday
students amrsin there were;
amiling, oratge-fersyed mnt
the football loam who handi
room assignmnt sheets

The team Is Inoan
"Durchmt' rflecting the
ros of the South Side comm
as one mad, cracks about II
at black "'Dt imen "Becas
practice started Aug I
members bad gotten a three-'
or integration, and the
solidarity of these big men
set the lone for their peers
up for Albert Reinsch. pinc
Idea it was

Tuesday and Wednesday
nearly 2,000 S1 Louisa
school district's "Straight Sto
a bank of 16 telephones ar
April. to set information on
pickup pits, school opening
er asasigmos .

po"ility and the point at which it appointed
become in inevitablity " Judge Jar

The question these and other should
,daegregtm experts were pondering It poW o
wan this' Wy d things go so wall purtiacit
here? There Vas relative can In it tioctlonai

is" during she denelopen of a angry rn
mighty compipet desegRaion an St
after the Marr ) order by a fdera n over-
appillle court A things remained went thn
cam when schools opened Wedisday. going on

The answers remind one of what same mi)
happened when several blind men were Cities wbe
asked to descnbe an elephant such ran here, bod
hit hands over only une part and cOmMnit
proceed to describe an elephant as a keY way.
large ake, u spear, a fa., a tree a ne
trAsh, wall and a rope. Some

Soun deegregatoi p•rtcipants tiny del
isve a sinle broad explanation. One of exptlive

tbes ws Oui Jackson, program
dirlior of the Danfortht oundtilon. CLEVE
and oe of It blacks on the lo-metber per centl
Cnliena Deaegregatiot Committee tlis year.

mo ,nin, Anyone who as tried to call the
greeted by regular school district telephone
embers of number In the last tree weeks has met

out their with a seemingly Impeneirale walt of
bury signals But the straght story tine

as the bad its owt phonq number. and calls
German were answered promptly by 20

tuuty. but voluneers It as hard to calculate how
ie aurber much the availabitity at lormaion
so footil through the special line lessened
it, team rut rations aid tears as the bact io
week ismp school countdown accelerated Chalk

smiling one up for the Mran Cooter of the
on campus distrlc's pubic affairs epartment.
Chalk o
pal, boe MISS COTTE said that lst sprf

many callers were after a different
a toul of htind of Informston: They demanded io
clled the know why anyone ahoutd submit to
try Line," fored basmi. and what could be done
up in late to stop it Many Of the call were

routes, icritonous and abusive.
limes A This confirms the opseson of Gauy A

Orfield. who says that the most volatile

by Senior U.S District Cmioi
seot H ersdLh to advise the

i every aop of the way as
ether a ptan The committee
ad i beated debate and
las sort o a lightIng red har
ionse from the comntn"
0ss simply bus a history af
wactizig," said Jackson. who

the c y schools before
to It a PhiD. "We have the
or social sad economic Ills as
re there hs been trouble, bat

the black and the white
ios hlstoncally reac oi a lee
even If their feelings are jius
as thore Of the Bosonians2. "
believe that a multIplKty of
is helped defuse a jtentlily
sitlation.

LAND, MiGM SCHOOL. 97
dIte last year and integrated
was considered a possible

period in a desegelatoin aota in
befl its inevitsbility become facL

Orfield is a natioslly bns's
desegregation expert. te was
appoiled by Meredith as cosilt it
March 14. lust 1 days after the 4th
US Cirwt Cour of Appeals bad
overturned Meredith's IlM consent
decree and demanded that the schools
be Integrated

Orield said here Friday that wt wet
of cntical importance that the school
board bad decided within tO days*( the
appellate order not S Appeal it. Of
equal import, rcc, Orfueld said, was the
drshug of the highly complicated plan
wuitm the o0-dry bout sl by the court.
and Meredith's Ibsuing his order
proving the flan mere It days after

that
That period when desegret"ion is a

probabLity that may possibly be

San HISTORY, Page -
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, FROM PAGE ONE

1
gnyehe ahieve, hesaid

THE SLAME DAY tha Orfildd wai
mined cnsulant, Edward I. Foote
Was tapped by Meredith t serve as
ch rman the Chi ns Des .aie ncAmmittme

Foole, hrmer dean of Washingto
U..lierslty Law School. maid the key to
S m wes a mental allftihg of gears
in the ameismJry one the Plan was
approved by Meredith e May 21. "That
arad a trshed." Foote sl.

-'°efvathat. we and the cotrnlry
W bees debatng tee merts mnd

-demerits ol the plan After that, it came
0M to a completely difleteo debate
omig he tdtenry: Win we . will we
pot obey the court, tee law?' Thtm l a
bege" differeace," be said. "Mazy
goiuotnJues have loundered because
they wM mal able to make thatimmkre."

O eleld maid it was crucial that "the
schoolbWard did nt mpernd Its trme
.m011g Itself us the foot They (the
members) accepted the mandate tthe
Court Or Appeals.

"Dacasse af this. no jufge wv the
plan; It was the board's pla. people
Opposed 1 t could Mo hnd catooal
leaders, board members, to say It was
ma good, ft was daW Ous. There was• One tor opeItiso to rally aormd..,
Oftfet said

"And mf coure. the dultnct staiff

hadership Is fitrg to work haedic on
haplemeellapg samcaslmly a plan It
de" ied itm - we plan Imposed m
them by $dge," Orflid adsa.

It'd 1K M -lM , School Board
apposllla to coure ordered
dlesegregalets had h felpe Wvioen
in te Soom and Loisvlle schools,

When the ft Circut decl -e
unanimous mad Forcefd - came dAm
March 3, Gordor L. Bmr. president
vi the Woard for only mix ootho thee
says b bed no Idea bow his it
colleagues wouid respond to the ost.
do inlefgre this fall He called a specid
meetn fo match S

Bet, says he went into that
'nqft wit t he lsellt .thee "the flavor
of The comnity indicated the board
would appeal." The metin lamsed for
four heu of what Benson recalls as
'very vigorous debate " A decisoa was
made not to ash I es stAy - e delay -
of the order. Members wanted tre to
think shor whether to appeal.

enson called a second meeting for
Mar 12, at which the board voted so
to appeal. bu to go shead with a
desegleon plan.

* bemoo said that iN bad taken him,
mud the majority of Us colleagues, joot
those It days and two meetings to
realize that the court order was really
"sr opportunilty to make some
educatiosl Improvements that would
nmt have bnee possible without It"

/<r

Edward T. Foote
Coeo'.orty "aoitlec gears'

THE DESEGREGATION PLAN, as
finaly approved. Included at merely
rmcoj balance for half the rudeouts i
the system, but establishmet of middle
schools educators believe will be a boo
to the city system

The dwstric bad og wanted to
provide students In grades I throIIhI
with their own schools tailored to their
syaclal seeds A singe middle sho

CAr provide laboratory, ibrary aW
oue economics and ldiustrlat arts

fac hues to studens bought in toom
th w or four elementary schools that
the distrct could never hope to fuish
to each school when it spanned
it,lergsrien through Grade I but the
di'"ict did oM have the funds flr
lij 'ementimg a middle scha planwib
tho. e improved educalona ecl fires.
I i en the court order was ae as a

me.ns to those ends, as wet as to
desogreation, a corner was turn",
"The bo rd was uled from the a,"
Besson maid

And the future? Reirscb. lie
Cleveland -igh School prnclp'.
believes desegregation wil continue to
go well fr the SAmao be tells
opening day wo without imcideot.

dI real e a ot O plannwr went on
drs "ctwlde' teinach said, "but what
made It worts AM will keep It working is
the dedication and loyalty af te
professor l teachers' corps, aid
administrators who ar t clock
watchers, who put tn 1) to lItbe days
the last few weeks,JIt was appreciated that we soga let
of support trm the comuity and the
medis." Retisch sdd, "bu ev
without I, our people would ams done
jut whet they did The mcem will he
d eo something deep hale the beaus
and souls of bdivldu Machers - a
have of children ad a ooam tmeno to
what we believe is the abst
meetesoloe of them &ll"
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g fus, nigw rtace,
Mostly Right TimeL-

By, Kovin Norgn, q16 Ikt005. PosatOtapatcStff ',' I

. With the precision of a military
convoy, the buses of the Gateway
School Service rolled out of than
terminals around the city at dawn to
begin collecting 15.00 students on 4W0
runs on the flrst day of the court-
ordered desegre tion of St., Louis
pl schools

Some of the precision quickly
evaporated, but with a few notable
exceptions, most of the buses managed
to find mos of their assi ned students
and take them to their proper
destanatim. "To put it simply," sad
one bus company officer, "the frst day
is always hell."

Phil Kratsert, transportation
coordinstor for the St. Luis Board of
Education, said there were twice as
many snafus reported this yeas ulast
year -- and there art twice as many
children being bused this year as last.

But at Kratzert's office at 1520 South
Grand Boulevard, reports from bus
drivers, monitors and students
indicated that by and large the
complicated busing system devised by
the School Board worked well. Krauert
estimated that 05 percent of the
students caught the rid bus at the
right place ad at more or less the right
time.

The transportation office received
about 200 calls from parents or school
administrators, most of them seeking
information. There were, however, 32
reports of late buses or students late at
bus stops, and two of the bus service's
)7 vehicles suffered mechanical
problems slng the-way. They were

* . ty replaced with ether vehicles,
and most of the astudmts arrived at
their destinations only slightly late.

Another bus was involved in a minor
traMc accident in the Baden area, but
the two students aboard were quicLIly
transferred to a second bus and no
LnJuries we reported.

The bus service held several vehicles
in reserve as relief vehicles, and they
were quickly pressed into service.

Orsy the longest delays was

reported at Seventh and Cole streets,
where 20 children waited more than 90
minutes for the bus to take them to
Blow Middle School, 516 Loughiborugl
Aveme. The bus, which had been due st
7 a.m., never appeared. A backup bus
was dispatched at 7;55 a.m., and it was
more than half an hour late. By that
time, many of the students had become
tred of waiting and went home.

At least one of ste waiting students
was upoet at the delay. Andrew
Johnson, a 12.-year-old who started
seventh grade today, said, "I don't
think much of this desegregation
anyway."

Delays also plagued buses going o
two of the district's magnet schools.
Ten students, bound for the Health
Carers Center, a magnet school at 1530
South Grand Boulevard. were stranded
for an hour at their pickup point,
Fanning Middle School, 3417 Grace
Avenue Another group bound for the
Academy of Mathematics and Science.
4275 Clarence Avenue. was stranded at
their pickup point. Sherman
Elementary School, 3042 Flad Avenue.

"I feel bad that we had students
standing on corners for extended
periods of time," s Gordon L
Semon, president of the School Board.
"But if that is the extent of the
problems, I think we're doing fie."

With so many buses coming and
going. some students became confused
Two pupils assigned to Dewey Middle
School, 6746 Clayton Avenue. found.
themselves stepping off a bes at
Hamilton Elementary Scho, MIS
Westminster Place. Hamihons principal
Job Bermard quickly called for
transportation for the confused
ym se R.

Four puptl who arrived at Long'
Middle School, 5= Morganford Roa,-
baffleadmlnira-tora. The pupils wet
not assigned to Long, and
administrators had to call around to
find out where they were assigned.

(Contributf to this swry wew
Howard S. Gofier, Linda L rt,
Marjore Mandel, Ian Paul and
Patricia Rce, all of the Post-Ltsatch
stsff.)

ir
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Police Security Plans
Idle As hools Open*
By Ro0y Malone 14 I A separate command Post wasu
of 110 Pset-04isph established at police headquar with

The security irautIons set up to extra diptchen handling call a
cope with possible trouble associated evaluating situations
with the ourtordered desegregation of Brow I"emma watti charge of
the t- public sch s "e the transerrt d patient froawesome, including posilble Hom 0. Philips Hospital sed the

Sdeploymto etra sand the handling of demonstrators who
formation of.a special squad top ota a ejected to the city's ctoelflt PhiWPE
school t h t as a get& , opital.

Bag such measures ware
urwenesse. Officers were assigned to each of the

St LOUIS police said so Incdents at city's 10 regular high schools. Juvenile
disorderly conduct were reported this officers and extr patrol cars were.
morning snd a rumor that assgndtothe fourhighsschoolswhere
demonstrators had turned up at on I was fell there might be trouble -
eemtsy chool were checked oit Cleveland, Soldan, Southwest an
and found ta bs fale. Roosevelt.

"I'm dated over the way the citing The school district had more than
ofSL Loui have apparently accepted 100 guards at the high schools. Thes
courtordered bsing,'" said LL Col. uar were M armed althog
Willim B. Brown, assistant chief Se other school district puars, on roving
police who headed up as elaborate assignments, ware armed.
police security operation. The School district hired ad trained

Brow said the department's plan adult monitors to ride se* of the 173
has "gone of percn smoothly. It baa school busts. The moofloss were
been wil coordinated and well carried equipped with two-way radio.
'.," t some cases, school seurity -

Sem Miler, In charge of security for personnet wto were cruilsg is autos,
the school district, coslrmed there picked up stulents who were left
were no Incidents of dlsorderlineas, standing at bus pickup points. One such
onlty situations where students missed incident occurred whoa a driver's list at
rides due to smfus in the bus roit students be was to pick up was different

Many meetings were held betwe from the monitor's, cawing some
Beard of Educatio officials and top students to bete"atne pckup poit.
commanders of the Police Department Miler sai the rovinSgupards wer
Other than releasing information thsat a Insructed in make sure no student
massive secu ty force had been were left standing at pickup ponts..
assem ied, details of the police evei it they had to Vaspot the.
strategies were ipssecret. students,
. The police heeled up regular petrol Drown said critiqees of the

i'persooel by mae than 450 officer, operate w scheduled for 5p..
mon of them detectives who was in each day with school officio. sa
suifoM. thI.at by Friday, the police may reuc

Days Ot were Canceled so that M ts maUwe t 100 extra me If
extraofficersculdbeaddedtoachof condition remain as stable as they
the first two shifl and ns the llil We tbe first day of buig.
sift. PiceCMEugene i. Camp, i (insomadon b hr U oosy we.
the eta manpower would be available Mtpbied by Becky Mcleynstd, Ralph
through Friday. Ilmu= and Vctor Votlad)
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ST. LOUtS SCt4OCIU-A Sr Lass readier esasta a op at .r , ' m arad bas. Saltek t S .Lsh M pS peas

1rs140errreete a mafas dsepe attan plan. pecfly aesid muneamk.lla That's one thiri that's go ast edatixmn ! . Los'1A.,l *-w• hart #a C ,Ut . , 9m,

Another side of St. Louis' story presented
St Louls has gotten a lot of publicity :a
tely-almost all of it bad It has Lost the
largest percentage of population in the
last decade of any ma~or city, down by
nearly 28% since 1970 In most stories
on the plight of America's older cite;
St Louis has replaced Newark as the
worst off city in the nation And the
Brookings Institution recently made it
official by dubbirg the one-time Gate.
wayt to the West' the most "distressed
city it. America

But it has a;so received very little at-
tent on for implementing in the past
year, peacefully and successfully a
maor desegregation plan 'Our board
was united on this.- said Supt Robert
Wentz "Once the decision came down
the board jelled behind the plan "

The St Louis system has been :n
Limbo for years as various desegregation
plans were put forth Most went no.
where But finally last March, the district
court ordered full-scale desegregaton
for the city schools Another plan to
merge the city and suburban schools is
still in Court

Went alio attributed the early suc
cess to support from the business com-
Pege I

munty. cty government media and
surprisingl parochial schools

The leaders of this commune ry
puilec together behind the plan ' Wet ti
said Major corporations- Monsano,
Emernon Electric McDonnell Doug as
and Ralston.Purina-lent staff memb, rs
to the s.hools Business and cultural n-
situtirins also formed partnersfips w th
individual schools he added Lead, rs
of the City S strong Catholic school a~r5s
tem made it clear they wouldn't provide
a iaven for those seeking to escape ce-
seg'egaton Wentz said

'The local media did an outstarid -g
job." said William Pearson director of
governmental relations Not only ( d
the newspapers and TV stations support
peaceful integration through editorials
theu helped publicize the many edu, a-
tional optiors available to students Tie
new system of magnet schools was an
integral part of the integration plan I ut
parents and students had to learn wf at
was available "The media also didn't
give a platform to the small splIn er
groups which opposed the plan " Pe t-
son said

Wentz and Pearson both felt tie
school program was stronger than t e-

fore desegregation But big budget cuts
could change that The extra state and
federal aid has "made the difference be.
t,,een an ordinary program and an out-
standing one that can attract students"
from all over the cLy Pearson said

The desegregaton plan cost about
$22 million in its I rst year. with half pro-
vided by the state of Missour, under the
court order The city's slare included $7
ml lion of federal Emergency School
Aid Act (ESAA) iunds

'It would be catastrophic if we lost
25% " Pearson said because that
would also mean a 25% cut in the
stare's share Recently. If e U S Senate
subcommittee on Labor I IEW appropri-
atiors preserved most i f the "special
prolects" fund whee St Louis will get
most of its money The school system
,-s1o will be hit hard b; cLts in Title I and
impact aid lot students in public hous.
rg

Stil with the odds against them, St,
Louis school officials have persevered
'So far we have to feel good about
what's happened " Pearson said

Reprinted from Educauon USA, May

25, 1981.

Missouri School Board
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APPENDIX B

POPULATION/ENROLLMENT
& PERCENT BLACK

ST. LOUIS CITY & ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS
1940 TO 1980

POPULATION
YEAR ST. LOUIS CITY

1940 816,000

1950 857,000

1960 750,000

1970 622,000

1980 453,000

1940 to 1980 -363,000

- 44.5%

PERCENT
BLACK

13.3

17.9

28.6

40.9

45.6

+32.3%

YEAR

1942*

1953*

1962*

1970

1980

PUBLIC SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT

95,392

89,475

108,245

111,233

62,750

- 48,483
(from 1970)

- 56.4%
(since 1970)

*Closest year to Census year that

data are available.

88-140 0-82--37

PERCENT
BLACK

21.9

34.5

55.4

65.6

78.9

+57.0%



Average Daily Counts: 1977-78

ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOL TRANSPORTED STUDENTS

9,401

1978-79 7,153

1979-80 7,169

1980-81 12,639

1981-82 14,866

PERCENT BLACK

Percent Black

Less than

1975-1976 1979-1980
No. f hools No. of Schools

1975-1976 TO 1981-1982
(By School)

1980-1981 10/21/80)
No. of Schools

30% 46 28 0 2

30-49% 3 8 28 23

50-69% 3 15 22 29

70%+ 101 90 66 65

153 141 116

ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS RACIAL STATISTICS
03/16/81 BLACK

WHITE BLACK INDIAN ORIENTAL SPANISH OTHER INV. PERCENT

32 77 78.99 60,438

TOTAL

1981-1982 (9/25/81)]O. Of Schools

0

11.9

TOTAL

12,345 47,684 14 165 121



ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS BASE SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS
PERCENT BLACK ENHiULLMENT
MARCH, 1980

l00 10000

65 
0

041 019

CA

E

5r~~
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APPENDIX C
FACT SHEET NO. 16"

SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION
School Buses Are the Most Common Means for Getting to School
Transportation Costs Vary Widely

Census Department figures show that in 1978
nearly half (47%) of the nation's public school
students rode buses to school One-third walked
or rode bikes and one-fifth traveled by car.

This Fact Sheet presents information about
school transportation in the nation and in St
Louis metropolitan area. Transportation for de-
segregation also is discussed

Development of Transportation
Programs

The proportion of the nation's students who
are bused has risen steadily-from 12% in 1936
to 35% in 1956 to today's near-majority Mis-
souri figures are even higher, in 1979-80 more
than 60% of the state's public school students
were transported to school at public expense,

Before the 1930s one-room schoolhouses in
the country and walk-in neighborhood schools in
the cities largely obviated the need for school
buses However in subsequent decades several
factors combined to produce a dramatic in-
crease in school transportation programs. One
factor, particularly significant in rural areas, was
the school consolidation movement which re-
placed one-room schools with larger ones draw-
ing students from more extensive geographic
areas Proponents of the school consolidation
movement and associated transportation costs
contend that consolidation permits major im-
provements in the quality and the efficiency of
schools Opponents cite the high cost of trans-
portation and the destruction of community
identity

A second factor contributing to the growth of
student transportation was the nation's in-
creased demand for specialized schools such as
area vocational schools and schools for the han-
dicapped Because of their unique programs
such schools must serve large attendance areas
in order to draw sufficient numbers of students.
High costs and long bus rides are common, but
are accepted because of the attractiveness of
the educational programs at the end of the ride.

A third contributor to the increase in busing
was suburbanization Since mid-century millions
of families have settled in the suburbs, where the
newcomers have demanded good schools and
transportation to them Today the yellow bus is
as familiar in the suburbs as it is in rural areas

Transportation Management and Costs
The provision of safe, reliable, and efficient

school transportation services requires local
- school officials to make many decisions Some

involve technical matters such as safety stan-
dards, maintenance schedules, and driver selec-
tion Other decisions are much more sensitive
Which students are to be eligible and which are

not? How far should students be expected to
walk between their homes and the bus stop?
Should school starting times be staggered so that
buses can make multiple runs? Should transpor-
tation be provided for after-school activities?
Should educators run transportation programs
or should the task be contracted out to special-
ists? The answers to such questions affect not
only the families and schools served by the
buses, but also taxpayers

In absolute terms school transportation pro-
grams are expensive In 1976 the nation spent
12 5 billion for school transportation. In differ-
ent terms the cost was $104 per year for each
child transported Inflation recently has boosted
costs sharply, in Missouri the average annual
cost per student jumped from $101 in 1975-76 to
$181 in 1979-80

In relative terms the cost does not appear to
be so high Total school expenditures in 1976-77
were $63 billion, thus transportation was only
4% of the total Moreover these figures do not
show the efficiency gains and qualitative im-
provements that are made possible by school
transportation programs Evidently the benefits
are real, for few people argue for elimination or
reduction of existing school transportation pro-
grams -In fact voters in several St. Louis County
school districts voted in 1978-79 to authorize
busing for students who otherwise would be inel-
igible

Average transportation cost figures conceal
huge local cost variations School transportation
costs are a function of a number of factors, just
as the cost of driving a car depends on a number
of factors (e g , distance traveled, number of pas-
sengers, speed, number of stops, fuel efficiency,
maintenance, and insurance). Among the princi-
pal determinants of school transportation costs
are these

1. Decisions about quality and efficiency-
Transportation costs can be reduced by stagger-
ing school starting times, by requiring students
to walk to designated pick-up points, by limiting
the use of buses for field trips and after-school
activities, by minimizing the number of back-up
vehicles, and so forth But such cost-minimiza-
tion measures reduce the convenience, reliabili-
ty, and possibly the safety of school transporta-
tion

2 Student density-When the students who
are scheduled to ride a particular bus are lo-
cated within a relatively compact area costs are
minimal because there is a minimum number of
stops and miles needed to fill the bus. Such con-
ditions exist in many suburbs and in cities where
an entire load of children can be picked up from
a few subdivisions or blocks However in other
situations density is low, as in rural areas. Densi-
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ty also is low in metropolitan areas where stu-
dents attend unique schools su( h as vocational
schools, schools for the handicapped, or magnet
schools In such situations a bus picks up one
student here and another there, thus creating in-
creases ins time, distance and cost

3 Student characteristics- Handicapping
conditions often require additional expenditures
for special equipment, bus aides, or door-to-door
service

4 Vehicle ownership-In communities with
good public transit systems students often are
provided with tokens The cost to the school dis-
trict usually is low, inasmuch as most public
transit is subsidized from non-school tax
sources. Where public transit is not available a
district may own and operate its own bus fleet,
or it may contract for the service, the relative
cost-effectiveness of these two approaches de-
pends upon unique local circumstances

School Transportation in Metropolitan
St. Louis

In St Louis County the proportion of students
bused grew from 39% in 1962-63 to 47% in
1967-1968 to 51% in 1972-3 to 56% in 1977-78.
The percentage varies from district to district
For example in 1978-79 Clayton transported
none of its students whereas Mehiville trans-
ported more than three-fourths of its students
School districts in the County use both school-
owned and contractor-owned bus fleets

School transportation in the city has been less
common Prior to desegregation, transportation
was provided for only 12% of the city's students
-principally those in vocational and special
education programs and in overcrowded
schools. Public transit, school-owned buses, and
contracted buses were used

In 1977-78 student transportation costs
amounted to $14 million for the city, county and
Special districts combined, Although this was no
small sum, it amounted to only 3 7% of school
operating expenses Costs varied widely from
district to district In 1978-79 the average annual
cost per transported student was less than $90 in
six districts, but it was over $200 in two districts
and over S60 in the Special District The rea-
sons for such variations were discussed above

In Missouri transportation costs are paid toint-
ly from local school taxes and from state trans-
portation reimbursement funds. Decisions about
the quality (and hence the cost) of local school
transportation programs are locally determined
However the proportion of costs which can be
recovered through state reimbursement is deter-
mined by statutes and by state board of educa-
tion rules At present Missouri reimbursement
rules are essentially as follows: (1) The state
board of education defines "allowable" (reim-
burseable) costs Allowable cost regulations de-
termine whether there can be state reimburse-
msnt for items such as bus aides (2) The state
reimburses 80% of allowable costs, leaving the
local district to pay for 20% of allowable costs
plus any unallowable costs. (3) If a district's al-
lowable costs exceed 125% of the statewide av-

erage per pupil transportation cost (currently
$226 per year) the district is not reimbursed for
the excess

Transportation for Desegregation
In the years immediately after the 1954 Brown

decision transportation was not a major issue in
school desegregation Indeed in many southern
districts Brown meant a decrease in transport.
tion, as it no longer was necessary to maintain
dual transportation systems or to send black stu-
dents to out-of-district schools. However in later
years when desegregation came to large metro-
politan areas with extensive residential segrega-
tion, transportation became a common tech-
nique for overcoming school racial isolation In
a 1971 decision the Supreme Court unanimously
held that busing was an acceptable technique in
the design of desegregation plans (Swanr v.
Charlotte-Meck fenberg).

Today transportation is an important ingredi-
ent in both voluntary and mandatory desegrega-
tion programs Voluntary interdistrict programs
in Milwaukee, Rochester, Hartford and Boston
rely upon transportation to get students to the
schools and programs they have chosen to at-
tend The five-year old voluntary magnet schools
program in St Louis is similarly dependent upon
transportation Implementation of the recently-
approved city-county plan for voluntary deseg-
regation of vocational education also depends
upon transportation (as did the previous pro-
grams operated separately by the city and coun-
ty]

Mandatory student reassignment is at the core
of desegregation programs in cities such as Den-
ver and Columbus and in interdistrict programs
such as those in Indianapolis and Louisville
There has been some mandatory reassignment in
the St Louis city plan (see Fact Sheet No. 4).
Even with voluntary and mandatory desegrega-
tion, St. Louis still transports less than one-fourth
of its students Court-ordered merger of the Fer-
guson, Berkeley, and Kinlock districts in St.
Louis county resulted in an increase in transpor-
tation, school officials indicate that the propor-
tion bused increased from 34% before merger to
40% after merger (see Fact Sheet No 3 for de-
tails on this merger)

The costs of desegregation-related transporta-
tion are impossible to calculate in the absence
of concrete information as to the number and
density and destination of participating stu-
dents Moreover generalizations from one com-
munity to another are hazardous because of dif-
ferences in the quality of transportation ser.
vices, use of public transit, efficiency, and avail-
ability of contracted services.

"This 'a No i6 in a series of Fact Shees designed to provide
interested taypersons wil basic irsforrsaiion abor merpofl
ran approaches to the reduction of racial isolation The seigs,
maledpossible by agr ant front rtse Conferenceo Idcauion. h

prepared by the Center for she Study of Law in Educatio, Sa
1sas, Wastingion Universiry St Lous. Missouri 6J1JQ f3143

S-60902 There are no restrictions on duplicate of the fact
Shees 7,07
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Mr. EDWARDS. You may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF MARJORIE WEIR, IMMEDIATE PAST PRESI-
DENT, BOARD OF EDUCATION, ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
ST. LOUIS, MO.; AND ROBERT E. WENTZ, SUPERINTENDENT,
ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, ST. LOUIS, MO.
Mrs. WEIR. Good afternoon. Before beginning, we would like to

thank the committee for the opportunity to appear before you, and
I would like to outline the approach that we are going to take to
our oral statement. I have some words to say and then Dr. Wentz
has some information to share and then I will conclude, and then
at that time, we would be delighted to entertain questions.

As the chairman has indicated, last year the St. Louis public
schools successfully began a desegregation plan under court order.
Both of us, Superintendent Robert E. Wentz and I, Marjorie Weir,
at that time vice president and then president of the St. Louis
Board of Education, have been deeply involved in that process.

Our testimony before you today makes several assertions-that
St. Louis still feels the impact of once legally mandated segregation
and must struggle to overcome it, that determined and constructive
leadership can produce positive results in that effort, that desegre-
gation can be the occasion for making necessary and desirable
changes toward the improvement of student achievement, that
tGasportation has a long history as the basic tool in both the
public and private education of America's children, and that Con-
gress should continue and enhance the methods by which desegre-
gation can be effectively accomplished.

Our perspective on desegregation involves the recognition that
achieving a society free from racial discrimination is a national
g4val which must be viewed with pressing urgency. It is an obliga-
tion born of our Nation's fundamental assertion that all men are
created equal. The 13th, 14th, and 15th amendments to the Consti-
tution confirm this principle by extending the guarantee of equali-
ty to all without regard to race. Whatever dark chapters human
nature has written in America's social history, we know that our
Nation was not constituted to enshrine power, privilege, conven-
ience, and complacency, but to guarantee us civil liberties.

The real conquest of racial discrimination will not be accom-
plished by a single act, court order, or master stroke. The desegre-
gation of our society will take the uninterrupted and determined
effort of us all. We find ourselves somewhere on a continuum
between slavery and racial equality. We must persist in our move-
ment in the direction of that just goal for our Nation's honor's
sake.

We feel St. Louis is moving in the right direction on that contin-
uum. The year just past is spoken of as "Year One," because it was
the first year of a court-ordered desegregation plan. As significant
as that year was, in no sense was it the beginning of desegregation
in our system.

Prior to 1954, St. Louis schools were race-segregated by State
law. In the school year immediately following the Brown decision,
the city school board took action to dismantle the dual system
within its boundaries. From 1954 to 1972 decisions concerning de-
segregation were made in the system outside the context of the
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courts. In 1972, a class action desegregation suit was filed by black
parents in north St. Louis. Time does not permit a reiteration of
the evolution of this case. But, in short, in 1979 the judge's decision
in the case supported the school board's contention that it was not
liable for segregation. On appeal, the Eighth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals reversed that decision. This ruling, made on March 3, 1980,
gave the school system 60 days, until May 2, 1980, to devise and
submit to the court a plan for desegregation of the school system to
begin in the following September, a short 4 months later.

This was done in the time allotted and, with minor modifications
was ordered on May 21, 1980. After having pursued a vigorous
defense of its action, the board of education was confronted in 1980
with a crucial choice upon announcement of the Eighth Circuit
Court of Appeals decision. Simply stated, it was, "Shall we or shall
we not appeal?" The board of education examined the situation
carefully with the superintendent and came to a decision aimed at
serving the best interests of the St. Louis community. That decision
was not to appeal and to put our full and sincere effort toward an
educationally sound and effective desegregation plan. And with the
cooperation of many civic, religious, and cultural leaders, the St.
Louis community accepted and, in most cases, rallied behind the
effort to comply with the orders of the court in a responsible and
law-abiding way.

None of this was easy. All of it required some change or sacrifice
from someone, but the leadership had decided to build rather than
to destroy. The citizens, especially our students, made that decision
work. In fact, on the first day of school at Soldan High School, the
local students greeted those arriving on the buses with ribbons
carrying the slogan, "Let's make it work."

No more apt slogan could have been found for the attitude with
which responsible people approached the challenge. As a result, the
name of our city is not a smear on America's face. Several other
realities entered into our decision on this matter and should be
cited. Even had we appealed, we would have had to comply with
the order of the court, a plan would have been written with or
without our cooperation and leadership. Had we chosen to appeal,
the planning process would certainly have been under enormous
suspicion and attack, simply on the grounds that we could not be
sincerely devising a plan while seeking to avoid it. That seemed to
us a formula for confusion, confrontation, and contempt.

Another important factor in the decision not to appeal was that
the order, in fact, offered some solutions to problems which had
been nagging us throughout the case. The order pointed in the
direction of the definition of a desegregated school-a definition
that recognized that stable desegregation is the goal. It gave direc-
tion as to the course an acceptable plan might take and left the
planning in the hands of the school board. This was especially
attractive to us, given the alternative of a court-appointed master
doing the job.

The court also signaled its concern about the responsibility of the
State of Missouri, housing authorities at the State, county, and city
levels, and suburban school districts surrounding St. Louis, a con-
cern which we had previously pressed without success in both
legislative and judicial sectors.
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The appellate court's acknowledgement of the involvement of
districts in our metropolitan area was significantly encouraging to
our board. Perhaps the most significant consideration of our board
was the opportunity afforded by the court order to make some
changes which would provide new learning situations for our stu-
dents, which we felt could increase their academic achievement,
respond more appropriately and economically to the social needs of
their different age groups, and increase the number of educational
options which could be offered to them. In sum, what we did was to
forgo appeal, and turn what many have seen as an occasion for
revolt into an opportunity for educational change.

Dr. WENTZ. With the unanimous support and direction of the
board of education, 14 staff members representing teachers, princi-
pals, support personnel and central office personnel were directed
to devote full time to the task of drafting a plan consistent with
the court order and which would bring improved educational op-
portunities to the young people in the St. Louis public schools.
Working openly and cooperatively with a court-appointed commit-
tee of 20 citizens,' the board submitted an education-based desegre-
gation plan within the required time line.

Prior to desegregation, the St. Louis public schools followed a
traditional organizational pattern of grades K-8 for elementary
schools and grades 9-12 for high schools. The desegregation plan
changed the organizational structure to grades K-5 for elementary
schools, grades 6-8 for middle schools and grades 9-12 for high
schools. This allows for specific programing for the respective ages
of students and opens a number of new learning opportunities.

For example, by concentrating larger numbers of students in
grades 6-8 in a middle school, we could provide industrial arts,
home economics, laboratory science, fully equipped and staffed li-
braries and full-time counselors, thus producing a much stronger
curricular and cocurricular program.

To provide some exciting new programs, we developed several
new and expanded magnet schools, such as a Montessori school, an
athletic and academic academy, a center for expressive and recep-
tive arts, and expanded gifted program-classical junior academy-
an additional individually guided education school; a business,
management and finance center; a health careers center and a
naval junior ROTC academy. In addition, we expanded the honors
art and honors music programs, started a secondary level gifted
program-the senior classical academy-and incorporated a mass
media program into one of our regular high schools.

The system developed and implemented a variety of new and
improved services. Expanded career education, expanded school
partnerships with business, cultural and higher education enter-
prises, a new English as a second language program, pairing and
sharing programs involving city and county schools, a revitalized
thrust of parent involvement and a special student leadership pro-
gram are some of the excellent programmatic emphases that re-
suited from a strong, education-based desegregation plan.

To implement these programs and fulfill the requirements of the
courts, it was necessary to use a number of buses as a means to an
end. The year before the court-ordered desegregation plan, we
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transported approximately 7,200 students, and we used 3.10 percent
of our total financial resources for this purpose.

In the first year of desegregation, we transported approximately
13,000 students, which is approximately 21 percent of our total
student population, and we used 4.64 percent of our total financial
resources to accomplish this end.

You might expect that the implementation of a desegregation
plan of this magnitude would somewhat distract the schools from
their primary mission. Such was not the case. Three years ago, we
in the St. Louis public schools halted a 10-year trend in declining
test scores. Our scores did not at that time go up, but they did not
continue to decline. The next year, 1979-80, saw a slight improve-
ment in scores. Last year St. Louis students' scores on the Califor-
nia achievement test showed improved performance above antici-
pated or expected growth in grades 1-11.

We are presently ahead of our 10-year plan to bring student
scores up to or above national averages. We are proud of this
accomplishment, which we feel demonstrates that a system of our
size can both carry out a major desegregation program and contin-
ue to improve in the area of academic achievement.

As pointed out earlier, desegregation is a process requiring con-
tinual effort and a constant search for better solutions to an ex-
tremely complex, legal, educational arid social issue. In this con-
text, however, transportation for desegregation is not unique in the
historical annals of public education in the United States. Trans-
portation has consistently, efficiently and effectively been used as a
means to an end. In other words, the yellow bus has transported
students who live too far from their neighborhood school to schools
for the handicapped, to area vocational schools, to schools in newly
reorganized school districts-thereby crossing traditional school
boundaries-and to private and parochial schools.

Transportation has seldom been viewed as wrong, dangerous or
wasteful when used for the aforementioned purposes. It is only
when transportation is used to desegregate schools that the yellow
bus becomes a detestable tool of alleged social planners.

At the turn of the century our schools were attempting to keep
pace with a rapidly developing industrialized nation. The Federal
Government became intimately involved in providing financial re-
sources for vocational training in the 1920's and 1930's. It became
obvious to educators that regional or areawide vocational schools
would provide a higher level of specialized training to a much
larger number of students at a more economical cost.

In 1945-46 there were 101,382 school systems in the United
States. In 1979-80 there were only 15,929 school systems. This
reduction represents some major policy shifts in determining how
we would provide educational services to young people. Legislators,
boards of education and educators made an important decision to
consolidate school systems in order to take advantage of the eco-
nomics of combined resources and at the same time offer broader
curricula.

In addition, it should be pointed out that the majority of private
and parochial schools which provide educational services to thou-
sands of young people all across this Nation would have to close
their doors if transportation were not available to get their stu-
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dents to school, as most of them livesignificant distances from
their school of attendance.

For these reasons, the proportion of the Nation's students who
are buseZ has risen steadily-from 12 percent in 1936 to 35 percent
in 1956 to today's near maJority. And I should add that a very, very
small percentage of that has anything whatsoever to do with deseg-
regation. Missouri figures are even higher. In 1979-80 more than
80 percent of the State's public school students were transported -to
schools at public expense.

There is a movement within the Congress to place limitations on
the means to accomplish desegregation, a move to enshrine the
neighborhood school as national policy. The irony of such a policy
is that a majority of the students today in our country do not
attend neighborhood schools since 50 percent must reach school by
bus. If limitations are placed on school systems and courts by not
allowing transportation to be used to accomplish desegregation,
will the same limitation be placed on transportation to schools for
vocational education, special education, and to other schools that
serve a large geographical area? We know that the answer is a
resounding no. The effort, therefore, to restrict a means to accom-
plish a mandated educational and social goal--desegregation-has
to be interpreted as an effort to abandon that goal.

We vigorously oppose these efforts at transportation restrictions
and their purposeo-to derail the integration of schools and society.

A significant percentage in number of our black students still
attend segregated schools. We have implemented enrichment pro-
grams in these racially isolated schools to improve curricular op-
portunities. But such programs cannot be offered as a substitute
or desegregation that promises a stable, healthy, vibrant, integrat-

ed metropolitan community.
Many more positive things can be said about our desegregation

plan, our students, our parents, our staff and our community, but
we believe that message has been clearly stated. Desegregation is
right. It can be carried out in such a way as to benefit the children
and the community, and it holds forth the promise of improvement
and growth.

Before Mrs. Weir gives some suggested recommendations for the
community, let me just share a letter I received on October 23 from
one of our parents this year that I think, in very simple terms,
tells the story. This was written to a principal who I'm sure feels
quite good about it.

As I walked up the steps of the school the other day, I stopped long enough to
take a look around me. I liked what I saw, so I smiled. I was greeted by you as I
waited for Eddie to come from his room. I really felt welcome and you made me feel
even more welcome when you asked me hjw Eddie liked the school.

This is a new experience for both Terrell and Eddie. They are learning from
experience about integration and different cultures. It is easier to live with some-
thing if you are around it more, than to live with something that you know nothing
about.

There's more to the letter, in simple terms, much of desegrega-
tion is related to achievement. That is however, only a small part
of the total. Mrs. Weir will have a little more to say on that.

Mrs. WEIR. In closing, we want to make a few points about the
future direction of desegregation in St. Louis and in the Nation's
cities generally.
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We are here because your committee has before it a number of
initiatives which are aimed at changing the direction of school
desegregation from those approaches begun by the Brown decision
and detailed in subsequent decisions.

Certainly, those approaches have had dramatic effects on the
educational and social scene. Many would have us believe that
none of these effects was positive. They seek to abandon any proce-
dure which would actively promote desegregation in our schools.
"Natural desegregation is fine," they say. "If neighborhoods are
integrated, let black and white children attend school together."

Sophisticated adults know, however, that neighborhoods are not
integrating or- remaining integrated at any significant level in our
Nation's metropolitan areas. Division by race in city and suburban
neighborhoods are deepening. What is needed is not a retreat from
the objective, but an expansion of the methods by which it may be
accomplished.

Virtually alone among governmental agencies, public schools
have had the job of repairing America's divided house. Ill-support-
ed in battle, they have not always approached that job as vig-
orously and as enthusiastically as, in retrospect, they could or
shouldhave.

It is time now to enlarge the list of those whose activities must
focus responsibly on the desegregation of our society. Desegregation
cannot, however, be erased from the priorities of our Nation's
schools, which exist to prepare each new generation for the respon-
sible enjoyment of a free and democratic society.

In St. Louis the board of education has faced its responsibility to
pursue desegregation by seeking the inclusion of suburban school
districts and certain, housing agencies in our current litigation. We
have done so for a few very simple reasons, the first being that our
desegregation plan, though touching all students in some way,
actually has placed only approximately half of our students in
integrated- settings. Our black-white ratio is too imbalanced to in-
volve all students and still achieve a situation that anyone would
describe as integrated.

We feel it is incumbent upon us to provide some way in which all
students might ultimately be provided a desegregated educational
experience. Our surrounding suburban communities are preponder-
antly white, although a pattern of racial division is developing
among them which generally imitates that in St. Louis-north,
black; south, white.

Demographers assert that by 1990 our suburban areas will be 50
percent black, and those blacks will be racially concentrated. An-
other basic reason behind our efforts to expand this case is our
view that this problem is a regional one with roots in our past as a
state in which segregation in education and housing was the law,
and where black children were moved across many school district
boundaries in order to separate them from their white neighbors.

-It seems to us that the country's leadership is toying with the
* idea of an enforced return to the philosophy and practice embodied
in Plessy v. Ferguson and a repudiation of the Brown decision and
its corollaries.

We cannot overemphasize our concern about the damage that
such a retreat would cause. As Justice Warren said in writing the
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unanimous opinion of the Supreme Court in the Brown case, "In
approaching this problem, we cannot turn the clock back to 1868
when the amendment was adopted or even to 1896 when Plessy v.
Ferguson was written. We must consider public education in the
light of its full development and its present place in American life
throughout the Nation."

Therefore, we urge this committee and the Cdngress to resist the
movement to cripple the desegregation efforts with antibusing
measures, and to reinvest in desegregation by reenacting and in-
creasing funding through the Emergency School Aid Act. Such
funding is critical in stimulating constructive educational change
and in maintaining high quality programs for children in desegre-
gated settings.
-.- Erosion or withdrawal of funding for these programs would be an
abdication of responsibility on the part of the national leadership.

We further urge this committee to enact housing legislation
which is helpful to the objective of an integrated society. Past
practices in Federal housing have sometimes served to further
entrench racial divisions in-housing and, therefore, in schools.

Finally, we ask that you review carefully the educational role
and responsibility of the Federal Government. in supporting the
mandates of the Constitution and pursue public policy that contin-
ues to recognize our obligation to overcome segregation.

Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much for both of your excellent

statements.
The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Sensenbrenner.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I have a number of questions to ask the witnesses from the St.
Louis School District.

I don't think I misheard your statement when you said that all
the schools in your district have not been completely integrated,
basically because there are not enough white people left in the St.
Louis School District to integrate. Is that correct?

Mrs. WEIR. That's correct.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. So you are attempting to consolidate the

suburban St. Louis school districts with the city district in order to
get more white pupils so that there can be integration in all of the
schools in the St. Louis metropolitan area?

Mrs. WEIR. That's true.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. How do you answer the argument that

suburban parents can't vote, they don't pay taxes, they would not
have any direct say if their kids were bused across the school

-district boundary line into the St. Louis City School District?
Mrs. WEIR. We've always assumed that any finding that resulted

in any kind of mandated plan would follow extensive hearings and
would involve the opportunity for all of those people to present
their position and therefore, be represented both in court and in
the planning for any final solution.

Dr. WENTZ. I think also part of that is no different than when we
went through the significant reorganization of school districts, par-
ticularlyr in the 1940's, 1950's and 1960's, and that same question
was raised at that time, and having experienced one of those
reorganized districts-the response to that is that you restructure
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in order to provide that voice on an equitable basis, no different
than we have throughout the history in the last five decades.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I would assume that Missouri is little dif-
ferent than Wisconsin and the reorganization of school districts
that took place in Wisconsin during the 1940's and 1950's basically
resulted in an abolition of one-room schoolhouses as well as non-
operating school districts that raised taxes and paid tuition to send
their pupils to a neighboring school district. I think that that is
significantly different from the thesis which you are proposing to
this committee today.

Basically, I think what you're saying is that it's up to the school
system in the St. Louis area to solve the problems that are caused
by segregated residential housing patterns, and in that sense,
people have decided where they're going to live, that black people
congregate in certain areas and white people congregate in other
areas, and it's up to you folks to decide to overturn the individual
decisions that have been made in terms of integration., Is that
correct?

Dr. WENTZ. Well, I don't think it's quite that simple in terms of
making decisions that would respond to all of the issues about
housing.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. You yourself said that within the next 10
years the residential housing patterns in the suburbs are going to
be the same as the residential housing patterns in the city-with the
result that the northern suburbs would be substantially black and
the southern suburbs would be substantially white.

Dr. WENTZ. That's correct, and part of that is not necessarily a
simple matter of choice that I'm going to move in that particular
direction. Limitations on where one can move and the ease of that
movement and the receptivity to that movement, I think, have
considerable impact upon that, so it is not just a matter of decid-
ing.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Do you have any documentation to prove
what you just said?

Dr. WENTZ. Yes, which is going to be a matter of the continuing
litigation-we have considerable documentation of the issue going
from restrictive covenants up through current process of redlining
and a host of other things. I don't have that and I don't know that
it's--

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Did the plaintiffs who brought the class
action suit which resulted in the court order which you have
described today attempt to bring in suburban school districts as
dependents?

Dr. WENTZ. The original litigants that started the current litiga-
tion?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes.
Dr. WENTZ. No.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. So after you've lost the current litigation, a

remedy has been applied by the court, then you're turning around
and attempting to bring the suburban school districts into the
second stage of the remedy. Is that correct?

Mrs. WEIR. Not exactly.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. But aren't you trying to abolish suburban
school districts so you can consolidate them with the St. Louis
District into a metropolitan district?

Mrs. WEIR. Well, the ultimate solution to this problem certainly
would involve some redrawing, I must assume. However, we simply
think it's not a--

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. So you think that a Court should be redraw-
ing those school district boundary lines rather than using the
legislative process which created the redrawing of school district
boundary lines which you praised so much in the 1940's and 1950's?

Dr. WENTZ. No. Let me just look at it in a historical perspective.
The St. Louis public schools didn't wait until they had lost the
lawsuit to address the issue of a metropolitan remedy. That was
addressed in the 1960's. It was addressed in time when they were
doing some reorganization, and interestingly enough, proposals
that dealt with reorganization within the metropolitan area came
to a screeching halt, even though it was going on all over the State.
I am convinced that because of the nature of the population, the
metropolitan area had considerable influence on that particular
decision. So it was proposed before there was litigation. It was
proposed initially at litigation by the St. Louis public schools, and
it doesn't necessarily call for just a metropolitan school- district. I
think there are other alternatives. It may be the expanding of the
St. Louis public schools, as it's now constituted, in different govern-
mental arrangements. So, it's not a matter of a massive metropoli-
tan district. I think there are alternative approaches.

Therefore, it is not a matter of, "Well, we lost and now we're
going to involve some others."

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I'm still somewhat puzzled with your re-
sponse. You lost your case in court. You decided not to appeal. The
suburban school districts were not a party to that action. Now,
after you lost your case in court, you are attempting to bring them
in to be a party to that action, to force some kind of reorganization
of the school districts in the metropolitan St. Louis area.

Now, if we're talking about American principles, one American
principle is that everybody should have his day in court and I
think that fair is fair. If the suburbs were in any way accused of
unconstitutional racial activity, they should have been a party to
this lawsuit right from the very beginning rather than having you
lose your lawsuit on the first bout and then attempt to bring them
in to provide for or be part of the remedy that has resulted from
your being adjudged guilty in the initial litigation.

Dr. WENTZ. I couldn't agree with you more.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. OK.
Mrs. WEIR. It was the consistent contention throughout litigation

that the other districts were involved in the reason that the school
system was segregated. It was a part of the history of Missouri
before 1954 that those boundary lines did not have the significance
that they have acquired since.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. But you were adjudged guilty by the court
and the court imposed a remedy on your school district and now
you're saying that other people who were not adjudged guilty by
the court, whom you think are guilty, ought to be made a part of
that remedy in the metropolitan sense, and that, I think, is unfair
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to the suburban area. I think that everybody ought to have his day
in court. In a case like Wilmington, Del., the suburbs were in right
from the very beginning.

Here you're attempting to bring them in after you lost the first
round.

Dr. WENTZ. No. Let's get it in perspective now. We asked in 1973
that they be involved. The court said at that time it was untimely.
That was the court's response. First of all, we tried the basic
principle that you expounded. We exercised. We went the Jegisla-
tive route.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. And the legislature said no.
Dr. WENTZ. The basic principle of our Government is if you can't

do it that way there is another remedy, and that's what we're
attempting to use. Now, we are not asking that they be involved in
a remedy until they've had their day in court. We believe that they
are entitled to their day in court. We want them to have their day
in court. We want them to present their evidentiary material and
we will do likewise. That's the process of the court.

We're not asking that a metropolitan remedy be handed down
until that process is finished. That's why we filed the cross-claim so
that they would be a part of the litigation.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. From what I hear you saying, strike one
was called against you in the court in 1973. Strike two was called
against you in the legislature between 1973 and the present time,
and now because strike three has been called against you in the
court as far as your district is concerned, you're trying to make the
outlying areas take part in some kind of remedy resulting from a
court decision which has ordered the school desegregation plan to
be in effect.

I think that's what Mr. Emerson was saying during the course of
his testimony and I think he's right. I yield back the balance of my
time.

Dr. WENTZ. I think that in that process, again, a very fundamen-
tal one in our country, simply because you have 3 strikes, you may
have 10 strikes. You continue to pursue what you believe is right.
That doesn't mean you give up on a basic principle that's handed
down by the courts in a major decision in terms of desegregation. I
think there's got to be some stable solution. That's what we're
looking for. If it should involve us and other county districts, then I
think we ought to look for that kind of solution that's in the best
interest of everyone.

Mrs. WEIR. I think it may be useful to point out, too, that during
the course of the litigation the school system, though contending
that it was not liable for segregated conditions, cooperated in ef-
forts to alleviate those decisions, through a consent decree which
came apart for a lot of reasons which are in the written testimony,
and that our position has never been to be obstructionist; simply to
establish that we were the constituted authority to run the school
system. Given the fact that that was overturned by the court of
appeals, we've taken a constructive, I think, approach to resolving
the problem in the interest of all those people we serve.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lungren?
Mr LUNGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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First of all, I'd like to say that although I may disagree on some
points we're talking about here, I think it is commendable that
elected leaders in positions of authority with respect to running a
school district, make sure that they do comply with the law, what-
ever that law might be, and do not attempt at any point in time to
be obstructionist.

I commend you and your district for that.
However, on one point which was made by you, Dr. Wentz, you

suggested that the principle involved here is desegregation and I
really wonder in some of the comments you made whether you're
talking about desegregation, that is, overcoming the vestiges of
State-sanctioned segregation, or whether you perceive part of the
responsibility of the school district to be an affirmative obligation
to engage in integration, because I think they can be two different
principles. Do .you see them as such? If so, what do you think your
responsibility is and do you think that busing is necessary for both?

Dr. WENTZ. I believe that we have an affirmative responsibility
to promote the basic principles of desegregation which should lead
toward integration. I believe that for a variety of reasons, but
primarily as we look at health and vitality of our metropolitan
centers. Obviously, we haven't found the right answers. Obviously,
there are things that I believe can be done that can enhance
integration and bring about a much more stable situation for the
entire community and I think promote the kind of goals as far as
achievement, productive adulthood, contributions to the communi-
ty that would provide better answers than we've had in the last 30

-years; and I think, yes, that we have a responsibility to do that.
The busing aspect of that, it may involve some transportation. I

think each metropolitan area has uniqueness of its own. I'm not
convinced yet that that would call for any increased transporta-
tion. It may be different patterns of transportation in our metro-
politan area. When you have over 50 percent already being trans-
ported, the question is whether it'll be the same pattern.

Mr. LUNGREN. We had an experience in Los Angeles, which is
outside of my district but close by; there we had a tremendously
increased requirement for transportation, and children were re-
quired to be on freeways for as long as 1 hour and 20 minutes each
way because of an effort which ultimately was overturned. I can't
conceive of the argument that transportation would be the same if
you are saying that you are going to transport children purely to
come up with some sort of ratio for minority groups, and that that
would not incur more transportation.

If you told me what you've told me in your testimony that
there s north St. Louis and south St. Louis and they are identifi-
able in terms of racial composition, then, in order to have a mix of
the two it just seems to me to be absolutely open and shut that
you've got to have more transportation.

Dr. WENTZ. Well, we haven t put together the pieces of the total
metropolitan area and, as I've pointed out, each metropolitan area
has its uniqueness. As you point out, Los Angeles does. There may
be different kinds of solutions.

Mr. LUNGREN. I'm just talking about St. Louis. You said you'd
combine north St. Louis and south St. Louis.

Dr. WENTZ. That's right.
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Mr. LUNGREN. I'm trying to figure out how you can do that
without more transportation.

Dr. WENTZ. Well, at the present time the transportation within
the city only constitutes 21 percent of our student population. If
you look at the metropolitan area and the location of students, yes,
some students that are not now transported would be transported.

The question becomes one, and no one has worked out the details
of that, would that be more, the same, or less? One would have to
put that to a different configuration, cutting across different kinds
of school boundary lines than is now done, and no one has really
done that carefully. So one can't say what the increase or decrease
or sameness would be.

Mr. LUNGREN. Doctor, I wasn't here for Congressman Emerson's
testimony but I do have his written statement and in there it
states the point that he's aware that three out of four St. Louis
residents are opposed to forced busing, and that includes 60 percent
of the blacks. If, in fact, it is working as well as you're suggesting
it's working in achieving educational benefits, why is there resist-
ance on the part of the community, including 60 percent of the
black families?

Dr. WENTZ. I don't know for sure what particular poll was used.
Mr. LUNGREN. The St. Louis Post-Dispatch, I understand.
Dr. WENTZ. And what methodology was used, and I can't provide

an answerto that.
I do know in relationship to what was prior to desegregation,

what is based upon surveys that we've done, where we've concen-
trated on results, student achievement, the school climate, compati-
bility, we've had positive responses. So, it's a matter of what you're
going to look at.

Does a person prefer if the school is across the street or down the
street to go there as opposed to anyplace else? I think that that's
generally going to be a positive response, that they would prefer to
go there. I don't see that changing, but when you have a mix of
students and they've come from different places, the question then
becomes one of the results, what has happened, what has been
provided, and how do the people feel about that. Hopefully, you get
a positive response. We've been getting a positive response to that
kind of question.

Mr. LUNGREN. For instance, in Los Angeles one of the efforts
which has been made involves the magnet school concept, the
concept of grouping high academic achievement programs in
schools which may be located in minority identified communities in
order to achieve integration of a voluntary nature based on those
things which people would, I would assume, want in terms of an
educational structure. That is, academic achievement and special-
ized programs.

It's my understanding from your testimony that you have fol-
lowed that in your overall programing in St. Louis. Is that correct?

Dr. WENTZ. Yes. That's a part of it.
Mr. LUNGREN. That leads me to my next question. In your dual

statement you suggest that the country's leadership is toying with
the idea of an enforced return to the philosophy and practice
embodied in Plessey v. Ferguson. You indicated that those of us who
may support initiatives to ban busing would change the direction of
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school desegregation from those approaches outlined first in the
1954 Brown decision and detailed in subsequent decisions. Don't
you think that people can legitimately and in good faith disagree
with you, that the remedy of busing, the problems of busing, may
outweigh its usefulness and,-that in fact, we can be as dedicated as
you are to getting quality education for students of all ages based
on some of these other approaches and not, in fact, be dedicated to
turning us back to the days of Plessey v. Ferguson?

Mrs. WEIR. I never question the motives of anybody who takes a
different position on this issue.

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, his motives are questioned in your very
statement.

Mrs. WEIR. Well, the consideration that perhaps since desegrega-
tion has--

Mr. LUNGREN. You talk about contemplating the repudiation of
the Brown decision. You talk about us returning to Plessey v.
Ferguson, 1896. You talk about us attempting to try and go awayr
from the approaches outlined in the 1954 Brown decision. I don t
recall the Brown decision talking about busing.

Mrs. WEIR. The point is it does not tolerate the concept of a
separate school system being legitimate and the directions that
we're taking now are going to enforce a separate school system
unless other measures are taken that assist a desegregation effort
in other areas such as housing, especially, but those initiatives
which we may not even have dreamed up to take some of the
burden of the need to overcome this problem from the shoulders of
the public school system, which are well suited for dealing with
them but not alone and I think that, though I don't question the
motives in terms of sincerity, I think that it ought to be reviewed
in the light that a bus is a bus is a bus. It's what the bus is being
used for that has to be examined and we are very much concerned
that it has become the issue to cloud the fact that there is deep
concern about the agenda of desegregation.

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, if you say to a parent, no matter whether
it's a white parent or a black parent,. "You can go to your neighbor-
hood school. However, we have a bus available for you to go down
to a magnet school in another area in which we have better aca-
demic programs," that's one thing. It's another thing to say to that
parent, "There is a school nearby but your child isn't going to go
there because your child is black," or "Your child is white." But
instead, "We have determined, because of the racial mix we have
decided ought to exist in our schools, your child is going to have to
go elsewhere." Now, don't you think that raises some questions in
the mind of a parent as to whether the child is in fact being
utilized for the purpose of coming up with some concept of what
the right percentage is in a particular school district as opposed to
being the beneficiary of concern about the best educational benefits
the child might receive?

Mrs. WEIR. I'm sure it raises quite a few concerns. The fact is the
unknown always creates concern. But, we have found that by
taking the approach we have, that is, emphasizing that we are
concerned with what's at the end of the bus ride, and this was a
major concern of the board, not that we are looking strictly for
ratios and achieving a mathematical kind of desegregation without
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undergirding it with a good educational program. We think that's
made the difference.

Mr. LUNGREN. I'm really trying to get at the basis of what you
think the educational imperative is here. I traveled across the
country this summer with my family and went to areas of the
country I've never been before. Some areas were absolutely all
white. Some were all Indian. I passed through some areas that
were all black. Are you suggesting that a family that finds itself in
a community that's all white'or all Indian or all black and there-
fore has no members of another race to go to school with are
somehow being deprived of an equal educational opportunity or is
it because the prior pattern of State-sanctioned separate school
systems, in which they were not equal, in which, in fact, if you
went to the minority-oriented school you did not receive an ade-
quate education, that the vestiges of that require some action to
overcome the inequality of educational opportunity?

Mrs. WEIR. I think the latter description applies to our situation
much better than the former.

Our school system in the area bused black children to individual
schools across many county and district school lines and there is
still the remaining pattern that that established. Many of those
children were bused from the suburbs into St. Louis and it became
easier to live there. Those patterns remain though the times have
changed perspectives.

Mr. LUNGREN. Let me ask this. If we were to have adopted in the
Constitution a constitutional amendment which has been spoken of
in terms of prohibiting the use of busing for racial purposes, it
would still, in school districts such as yours, provide the opportu-
nity for magnet schools. It would still allow, as a remedy in fact, a
court to impose a requirement for new schools to be built in certain
neighborhoods so that you wouldn't have actual attempts at segre-
gating students., Do you think the fact that busing, and we're just
talking about busing based on racial assignment only, that taking
that remedy away from you would make it impossible for you to
achieve equality of educational opportunities in your school
district?

Dr. WENTZ. I think as far as the total solution, a stable solution,
a long-term solution, that it will place a limitation on that. As you
commented, obviously there are different views and that's what
we're here for, to state some of our views and to state some of the
differences.

Mr. LUNGREN. No, I understand that. I'm just trying to find out
why you think that's the case.

Dr. WENTZ. I think that as one looks at our metropolitan areas
one has to come to the conclusion that the kinds of solutions thus
far have not been lasting solutions. They have not, in fact, brought
people with clear focus upon what ought to be done and how it
ought to be done, and in fact, I think has hindered a variety of
efforts to have a productive society, in the business world as well
as in the educational world.

Certainly there has to be some more stable, more effective ways
to deal with that and to prepare the people for a rather complex
society, and that's really part of the whole story.
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Mr. LUNGREN. Does busing really accomplish that? In other
words, I really wonder about this. You have a student who is told
from the moment he goes to school that he is going to go to A
school not because it's the school available to him, not because it
offers educational opportunities to him, but because he is a part of
an identifiable racial group, be it white, be it black, be it Indian, be
it, in my area, Hispanic or Southeast Asian. You are telling that
child, essentially, that he is going to be the subject of direct social
action, not because of anything that he is as an individual but
because his membership in a particular racial group.

Don't you think there are some problems with that?
Dr. WENTZ. Sure.
Mr. LUNGREN. Don't you think that that might, in fact, raise

difficulties with respect to racial tolerance and successful racial
integration?

Dr. WENTZ. The other side of that coin, I guess, Congressman, is
do you think that there are problems because they have been
isolated and do you think that we have found an adequate solution
because they have been isolated? Isolation generally, when it comes
to minorities, particularly with blacks, particularly with Mexican
Americans also surrounds itself with poverty and I think that-as
long as that exists, no matter how much we say, "Well, let's put
more money there, let's do more things," and so on, that we've had
adequate time and history to do that and to respond to that and it
has not happened. When 50 percent of those young people are on
the unemployment lines and you're supposed to motivate them to
face the real world, even those with the skills, I'm not talking
about that category of the nonreader, but I'm talking about those
with the skills but they can't find that job and we're saying that it
has nothing whatsoever to do with race, it has nothing whatsoever
to do with where they live and where they're confined to. I think it
does and I think there has to be better solutions.

Mr. LUNGREN. You see, I don't understand why you assume that
it's because they are in a school that is identifiably one race or
another. Some recent studies have shown that Catholic schools in
Chicago are predominantly minority and they're sitting side by
side with public schools there and the kids in the parochial schools
are primarily non-Catholic, by the way, and these studies have
shown that they're coming from the same basic socioeconomic
background as the public school students there, and those kids are
doing well. Now, they're isolated not-only by race because they're
an identifiable minority school, be it Catholic, but they're also
isolated, so to speak, because they're going to the Catholic school
rather than the public school. Don't you think that the important
factor is the quality of the educational environment in which they
find themselves as opposed to the idea they're going to a different
school?

Dr. WENTZ. I think it's the quality of what's in the building. I
don't think that simply drawing that example, say that they found
a solution that is going to, in fact, resolve the issue in that particu-
lar area. No, I don't. And I'm pleased that they've done well with
the students and I can draw from individual schools anyplace and
still achieve it. So you can do it as far as achievement; I think
we're looking at a much broader issue than that. I think we're
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dealing with a much more complex issue than that and I think
that there has to be solutions that are long term.

Mr. LUNGREN. I know we're dealing with a complex issue but I'm
trying to get at your fundamental proposition that somehow be-
cause they're in an identifiable racial pool, they are marked for
failure rather than success. I don't understand how you reach that
conclusion.

Dr. WENTZ. I'm not saying that. I am saying that the facts speak
for themselves in terms of a significant population which is racially
isolated. I am not saying that simply because you are attending a
school, as a black, a Mexican American or what have you, that
you're inferior and that you can't learn and that you have to be
moved in order to learn.

I am saying that that total racial isolation is not healthy for that
metropolitan area. It has not been healthy. It is not healthy today.
It will not be healthy in the future.

Mr. LUNGREN. I'm saying can you attack that problem with
magnet school systems, with consolidation of academic programs,
and some specialized schools, and make a decision, for instance, to
locate those in minority communities, and can't you deal with it
that way rather than requiring a massive transportation program.
in which every child is told that he or she is being transported
because of his or her race?

Dr. WENTZ. I think that's a partial solution. I don't think it's a
total solution. We're using that.

One of our points of recommendations is to put money into that,
which I think is working, and Congress is considering putting it in
the block grants, which will not go to reinforce and to strengthen
schools that are trying some things that are going to help the
situation; and in fact is going to wash that out. It has been reduced
significantly this past year and the very things that are working,
the dollars are being diminished. So that if, again, the final recom-
mendation is if that is a solution, and I gather that you think that
it is at least one answer. I think it is too. I think it ought to be
strengthened. I think resources ought to be put into that, but
they're not.

Mr. LUNGREN. At the local level?
Dr. WENTZ. They are not at the Federal level. They got their

initiative at the Federal level. They got reinforced at the local
level, and the Federal level is going to take those away.

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, I've never understood how it's cheaper to
take the money away from people in St. Louis and bring it here to
Washington, have us transfer it through our great system here and
give it back to them cheaper. That s a whole 'nother question.

Let me ask you this: What is the average bus ride of a St. Louis
student?

Dr. WENTZ. The average would be about 15 to 20 minutes.
Mr. LUNGREN. What's the high end of it?
Dr. WENTZ. The high end would be about 45 minutes.
Mr. LUNGREN. Is there an opportunity for a student who wants

to be involved in extracurricular activities at a particular school to
be a part of the busing process?

Dr. WENTZ. Yes.
Mr. LUNGREN. And how does that work out?



592

Dr. WENTZ. Extracurricular buses.
Mrs. WEIR. Late buses.
Mr. LUNGREN. Is that identified based on the number of students

who want to do it or is there a schedule established which in some
way limits the extracurricular activity they can be involved in?

Dr. WENTZ. Thus far we haven't limited it at all.
Mr. LUNGREN. OK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. -To a certain extent what you're trying to do is to

reverse the efforts of 200 years that resulted in total isolation of
black and Hispanic students. They were isolated, even in the State
of California, until 1946. We had some schools that only Japanese-
American children could go to and we had segregated schools in--
California by law. We had laws all over the United States, especial-
ly in the South, that required the segregation of schools and you
had them in Missouri and it worked out very badly. It worked out
very, very badly. You had, really, two societies, with the black
students not ever getting an opportunity to become a part of Amer-
ica and the same was true, to a certain extent, for the white
children. They were not able to understand or assimilate with or be
a part of the society that may be 10 percent of America. Isn't that
correct?

Dr. WENTZ. That's correct.
Mr. EDWARDS. And the court found that that was bad for the

kids, bad for the country, and that it had been done on purpose by,
generally, the white establishment, through laws.

Now, in your effort to comply with the desegregation order, you
did establish some magnet schools. Isn't that correct? Were they
primarily or were they partially financed by Emergency School Aid
Act funds?

Dr. WENTZ. Yes; they were, and we started those. This is the 6th
year that we've had the magnet schools and the Emergency School
Aid Act was extremely beneficial in providing the extras that were
necessary to make them magnets.

Mr. EDWARDS. So, at the same time, as you pointed out that
there is some effort here to take away the opportunity for transpor-
tation, the Federal Government is also taking away those particu-
lar funds that aided magnet schools in your desegregation efforts.
Is that correct?

Dr. WENTZ. There's no question about that.
Mr. EDWARDS. OK.
And the evidence that you have gathered in the St. Louis school

system, is that desegregation has resulted in better schools. Isn't
that correct?

Dr. WENTZ. There isn't any question in our minds.
Mr. EDWARDS. Would they have been better schools if the court

hadn't given the order? What would have happened to the schools?
Dr. WENTZ. I don't think the kinds of changes within that period

of time and the shifts that were made and the concentrated efforts
would have happened as a total community without the impetus of
that court order.

Mr. EDWARDS. That pattern seems to runs true. All of the evi-
dence that we've had to date about quite a number of different
areas where there have been efforts to desegregate, is that to make
the system work better innovative ideas are tried, sometimes with
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Federal assistance, and quite generally the entire educational
system is elevated and made more interesting and more creative.
Usually the schools score indicate that certainly the white kids'
scores are not injured, but the black children's scores, educational
scores, are modestly improved. Is that correct?

Dr. WETZ. That s correct.
Mr. EDWARDS. Now, we've also had some indication that, espe-

cially in inner cities, when schools are desegregated, white flight
stops because it doesn't do any good to buy a house in a different
art of the city in order to go to a segregated school. So you buy a
ouse downtown or ou buy it somewhere that you particularly

care for reasons unrelated to the racial identity of the local school,
so that there is a movement toward the integration of housing
patterns. Have you found that in St. Louis?

Dr. WENTZ. Well, it's very early in our plan. There is clearly
some interesting redevelopment work going on, significantly, in St.
Louis, and I see that as a very positive thing. Being a resident of
one of those redeveloped areas, it is interesting to note the influx of
families with children who are predominantly making use of the
public schools and who bring in a new vitality. I think even though
it's early, that that is going to be a continuing sign and certainly as
part of our court order, any area that naturally integrates, there's
no necessity to move anyone anywhere and they're exempt from
any mandatory transportation.

Ihe options are still available if they want to exercise them in
terms of magnet schools. So, I think over time that there will be
greater stability. Much of our instability was not as a result of
busing. The instability came about long before there was any man- -
datory court order, any mandatory busing. Long before that. So,
the instability was not a result of the court ordered busing. The
instability was the result of a variety of decisions notwithstanding
the reorganization that went on in the State, notwithstanding
housing patterns and restrictive covenants and a variety of maneu-
vers that created some of the problem and some of the instability.

So, in our situation I hear a lot of people saying, "Look what
happened because of mandatory busing," but al of those things
that they talk about preceded any mandatory busing.

Mrs. WEIR. I'd like to add too that I can cite individuals in
significant numbers who have allied themselves with the public
schools for the first time. Now that there is what they view to be a
new day in our school system. There are a lot of options. We don't
take the view that there is one place that students are assigned,
period, and they have no other choices.

We have expanded the options but the options always existed.
They have now been made more available to all the children.
There were some restrictions in the earlier time when it was a
strictly voluntary program, but the major point I'd like to make is
that there are lots of white people who had not considered involve-
ment in the public schools before who are considering it, who are
actually engaging in it.

There are people from the county, our surrounding suburban
school districts, who are traveling either with provided transporta-
tion or getting their children to our magnet schools as well, which
indicates that they are willing to trust us with their children and I
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see a renewed contact. I think we forget that desegregation can be
a growth experience for white people as well as a useful social
opportunity for black people who've been isolated.

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes; of course it is. White families find out how
beneficial it can be and are certainly going to be a lot easier to deal
with. I understand what the gentleman from California, Mr. Lun-
gren, is saying, and I think everybody would like to have the
desegregatation of our schools on a nationwide basis without the
Kain of hard measures or any measures at all. We would love to

ave it just happen automatically or on the cheap with a few
magnet schools and a few new schools and so forth, but there isn't
anywhere that that's worked.

Or maybe there hasn't been any real effort toward it. Certainly
there isn't at the present time a commitment in the country for
schools or governments, State, Federal, or whatever, to put the
necessary funds into the school systems to make the inner-city
schools so crackerjack that everybody wants to go to them. There's
no intention of doing that. I assure you there's none here in Wash-
ington.

Counsel?
Ms. COOPER. I'd like to ask you about the use of incentives in the

intra-district plan as well as the inter-district transfers. What kind
of incentives have been built into the intra-district plan to encour-
age participation and public acceptance of the plan?

Dr. WENTZ. At the present time the incentives are not too dis-
similar to the Wisconsin plan that was passed a few years ago. I
think Wisconsin's is maybe a little stronger than ours. But if a
student leaves the city of St. Louis and goes to a school in the
county, then we still receive half of the State aid on that student,
so that we don't lose all of our dollars. The school district that
receives that student receives half the State aid that would come to
us plus a difference between that, up to $1,250; plus 50 percent
above what it costs to educate a child in that district.

So that fiscally, both receiving and sending districts are not hurt
and in fact are helped, depending on how many participate. But
they're not losing. It s a win:win situation for both.

Ms. COOPER. Does the plan exempt from the busing plan integrat-
ed neighborhoods?

Dr. WENTZ. Yes, it does. On a voluntary basis, though, those
students in an integrated neighborhood can exercise the options
that are available to other students. But an integrated neighbor-
hood is exempt.

Mrs. WEIR. As long as that integrated neighborhood has-that
the school in that integrated neighborhood is also integrated. There
are a number of integrated neighborhoods in St. Louis that are not
integrated in their school locally.

Ms. COOPER. So there's an incentive for people to move into
integrated neighborhoods or stay in integrated neighborhoods?

Dr. WENTZ. Yes.
Ms. COOPER. What about the proposal that was made, and I don't

know whether it's been implemented or not, of paying college
tuition for students who participate in inter-district transfers?

Dr. WENTZ. That has not been implemented. Ultimately the
court accepted a recommendation from the court expert that it be
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put to a test on a pilot situation. The details of how to implement
that have not been worked out. It's a little complicated and it's not
been done before. I should point out that there's nothing unique
about that kind of incentive. We've used it in a variety of ways.
We've used it in the military a number of times yet some criticize
it as a tool in desegregation-it's been an effective tool in other
situations and I don't know, nor does anybody else, whether it will
in fact encourage students to participate or not. However, the
details have not been worked out. If it is done, it will be done only
on a small, pilot situation to test whether it helps at all.

Ms. COOPER. On the question of the relationship between housing
policies and school segregation, have the school board or other
public officials taken steps to change the private and public prac-
tices and policies in housing in order to help create a more inte-
grated residential patterns?

Dr. WENTZ. Well, in the context of our court order, and it's one of
the few that really did address the housing issue; Judge Meredith
in handing down his order for desegregating the schools addressed
housing. In doing so, several steps were called for, including study
by the court expert and others. At this point in time there has not
been a hearing on any of that study. There has not been a careful
examination of the housing issues. In our cross claim on the con-
tinuing of the litigation we have made a specific point that housing
authorities be involved in this so that the practices of housing can
be looked at carefully. I think they have to be looked at carefully
in order to, again, find a stable, long-term solution. It's not an
overnight situation and certainly one of the weaknesses of address-
ing this issue is the fact that they have not been involved; so we've
simply said that they should be. Gary Orfield has done a compre-
hensive study of the housing practices in our immediate area and
certainly from our standpoint we've done a good bit of homework
in relationship to the litigation on housing that will be a part of
the record some time in the future. It has to come, in our opinion,
hand in glove with overall efforts.

Ms. COOPER. As for the special programs in magnet school that
you've implemented within the city, how can you or how do you
know that you haven't just skimmed off the cream of the crop and
left the poorer students behind?

Dr. WENTZ. We started with a policy that I was pleased the board
thought was an excellent policy and endorsed it unanimously. Our
approach has been first come, first served. There are no entrance
exams relating to those particular specialty schools. There are no
auditions for the visual performing arts high school. It's based on
interest of the students and interest of the parents.

If you look at the data that we have gathered on those students
you will find that they represent a cross section of our student
population in every conceivable way that you can look at them in
terms of socioeconomic measures, in terms of academic measures,
in terms of IQ measures. They look like our population. So we have
good documentation that we haven't taken the top 10 percent, top
25 percent, off of each school and created some dynamic magnet
schools and then said, "Look what we've done."
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These schools represent kids as they are in our school system
and are a good cross section and I think that that is a good way to
go.

MS. COOPER. Did you recruit for participation in this program?
Dr. WENTZ. Yes.
Ms. COOPER. How did you go about doing that? What are the

techniques that you used?
Dr. WENTZ. A variety of ways. The most effective way that came

about is a result of our court order. We have a recruitment and
counseling center so that all new students who come through our
system go through the recruitment counseling center and it gives
them the opportunity to share information with parents and stu-
dents about all the programs in our schools, the regular programs
in the middle schools, the elementary schools and high schools and
the specialty programs and I think that that has been most effec-
tive.

We've also gone from school to school not only with the magnets
but other kinds of specialties that we have. We have a lot of part-
time activity programs and we've simply gone from school to
school. Our media has been extremely cooperative in providing a
lot of information to our community, so that our community does
know about programs because the media has been most helpful in
sharing information with our community.

Ms. COOPER. In reviewing the clippings that you attach to your
statement, it also appears that the media was also very evenhand-
ed and supportive in what you were doing in the implementation
stage.

Did the board take action to cultivate the press through a media
consultant or other means?

Mrs. WEIR. From the beginning we decided that the more open
that we could make the process the better it would be and all along
the line when there were new plans devised they were explored in
public with parent groups and interested parties in the media. I
think that made a great deal of difference in terms of how accu-
rately we were covered and how fairly we were treated. They
weren't worried about what we were keeping from them.

Ms. COOPER. On the question of what happens in the schools that
have been basically left out of the desegregation plan in the sense
that there's no integration in those schools, is there any evidence
so far that the remedial and compensatory programs in those
schools are having any effect?

Dr. WENTZ. The early studies would indicate that the achieve-
ment has been very stable. It has been on a growth increase
similar to other schools in the system. I don't know that we can
necessarily say that the enrichment programs and some of the
specific programs cause that particular result. I think it's a combi-
nation and we need more experience with that to come to those
kinds of conclusions. I think it's a combination of some other
emphases that the system has placed upon all schools in terms of
performance standards and expectations and better planning site
by site. The only thing we know at this time is that growth has
been consistent in those schools, as consistent as it has been in
other schools; but it's very early and I don't think that anyone can
say with any certainty that it's a result, necessarily, of the enrich-



597

ment programs or anything else. I think all you can say is that
growth has been evident.

Mrs. WEIR. We've taken a much more fundamental approach to
the improvement of those schools than the addition of a single
program. Most of those schools already had additional remedial
programs in them and it was a conscious decision to alter the
concept of remedial and compensatory to enrichment and that is
an adjunct but it isn't meant to accomplish the whole goal and we
have worked hard in terms of the fundamental planning, as Dr.
Wentz said, that makes a change in the way the whole staff ap-
proaches the challenge.

Ms. COOPER. Earlier witnesses testified that parents and the com-
munity at large tend to rate integrated and white schools as good
schools and black schools as bad schools, no matter what the evi-
dence was on test scores, quality of the physical plant, resources,
and so forth. Do you find that the schools that have been left out of
the desegregation plan, the integration aspect, have a negative
stigma attached to them?

Dr. WENTZ. I think it's a mixed kind of reaction. We did some
surveying this last year and we didn't find a predominance of that.
There were pockets of people that viewed, no matter what was
going on in the school or what the test scores were in that particu-
lar school, that it just wasn't up to par as far as other schools. But
the data that we have thus far, that is not a general across-the-
board sentiment in our community.

Ms. COOPER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lungren?
Mr. LUNGREN. I just have more of a comment than anything else,

Mr. Chairman. You suggested that in California we did have those
problems. I would suggest that wasn't true throughout California.
There are some areas that did not have that history.

The other thing was that a statement was made to the effect
that, in each and every case, we've heard evidence that every
school district which went through a busing program had an in-
crease in student test scores. I think Charlotte Mecklenberg indi-
cate it was 7 or 10 years before they achieved that result. I know
that's not true in the case of Los Angeles or Pasadena, both of
which have had successive years of negative results, and also we've
had a terrible problem in both Los Angeles and Pasadena with
white flight.

I guess, lastly, I'd say that I appreciate the chairman saying that
he wishes that we could do what I thought somehow voluntary
efforts in magnet schools were doing, but evidently we've just seen
articulated here the "root canal" theory of education, that we can't
solve the problem unless we really make it hurt, and I'm not sure
that that's necessarily true.

I hope that we all realize that we all want to achieve the same
thing. Some of us have some differences of opinion about the route
by which we should attempt to achieve that end and some of us
have some very fundamental questions about it. But I appreciate
your testimony here. You've certainly given us some thoughts and
some experiences that I think will help.
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Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the gentleman for his observations and
agree with him that everybody on this committee and, indeed, all
of the witnesses we've had would agree that we would like to
resolve thisproblem that we have in the country. We all recognize
that we have had segregated schools in all parts of the country to
one extent or another and that the general health of our country
will be a lot better when we can resolve it. The methods are
disruptive and we have problems with some of them. So we have
no basic disagreement and perhaps I should have said in my re-
marks, because this is generally the testimony we have had, that
school districts have shaped up when they come under a court
order and innovative programs, such as magnet schools, have been
introduced. They probably wouldn't have appeared before.

Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. No questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Well, we thank you very much and appreciate the

very helpful testimony.
Dr. WENTZ. Thank you. We appreciate the opportunity.
Mrs. WEIR. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 3:20 p.m., November 4, 1981, the hearing was

adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair.]



SCHOOL DESEGREGATION
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C

The subcommittee met at 9:40 a.m. in room 2237 of the Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. Don Edwards (chairman of the sub-
committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Edwards, Washington, Hyde, and Sen-
senbrenner.

Staff present: Janice Cooper and Thomas Boyd.
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
I recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I ask unanimous consent that the committee permit the meeting

this morning to be covered in full or in part by television broad-
cast, radio broadcast, and/or still photography, pursuant to rule V
of the committee rules.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, it is so ordered.
I know that for this important hearing the members will come in

and out, as they all want to do. Unfortunately, they all have other
responsibilities, too.

Today is the 10th hearing this subcommittee has held this year
on the subject of school desegregation. The process has been illumi-
nating and, in many respects, heartening, insofar as school desegre-
gation in some parts of the country has progressed well. These
hearings are the first really indepth study that has been made of
school desegregation in more than 10 years.

I think that then-Senator Mondale's committee in the Senate
and the House Committee on the Judiciary did indepth studies
about a decade ago, and we are bringing that up to date. When we
have the pleasure later this morning of hearing the Assistant
Attorney General in charge of civil rights testify, we are going to
be well prepared to evaluate this administration's policy on this
vital issue.

First, however, we are very pleased to welcome our friend and
colleague, Congresswoman Mary Rose Oakar. Ms. Oakar's district,
Cleveland, Ohio, is a city plagued by the problems faced by many
large urban areas-low financial resources, declining population,
labor difficulties in the schools, and so forth. These factors have
made public education and the effort to desegregate that education
immensely difficult.

In addition, the high concentration of minority students makes
meaningful desegregation within the city nearly impossible, but
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hopefully, we are going to learn from the hard cases, as well as the
easy ones.

Ms. Oakar, welcome. We are delighted to have you here. You
may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR, REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES FROM THE 20TH DIS.
TRICT OF THE STATE OF OHIO
MS. OAKAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

mittee.
I will, if the chairman permits, go through most of my testimony

as it is written, and I will be delighted to answer any questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Without objection, all of it will be made part of

the record.
Ms. OAKAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, I want to take a moment to express my gratitude, not

only for the opportunity to appear before you today, Mr. Chairman,
and present my views on desegregation of our public schools, but
also to commend you and the members of the committee for having
the courage to hold hearings on what is perhaps one of the most
sensitive and critical issues of our modern times.

Let me also say parenthetically that I was a teacher before
becoming involved in the realm of politics. I taught in public
schools in the city of Cleveland and at a community college. I had
the marvelous opportunity to teach young people of every back-
ground and every race, and adults also, I might add.

Unquestionably, the violation of a human being's civil rights
because of race, color, national origin, sex, or age is inhuman and,
in my judgment, immoral. I would hope that we all agree on this
point. In addition, I believe that equal access and quality learning
for all children should be a fundamental goal of this Nation.

On that note, of course, I am always very disarmed and very
saddened by the fact that we see less funds for education, not more
funds for education.

I believe the chairman, who has done such wonderful things -in
the areas of fair housing and the extension of the Voting Rights
Act, the Equal Rights Amendment-and, I might add, other civil
rights issues, like the Legal Services Corporation, et cetera-which
were reported out of this fine committee, knows my voting record
and knows where I stand on those important civil rights issues.

I do not believe, however, that busing of schoolchildren from one
neighborhood to another does, in fact, guarantee the civil rights of
our people. In addition, I do not believe that busing in any way has
achieved desegregation. Certainly this is not the case in my city of
Cleveland.

Busing has been paraded at times as a panacea which promised
higher academic performance levels, widened future employment
opportunities, and dramatically improved race relations. If any or
all of the former were, in fact, the direct result of busing, there is
no question that I would strongly advocate busing as the remedy to
achieve desegregation. This, however, is not the reality, particular-
ly in my city of Cleveland.

Mr. Chairman, although court-ordered busing has only been in
effect in the city of Cleveland for slightly over 2 years-beginning
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August 1979-community objection from all segments of the com-
munity has swelled and tensions have sweltered. A failing remedy,
busing, must be replaced with more viable, sensible solutions.

A primary goal of desegregation-is to achieve the improvement
of academic performance of minority students. Clearly this is a
laudable objective. Yet in Cleveland, after 2 years of busing, more
than 10,000 pupils or about 13 percent of the enrollment, did not
learn enough to be matriculated. The failure rate was highest in
the 10th grade, where 41 percent of the 7,500 students were not
promoted. The figures demonstrate that about twice as many black
students as white students did not move on to the next grade.

Since court-ordered busing began, the enrollment of the Cleve-
land public school system has dropped by almost 25,000 students.
While I understand our city has suffered a population loss, the
reduction of our student rolls far outnumbers the actual decrease
in population. The truancy rate alone has risen to 16,605 or 21
percent of the students who are enrolled. Approximately 17,000,
mostly young black children, do not attend any school; and there
are 700 children attending two nonchartered schools in our city.

In 1970-71, 58 percent of the system's enrollment was black, 40
percent was white, and the rest were other minorities, such as
Hispanics. Today, 67.4 percent happen to be black and 27.9 percent
are white. I will attach those figures for the record, Mr. Chairman,
if you would like, with a breakdown of grades, et cetera.

Mr. EDWARDS. It will be made part of the record.
Ms. OAKAR. Thank you.
What is now happening in many instances is that black students

are being bused to attend almost all-black schools. Is this desegre-
gation?

In another area, enrollment for kindergarten dropped from
10,000 to 6,300 in 1980, and for 1981-82, from 6,300 to 5,000 stu-
dents. Our system cannot afford any more losses in enrollment.
Commonsense declares that improved academic performance can
never be achieved if students are absent from the classroom.

Instead of busing providing quality access to educational opportu-
nities in my city, its only accomplishment has been the gradual
dissolution of the entire school system. And believe me, it's not
easy for me to make that kind of a statement. I don't make it
lightly because I have great concern for the education of our chil-
dren and for the concerns of equal access and equal opportunity,
not only in the field of education but in employment, et cetera.

Two years of busing in Cleveland has cost $23 million. Yet, for
the last 4 years, our school system did not have the resources to
meet State minimum educational standards. At the end of June
1981, it was reported by Roger J. Lulow, the assistant State super-
intendent of public instruction, that the system did not meet State
standards in 113 educational areas, such as the age of textbooks,
and 210 areas dealing with uncleanliness, leaking roofs, or lack of
running water.

Of that $23 million, the lawyer for the desegregation administra-
tor has been paid $117,000 for the last 8 months-not the fees of
his associates, but his fees. The desegregation administrator him-
self is salaried at $50,000 per year. Yet there are 1,100 children
ages 11 to 13 years old who must use public transportation because
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desegregation officials say they lack the $1.4 million necessary to
provide Cleveland schoolbuses for all 3,500 elementary and junior
high pupils using public transportation. Many of our younger stu-
dents using public transportation are riding alone in high-crime
areas, at early hours in the morning, when it is dark outside, much
to the dismay of parents, both black and white.

I might add that they have picketed the school board, et cetera,
relative to this situation, as part of a coalition.

Mr. Chairman, one must ask: Who is really benefiting from the
desegregation proposal in the city of Cleveland?

Mr. Chairman, in - addition, as of this time last year, it was
brought to my attention that the special master for desegregation
in Cleveland, Ohio, asked Cleveland and Ohio State school board
officials for nearly a half million dollars in fees, based on a rate of
$150 an hour for himself, and a similarly high rate for his asso-
ciates. In my judgment, this is an excessive fee and a very question-
able expenditure of the taxpayers money.

This situation transcends the issues of desegregation and busing,
and calls into question the propriety of the payment of such an
enormous fee, in light of the serious financial difficulties that the
Cleveland public schools have been facing. And I might add, paren-
thetically, they have had to lay off numerous teachers who, in my
judgment are the most vital part of the institution.

The school board members budgeted $1.5 million in legal fees
that year alone. For example, one attorney purportedly billed the
system for $164 per hour. Furthermore, attorneys representing the
State have also billed the system for amounts that appear to be
excessive. This situation, in my judgment, irrespective of whom the
attorneys represent is reprehensible. The fact that the public trust
of tax dollars is being violated. As a matter of fact, since 1976, $2.3
million has been spent in legal fees related to desegregation.

For some lawyers, busing has become an attorney's dream. And
let me submit for the record the fees involved.

With respect to the case in Cleveland-and again, I
want to emphasize that it's not just those that represent defend-
ants in this area, but those who also represent the board-I would
rather have seen that money used in private tutoring or smaller
classrooms for remedial students who cannot read or write.

When I taught in a junior college, I was appalled to see how
many students were coming through the ranks of our public
schools since the war-adults, young adults-who could not read or
write. These were students of all backgrounds. I was asked to
develop a remedial course, and I often felt that maybe what I
should have done is teach the first grade so that those kids could
have the kinds of opportunities which I think really pave the way
for a bright future, if you have the educational tools by which to
function as a human being. I did, however, develop some remedial
program on that level.

If you will recall, in August 1979, the U.S. Sixth District Court of
Appeals ruled that the special master's hourly rate of $110 was
excessive, and reduced the rate to $65 per hour. That standard
ought to hold true for all attorneys involved.

The reason I bring up attorneys' fees on both sides of the issue is
that it is very demoralizing for people who work in the system.
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Career employees in particular, who are being laid off after work-
ing for a system for 10 and 20 years of their lives and in contrast
see their $17,000 or $20,000 job going down the drain, and see
millions of dollars being paid for attorneys' fees.

It's equally demoralizing when special programs, such as private
tutoring_ and remedial programs that are created to really assist
students, are no longer in operation because there is no money to
be had for those kinds of special services.

The community, perceiving these kinds of figures, get outraged.
It's not just one segment of the community that's appalled by these
kinds of fees. I think that ought to be brought to the attention of
this committee.

Particularly in my own city of Cleveland, because of lack of
adequate finances, many public schools have been forced to close
their doors, including several in my own congressional district
which had been successfully, naturally integrated because of the
heterogeneous nature of the neighborhood.

I could just give one quick example in my neighborhood. I am a
product of the inner city. I still reside in the inner city of Cleve-
land. It's a wonderfully heterogeneous area, with Hispanics, Native
Americans, blacks, central Europeans, Middle Eastern individuals,
Appalachians, et cetera, all in the same community. Historically it
has been that way, and people of every economic group also reside
in the neighborhood.

Well, two of their schools-the junior high that was naturally
integrated and one of the elementary schools-were closed. For the
life of us, we can't understand why it makes sense to bus these kids
into another community when they were naturally integrated by
walking to school. t

It seems that we are sometimes penny wise and pound foolish in
areas. This has happened in other communities in the city of
Cleveland also. Integration that was natural is now being disinte-
grated and, for the most part, in many cases these students are no
longer attending school because they are truant.

Basic school programs, as I mentioned, have been curtailed. How
can we therefore expect the citizens of local communities to sup-
port their local public school system and approve operating levies
when they see the bulk of their tax dollars going to pay the
extravagant fees involved?

Mr. Chairman, as you may be aware, in the Cleveland school
desegregaLion case, the first plaintiff was a Robert Anthony Reed
III. Mr. Reed, now 22, lives and works in Cleveland. Last Septem-
ber, Robert Reed contacted the Cleveland "Plain Dealer," our larg-
est Ohio newspaper, to express his opinion on the changes, namely
busing, that the law suit has affected. Mr. Reed said:

I've watched the busing going on and I don't think it's the right answer. I don't
think it's rood for kids of any color to leave their neighborhoods and go to strange
schools. It s tough enough being a kid without that kind of pressure. I think there's
a better way to right past wrongs besides busing.

Mr. Chairman, I share Mr. Reed's observations and his senti-
ments. I think there's a better way to right past wrongs besides
busing.

The real issue, Mr. Chairman, is desegregation-not busing. This
objective cannot be lost in the grandstanding that has become all

88-140 0-82---39 -
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too common an occurrence on emotional issues of social concern.
As decisionmakers and elected officials, we have a sworn duty to
design public policy that is equitable and workable.

Isn't it time we admit that the means of busing children to
schools is a mistake and does not insure justice or quality educa-
tion?

Mr. Chairman, with all the wonderful resources we have at our
disposal, I am confident that in our collective wisdom we can
develop viable and equitable remedies to truly achieve justice.

For example, I am certain you are aware of the St. Louis proposi-
tion, which would provide free college education to elementary and
high school students who participate in voluntary desegregation.

The continuance and improvement of "magnet schools" have
served in many instances as model successes. This sort of solution
should be openly explored and comprehensively studied.

Additional tax credits should be offered to individuals who volun-
tarily integrate schools.

The Federal Government could target section 8 construction to
further fair housing plans.

The Federal Government could legislate guarantees to ensure
fair market values of homes.

We ought to enforce the law with respect to equal access to
employment.

Mr. Chairman, particularly as a former educator of students of
every race, color, and crced, I am firmly committed to quality
education and policies that insure equal opportunity and access to
the halls of learning.

I feel that my first-hand experiences, as an educator, give me a
certain degree of expertise in the area, and I really do not believe
that busing accomplished equal justice and equal access to quality
education.

This completes my testimony, Mr. Chairman, and I submit the
rest for the record.

I would be happy to answer any questions, if you have the time.
But again, thank you very much for having these hearings, and I

look forward to reading all of the success and nonsuccess stories, as
the case might be, across the country.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much for very helpful testimony,
Ms. Oakar.

I recognize the gentleman from Illionis, Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Ms. Oakar, I would hope the successes would

abound. You have just described what might be called the break-
down of the school system; you talk about lack of textbooks, not
enough maintenance of the properties, and evidently a woeful lack
of truant officers. I assumed that you were going to conclude by
asking for restoration of title I funds, because you needed money.

Ms. QAKAR. We do.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You attribute all those problems to busing. Do

you really think busing is the reason why your schools are in
shambles, or is there some other reason?

Ms. OAKA. I think there are other reasons, but I do think that it
is a factor because-of the expense involved, and that becomes the
priority, Congressman, is not the education of our children. The
priority is how do we transport, where do we get the buses, how do
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we pay for the attorney fees. Yes, I do think that busing is one of
the big factors. However, I also believe we could have done a better
job in electing school board members. We have an elected school
board situation. The problem with that is that nobody has wanted
to run for the school board in the city. It wasn't the kind of
position anybody wanted. No. 1, they do not get paid. Beyond that,
the judge imposes his will, and several times has stripped them of
all their authority, only to have that appealed, and then the appel-
late court overruled our local Federal judge. I think electing good,
solid school board members who have a rein in overseeing the
system is a factor involved.

I don't want to give only a negative impression. We do have a
number of new school facilities, some of which I think are some-
what luxurious. I never attended schools that were particularly
new-but we do have a number of new school facilities over the
years that are quite lovely and quite conducive to learning.

The second thing is we can't get a levy passed in our city to
assist the school, and we have tried three or four times over the
last few years. We need a levy. It would be interesting for this
committee to hold hearings on the levies since busing. Before the
case was brought forward about 5 years-ago, the people of the city
of Cleveland always voted for school levies. It was a source of pride
to be supportive of social service kinds of programs, as well as
educational programs.

Now, no matter what side of town you're talking about, what
segment of the community you're talking about, we cannot get
people to pass a school levy. In my judgment, it's a direct result of
the incongruity of the situation and the great displeasure of the
people of the city of Cleveland with respect to the situation. The
result is a lack of resources.

Mr. WASHINGTON. As a matter of fact, the court found segrega-
tion in the Cleveland public school system, and therefore ordered
busing; isn't that a fact?

MS. OAKAR. They did, yes.
But I think if you check our case compared to other cities you

will find it was the most massive decision in terms of mandating
what we call cross town busing in the country. I personally believe
that in several areas of the community there could have been
reason to find the board of education guilty. There were isolated
instances. There were two I can think of in communities where
they should have merged neighborhoods-but certainly not in all.

Yet instead of correcting those situations, all of the children
were ordered to be bused. I think it still stands as the most massive
order in the history of busing-and without any community in-
volvement. Parents, irrespective of what their backgrounds are,
really care about their children and they ought to be involved in
the process. There was no real outreach to seek them out and to let
the parents have any kind of a say-so in determining what the best
kinds of solutions in cases might be.

It's no wonder people are just so hostile toward some members of
the court. While I realize and really believe in the separation of
powers, in our instance, it was really something else.

Mr. WASHINGTON. But part of the stubbornness was of the school
board; there was a finding that there was a pattern of segregation
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mainly instituted by the board; is that correct? But the thing that
disturbs me about your statement is that you focus on busing when
all these other social problems are there.

For example, your taxpayers voted in the past for additional
funds for the school system. It seems to me that most of the things

ou delineate in your statement deal with money rather than
uing.
Ms. OAKAR. Let's get practical and honest about it, Congressman.

People will not support a levy in our city because they do not
believe in busing, I've checked the precincts, and it's not just in the
white communities where they are not happy. ,

Mr. WASHINGTON. All right. The people in your city evidently
were predominantly supportive of the pattern of segregation. When
that was broken down, they resisted busing. What do you propose
as a solution?

Ms. OAKAR. I have offered some solutions in my paper.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Magnet schools? How many magnet schools do

you envision?
Ms. OAKAR. Let me tell you what I would do. I would have a

remedial magnet school for the young people who could not read
and write. Students would not be automatically passed or failed as
sometimes is the case. I would give the teachers an opportunity to
educate these young people so they have opportunities when-they
grow up. But now when you have a large classroom, and when your
priorities are not focused on educational opportunities but on the
transporting of students and where are you going to buy all the
buses, it's bizarre. I say this being a civil rights activist-and my
voting record will show that down the line.

I would teach students how to read and write, et cetera. You
cannot do this unless you give them the opportunity to have pri-
vate tutoring. We need to focus on their needs as young people, so
that they can achieve and have opportunities for employment, et
cetera.

Mr. WASHINGTON. All right. I commend you on your excellent
civil rights record.

Ms. OAKAR. Thank you. Perhaps not on busing, if that's a civil
rights issue. I believe in healthy disagreement, not for the exploita-
tion of the issue-I would never exploit the issue in my district,
and believe me, it's fashionable to do that sometimes by politicians.
But I have not done so. I just believe very strongly that we ought
to admit, if busing is not working, we ought to use our resources to
correct the problem, and maybe find other remedies.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Thank you. My time has expired.
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Hyde.
Mr. HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I thank Congresswom-

an Oakar for her very fine testimony. I regret I didn't hear all of
it, but I have read her statement, and it's interesting that some
things are great in theory, but when you try to work them out in
the very real world they oftentimes don't work the way people
would like them.

Now, I'm most interested to see that $23 million in the last 2
years of busing in Cleveland has been expended, and yet over the
ast 4 years the school system hasn't met State minimum education

standards.
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Now, if that $23 million had been spent on modernizing the
textbooks, cleaning up the place, fixing leaking roofs and other
things, the educational level of the children might-just might
have been improved somewhat. Is that your view?

Ms. OAKAR. Well, I believe that and also better management. I
think that money certainly could have been used in more benefi-
cial ways for the students themselves.

Mr. HYDE. Are the schools in the white communities better than
the schools in the black communities in terms of, let's say, teacher
qualification?

Ms. OAKAR. I taught in both.
Mr. HYDE. You taught in the inner city in Cleveland?
MS. OAKAR. Yes. I taught in East High School, which was in the

black community.
Mr. HYDE. Was your faculty in the black community comparable

to those in the white communities?
MS. OAKAR. Absolutely. I think that both black and white teach-

ers, as a matter of fact, when they're told that they're not doing a
good job-it's very demoralizing for teachers. I thought among the
best teachers were the teachers with whom I related when I taught
in the black community. There were equally as dedicated teachers
in the white communities, and integrated schools. I had an oppor-
tunity to teach in integrated situations, also-naturally integrated
situations. I don't think the problem is the quality of the teachers.

I think the problem is that sometimes they get some young
people who really have special needs; 28 to 50 kids in a classroom
with 5 who really can't understand the material unless you give
them private training, is typical.

Mr. HYDE. Some tutoring of some sort?
Ms. OAKAR. Right. These kinds of so-called luxuries are no longer

taking place. That's wi :' I think is reprehensible.
Mr. HYDE. What do you think about the $23 million that was

spent on juggling children from one community to another, all to
fulfill the notion that to get a good, adequate, quality education,
children must be homogenized racially? If that money had been
spent focusing in on the problem kids wherever they are located,
and giving them whatever extra remedial attention and special
attention, the other kids in the classroom would not have been
distracted, I would suggest, by the four or five that couldn't hack it,
and everybody would have benefited.

Now, would that be your view?
Ms. OAKAR. Yes, it would. But I would say that what we would

have to do is mandate de facto that that school board would have
to use that money for those purposes. That's the problem. I think
that may be what Mr. Washington was suggesting.

Mr. HYDE. Do you think it might be used for extra reading days?
Ms. OAKAR. That's right. We have to make sure this is mandated,

to be used to really teach these kids how to read, write, and
subtract, et cetera, and give them creative opportunities for learn-
ilg.

Mr. HYDE. Mary Rose, how long did you teach?
Ms. OAKAR. 10 years.
Mr. HYDE. I was vice chairman of the education committee in the

Illinois General Assembly for a period. That experience was really
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my first encounter with the educational establishment and laws
relating thereto, and it was my conclusion after finishing my term
there that most of the laws were designed to help the teachers and
give them extra advantages. That's a great idea if it ever filtered
down to the kids. Now, I am perhaps talking about hearsay to you
as a teacher, but you are right. The money that will be saved from
transportation to achieve racial integration could be mandated to
go to the special needs of the kids. I don't know how we do that,
but it would be worthwhile.

Ms. OAKAR. Let me just offer one point. I saw a wonderful
program that disintegrated when I was running for city council. I
am a former city councilwoman. I was trying to think of creative
ways to meet the people, to campaign, because I didn't have a lot of
money to win the election. I would go early in the morning in my
neighborhood, which I explained earlier was a very integrated
community that I was born and raised in, and I would meet the
mothers walking their little kids to school. I'd introduce myself,
and so on.

Many of these mothers later became aids in education and some
of the mothers did not know how to read very well and did not
have educational skills. Later there was a program in Cleveland-
that we have since terminated-that allowed these mothers to
become aids in our schools. It not only provided them with the
educational opportunity of learning just through osmosis, but it
also gave them the opportunity to better tutor their children when
they got home and so on. That program has been negated because
those mothers can't get to wherever they are supposed to be get-
ting. The fact is that in Cleveland you are really harming the same
economic group. I don't care what side of town you live on, nobody
is particularly wealthy, you kitow. We have a few wealthy people
who live in the city, but the fact is you're talking about going after
the same economic class and really putting the whole burden on
them. I think it's very problematic.

Mr. HYDE. Briefly, if you can, has busing worked to help upgrade
the educational level of those sought to be helped by it?

Ms. OAKAR. I don't think it has. I did cite statistics that I think
relate to that, that I submitted for the record.

Mr. HYDE. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Sensenbrenner.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I have just one very brief question. There

are some who might imply the voters of Cleveland are somewhat
bigoted because they turned down the requested school levies. But I
seem to that Cleveland was the first major city in the country to
elect a black mayor, and that he retired from office voluntarily, not
by request of the voters.

Ms. OAKAR. That's true.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. We appreciate your testimony very much. We

have had testimony from all over the country, and part of the
message is that there is a pattern in this country of abandonment
of public education and lack of support that creeps in here and
there. All of us here, I'm sure, share a certain feeling of dismay
about this trend. Apparently it's very apparent in Cleveland; other-
wise, they would provide adequate facilities and resources. And I
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know your testimony is not to the effect that Cleveland would have
a first class, A-1 public education system after busing. That has
not been your testimony. You have been much more realistic than
that.

We have also had testimony over the past months to the effect
that public support-for school desegregation-from school boards,
local politicians and newspapers, mayors, and other people who
tried to support the law and make it work-makes a big difference
as to whether desegregation does work. The evidence indicates in
those circumstances, students do better, and both the children and
the parents get along very well.

It hasn't worked in Cleveland, I understand that. I understand
the judge did order some of the remedial things that you so ably
recommended. But the school board neither had the money nor the
inclination to put them in effect in Cleveland, and that was a
shame, too.

But it's been excellent testimony, and we appreciate it very
much. Thank you.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, may I just comment on your last
point very briefly. The desegregation officer who was just appoint-
ed last year came up with a plan, and for those kinds of programs
that you just suggested. He was overruled by the judge. When they
did come forward with remedial kinds of opportunities and some of
which were magnet schools, et cetera, the judge scrapped this plan.There is one thing I will say on behalf of my city. Unlike some of
the other cities, we have had no violence in any way, shape, or
form when busing began in Cleveland. I think all of us attempted
to really put aside our personal feelings on the issues to hopefully
contribute to a positive atmosphere.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Washington?
Mr. WASHINGTON. Yes. I was not suggesting, to reply to your

colloquy with Congressman Hyde, that the $23 million should be
used on desegregation. I was suggesting to you that in Cleveland
you have fallen into the same pattern that has gone on throughout
this country: Parents with children in the public school systems,
who, for a lot of reasons, don't want to pay the freight, move out,
and it falls on those who stay to fund the system. There's a pat-
tern, and I detect a correlation between the growth of that pattern
and the growth of the black and Hispanic population in these
major cities. The correlation is almost one-to-one.

I don't think there is any connection between the breakdown of
the public school system in Cleveland and an) here else and the
pullback of moneys. They are separate entirely. That's a pattern I
thought you were going to address, and I was thinking that we
might zero in on the culprit.

For example, the 25-percent cut in title I funding to various
cities is criminal at a time like this, and that's also a part of the
pattern. So to me, the parts of your testimony pertaining to busing,
although interesting as incidents, I don't think can be tied to the
collapse of the system.

Ms. OAKAR. I really have to respectfully disagree. I agree with
you about the title I funding. I don't support cuts for educational
programs in any way. I'd like to see them increase. I am for the
Department of Education. A lot of people aren't, but I really feel
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we ought to focus in on the education needs of our people in this
country. I believe that's a sign of civilization.

But honestly, Congressman, I'm telling you as sure as I'm sitting
here that the reason our people reject those levies on all sides of
town is because they're so dissatisfied. You know where the biggest
waiting list in our city is, to get into private Catholic schools? It is
not in the white communities; it's in the black communities.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Irrespective of that, I think it's just a reflec--
tion on the school.

Ms. OAKAR. It might be true in your area.
Mr-WASHINGTON. It's true in my area, and it's true in yours.
Ms. OAKAR. I don't think so, but I share your concerns. It's a

- hard job to provide for the educational needs of our people. It's not
an easy profession whether you're the administrator, the teacher,
the desegregation officer, whoever you are. It's a very difficult job.
I just think some judges want to be the superintendent, they want
to be the teacher, and yet they don't go out to the field. They don't
go to visit the schools and see and meet with the parents. You
know, when you make a sweeping decision that affects the lives of
children, it seems to me some outreach work is involved.

Maybe the court is above all that. I don't think they should be
and I don't think it's asking too much on the part of parents to be
concerned. Parents are just doing what is their responsibility. They
don't want to see their kids transported on private transportation
at 7 in the morning or when it's still dark outside. The kids are 11
years old, in a high crime area. And I'm not just talking about the
white children being bused into the black community. I'm talking
about black children being bused into the white community, too.
They're outraged at that, and then you expect them to support a
school levy? They're frustrated because our people in Cleveland-I
don't care what part of town they live in-cannot afford to move.
We did not experience the white flight that I think some areas
experienced. They can't afford nor do they want to move.

But very often their concerns are for their children and we ought
to do more for them. I would like to see this committee hear from
parents on the issue, irrespective of their backgrounds. I think that
would be very interesting.

Mr. EDWARDS. Further questions?
Mr. HYDE. Well, let me just say this: I'm a little bit dismayed

that the judge isn't running the whole school system properly or
adequately.

MS. OAKAR. I think he's running too much of it.
Mr. HYDE. He's trained and educated to run a school system, and

he can devote all his time to it, can he not, in contrast to an
elected school board?

MS. OAKAR. I think it would be wrong for me to personally
attack the court.

Mr. HYDE. But what about the idea of Federal judges running
school systems and overruling plans?

Ms. OAKAR. That's why I'm dismayed. The desegregation officer
offered a plan of special kinds of programs that related to remedial
students, which happen to be magnet schools. It is a very practical
and natural way to pull in young people from all over the city. It
was rejected. Most people are wondering what his function is.
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Mr. HYDE. What do you do when he rejects it? Do you appeal?
Ms. OAKAR. I think it's hard for them to appeal. He's there

because the court desired to have a desegregation officer. Our
particular judge is taking his public licks in the media. It's prob-
ably a very thankless position to say the least, so I don't want to
just castigate the judge. But I'm talking about the sensitivity in-
volved when you affect the lives of young people and the insensitiv-
ity that parents are not going to wonder what's going on.

Mr. HYDE. How does it square with the democratic theory of
participation in these things, elections and the like, to have one
unelected person make decisions that impacts on parents, teachers,
and kids all over the community?

Ms. OAKAR. As you know, there are more and more articles
about the courts. People are concerned. On the other hand, while I
do believe very strongly in separation of powers, I'm not so sure I
think people ought to have lifetime appointments--I do think it is
certainly necessary to have a court that makes judgments on var-
ious issues.

Mr. HYDE. We have legislation, we have had adjudication, and we
have administration, and we have one nonelected person legislat-
ing, adjudicating and administering. Maybe we ought to think
about it a little bit.

Ms. OAKAR. I think -hat's the problem. I honestly think that the
right to educate rests with the parents. They extend their right to
the schools and the State. But they ought to have as much say as
somebody who is a career employee. We have had so many wonder-
ful career employees-black and white-leave the system. As a
matter of fact, we pride ourselves in Cleveland on the fact that our
teachers had the best upward mobility program. Dr. Briggs, who
was our former superintendent and the author of the school lunch
program, came to testify many, many times in Congress because of
his concern for the nutritional needs of young people. He left town
a broken man because of the castigation on his character.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much.
We now will turn our attention to the Assistant Attorney Gener-

al for the Civil Rights Division, Mr. William Bradford Reynolds,
who will enlighten us with respect to the administration's inten-
tions in the area of school desegregation. It's a pleasure to have
you here before this subcommittee, Mr. Reynolds. This subcommit-
tee, in the last few decades, has been responsible for initiating
almost every civil rights bill that's come along the pike, and we are
very proud of that record. We are pleased that for many, many
years we have enjoyed a very close relationship with the various
assistant attorneys general in charge of civil rights, both Republi-
can and Democratic administrations, and we look forward to work-
ing very closely with you, too,

Without objection, your prepared statement will be made a part
of the record.

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM BRADFORD REYNOLDS, ASSISTANT
ATTORNEY GENERAL, CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF JUSTICE
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Hyde, you can lead.
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Mr. HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased, as I know
you are, to have the Assistant Attorney General for the Civil
Rights Division, Mr. W. Bradford Reynolds, before us this morning.
I have had the opportunity to meet and talk with him on other
occasions and have always found him to be an astute, lawyerly
advocate for the Justice Department's point of view. I think these
hearings have been very useful in focusing attention on issues
which, of course, are not easy to resolve. None of us wants to
deprive any-youngster of the right to the kind of education which
will satisfactorily prepare him or her for a productive adulthood.
Separate is not equal, if that separatism is caused by a desire to
segregate people on the basis of race, color, religion, national
origin, or for any other reason.

As Speaker O'Neill can attest, Irish Catholics in Boston were
systematically removed from the public school system prior to their
graduation so that they would be available to fill the unskilled
labor pool in that city. Similarly, blacks were systematically segre-
gated in the public schools of the South as recently as 25 years ago.

I share the concern of many Members of Congress and a large
segment of the public where transportation for the purpose of
achieving some statistical ratio is involved. I have not yet been
convinced that busing for the sake of racial balance alone necessar-
ily produces a better school system for anyone. I am convinced that
busing to achieve racial integration is a form of conscription.

To be sure, busing is an important means of providing transpor-
tation for all children who wish to attend public schools, but
shouldn't be used to simply satisfy an arbitrary and numerical
balance which may or may not have anything whatsoever to do
with academic achievement. Witnesses before this subcommittee
have suggested voluntary programs which encourage students to
desegregate are more effective in the long term in achieving peace-
ful and effective desegregation. Programs such as magnet schools,
academically oriented curriculum, faculty transfer incentives,
among others, may well go further toward achieving a better edu-
cation for all than merely busing for racial purposes alone.

All of us in public office are keenly aware of the problem public
education is beginning to face both in the form of reduced funding
and reduced parent participation. Parents want their children to
receive an adequate education. They don't want their children to
be part of a social experiment at the risk of losing the opportunity
for a quality education and a better life as an adult. Given the
opportunity. I believe parents of all races would rather have their
child exposed to greater long-time socioeconomic opportunities
through education than to the disruptive effects of busing for the
sake of statistical ratios.

I look forward to hearing your testimony, Mr. Reynolds, and I
thank the chairman for his indulgence.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Mr. Washington?
Mr. WASHINGTON. I also look forward to hearing your testimony,

Mr. Reynolds.
I had occasion to hear it a couple of times and asked a couple of

questions. I must confess, I was extremely shocked when they ruled
from the umbrella of protection apparently of the action. Ihad a
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good deal of discussion with many people in the business world
since that took place, and they are every bit as shocked as I was.
Also, Brown v. Maryland, for many years, has never been ade-
quately enforced and there have been attempts to enforce it, but
there has been a lot of resistance to it, also.

For example, this morning,: you see a good example of an attempt
to cover up all the ills of society, cover up the responsibilities of
citizens who do not seem to want to pay to maintain institutions
when other people seem to be taking their place at the bottom and
going up. It also disturbs me that we didn't have before our com-
mittee at the time we were dealing with the extremely important
issue, that is, the extension of the Voting Rights Act, we had no
one here from your office to state an opinion of that office, or at
least upon the problems we were facing, in order to resolve it.

I read your statement. I'll say it's shocking and shattering. I'm
looking forward to you going through with it. Perhaps I have
missed something in it that might give me a little optimism, but I
must confess to you it's extremely disturbing for the Attorney
General in charge of civil rights to state the only concern in the
future would be the narrow area of de jure segregation supported
by States. So I look forward to your testimony.

I hope perhaps we can translate through our questions the ur-
gency which confronts this country, primarily as far as whether or
not you really mean what you seem to say in this statement. No. 2,
are you reflecting the opinions of your boss, the Attorney General;
and even more so, are you reflecting the opinion of the President of
the United States. We would assume-he said he would swear to
defend the constitutional laws of the country as interpreted by the
courts and as enforced by the courts, or attempted to be enforced
by the courts over the last 30 years. So I wait with baited breath.

Mr. EDWARDS. You may proceed.
Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the

subcommittee.
I want to thank you for inviting me to testify today on the

greatly important subject of school desegregation.
As you know, I testified last month before a Senate subcommit-

tee looking at this same question. I believe that all of us involved
in the development of policy in this area and in enforcement will
benefit from the thorough study now underway in the House and
Senate.

Few contemporary domestic issues command as much public at-
tention as the question of how this administration and Congress
plan to respond to the problem of unconstitutional racial segrega-
tion of our public schools. Virtually everyone, I believe, agrees with
the ultimatO objective-that is, complete eradication of State-im-
posed racial segregation. Moreover, we all probably can agree that
the achievement of this objective is central to the constitutional
promise of equal protection of the laws.

In recent years, however, we have witnessed growing disenchant-
ment by many with some of the remedies used to accomplish the
constitutional imperative of eliminating racial discrimination in
public schools. The testimony presented to this subcommittee vnId
two Senate subcommittees underscores an increased public aware-
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ness of the need to develop enlightened and forward-looking school
desegregation remedies.

I know that this committee has before it several bills and pro-
posed constitutional amendments dealing with the subject of school
desegregation. While these proposals differ in a number of re-
spects-both in terms of the procedural approach suggested and in
terms of the substantive relief contemplated-all sound the same
theme: compulsory busing of students in order to achieve racial
balance in the public schools is not an acceptable remedy.

As a matter of administration policy, this theme has been en-
dorsed by the President, the Vice President, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, the Attorney General, and me. The administration is thus
clearly and unequivocally on record as opposing the use of manda-
tory transportation of students to achieve racial balance as an
element of relief in future school desegregation cases. Stating our
opposition to compelled busing, however, is but a starting point in
developing just and sound policies to achieve the central aim of
school desegregation-equal educational opportunity.

If mandatory busing is not an acceptable tool with which to
combat unconstitutional racial segregation of our public schools, it-
is incumbent upon all branches of Government to develop reason-
able and meaningful alternatives designed to remove remaining
State-enforced racial barriers to open student enrollment and to
insure equal educational opportunity for all, without regard to
race, color, or ethnic origin.

It is in the area of developing just such meaningful alternative
approaches to accomplish to the fullest extent practicable the de-
segregation of unconstitutionally segregrated public schools that
we at the Department of Justice have been concentrating our
attention in recent months. I am pleased to have this opportunity
to share with you the thoughts and tentative conclusions resulting
from our analysis to date.

Let me note at the outset that my remarks today are directed
only to the policy considerations raised by the several bills current-
ly before the Judiciary Committee. Other questions have been
raised regarding the constitutionality of legislation that seeks to
restrict the jurisdictional authority of Federal courts to order cer-
tain relief. Those complex constitutional issues are being carefully
scrutinized by the Department of Justice. Because that review has
not yet been completed, I will, for the present, place to one side all
discussion relating to the constitutional implications of the bills
before this subcommittee and the Subcommittee on Courts, Civil
Liberties, and the Administration of Justice.

Rather, I will focus solely on the remedial considerations under
development by this administration to vindicate the constitutional
and statutory requirements of equal educational opportunity. I
hope that this subcommittee will find the administration's analy-
sis-and the policies borne of that analysis-useful in its delibera-
tions in this area.

The Department's responsibility in the field of school desegrega-
tion derives, as you know, from titles IV, VI, and IX of the Civil
Rights Acts of 1964, as well as the Equal Education Opportunity
Act of 1974. It is important to emphasize that these statutes do not
authorize the Department of Justice to formulate education policy.
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Nor could they, for under our Federal system, primary responsibili-
ty for formulating and implementing education policies is constitu-
tionally reserved to the States and their local school boards. In
carrying out this reponsibility, however, the States cannot trans-
gress constitutional bounds, and the Department's basic mission
under these Federal statutes, a mission to which this administra-
tion is fully committed, is to enforce the constitutional right of all
children in public schools to be provided equal educational opportu-
nity, without regard to race, color, or ethnic origin.

In discussing with you the particulars of how we intend to en-
force this constitutional right, it is important to frame the discus-
sion in proper historical perspective. Brown v. Board of Education
is, of course, the starting point. In Brown, the Supreme Court held
that even though physical facilities and other tangible elements of
the educational environment may be equal, State-imposed racial
segregation of public school students deprives minority students of
equal protection of the laws. Casting-aside the shameful "separate-
but-equal" doctrine established some 84 years earlier in Plessy v.
Ferguson, the Court held that State-imposed racially separated edu-
cational facilities are inherently unequal.

One year after the initial decision in Brown, the Supreme Court,
in Brown II, ordered that the Nation's dual school systems be
dismantled "with all deliberate speed." The goal of a desegregation
remedy, the Court declared, is the admission of students to public
schools on a "racially nondiscriminatory basis."

During the period following Brown II, State and local officials
engaged in widespread resistance to the Court's decision; thus, few
jurisdictions made any real progress toward desegregation. In 1968,
13 years after Brown II, the Supreme Court's patience ran out. In
Green v. County School Board, the Court was confronted with a
"freedom-of-choice" plan that had the effect of preserving a dual
system. In disapproving this plan, the Court made clear that a
desegregation plan must be judged by its effectiveness in disestab-
lishing State-imposed segregation. The same at 439. The burden on
a school board that has operated a dual system, the Court ex-
plained, "is to come forward with a plan that promises realistically
to work and promises realistically to work now."

In neither Brown or Green, however, did the Court assert that
racial balance in the classroom is a constitutional requirement or
an essential element of the relief necessary to redress State-en-
forced segregation in public schools. Rather, the Court held simply
that the Constitution requires racially nondiscriminatory student
assignments and eradication of the segregative effects of past inten-
tional racial discrimination by school officials.

Because of the problems encountered by the lower courts in
implementing the Green decision, the Supreme Court returned to
the subject of a school board's remedial obligations 3 years later in
Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education. Swann spe-cifically rejected an substantive constitutional right to a particu-
lar degree of racial balance" and reiterated that the basic remedial
obligation of school boards is "to eliminate from the public schools
all vestiges of State-imposed segregation."

For the first time, however, the Court authorized use of manda-
tory race-conscious student assigments to achieve this objective
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explaining that racially neutral measures, such as neighborhood
zoning, may fail to counteract the continuing effects of past uncon-
stitutional segregation. Moreover, in light of the prevalence of bus
transportation in public school systems, the Swann Court upheld
the use of mandatory bus transportation as a permissible tool of
school desegregation.

Thus, in what has proved to be the last unanimous opinion by
the high court in the school desegregation area, the first tentative
step was taken down the remedial road of court-ordered, race-
conscious pupil assignments and transportation. Since then, that
road has been traversed more and more often by the yellow school-
bus.

What is interesting to note, however, is that the Swann Court
spoke in measured terms, expressing reserved acceptance of busing
as but one of a number of remedial devices available for use when,
and these are the Supreme Court's words, it is "practicable," "rea-
sonable," "feasible," "workable," and "realistic." The Court clearly
did not contemplate indiscriminate use of busing without regard to
other important and often conflicting, considerations. Indeed, the
Swann Court, emphasizing the multiple public and private inter-
ests that should inform a desegregation decree, expressed disap-
proval of compulsory busing that risks the health of students or
significantly impinges on the educational process, made clear that
busing can be ordered only to eliminate the effects of State-imposed
segregation and not to attain racial balance in the schools, and
tacitly admonished courts to rely on experience in exercising their
equitable remedial powers.

Today, a decade after Swann, there is ample reason to heed that
admonition. Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes counseled wisely, in his
book, "The Common Law," that "the life of the law has not been
logic, it has been experience."

Unlike 1971, when no court had any empirical evidence on which
to assess the advisability or effectiveness of mandatory busing, now
we have 10 years of experience and the results of hundreds of
busing decrees on which to draw in formulating current desegrega-
tion policies. It is against this backdrop that courts, legislators, and
the public must-as Swann itself signaled-now reconsider the
wisdom of mandatory busing as a remedy for de jure segregation.

Few issues have generated as much public anguish and resist-
ance, and have deflected as much time and resources away from
needed endeavors to enrich the educational environment of public
schools, as court-ordered busing. The results of numerous studies
aimed at determining the impact of busing on educational achieve-
ment are at best mixed. There has yet to be produced sufficient
evidence showing that mandatory transportation of students has
been adequately attentive to the seemingly forgotten other remedi-
al objective of both Brown and Swann; namely, establishment of an
educational environment that offers equal opportunity to every
school child, irrespective of race, color, or ethnic origin. In his May
address to the American Law Institute, Attorney General William
French Smith accurately commented on the accumulated evidence
in this area in the following terms:
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Some stiidies have found negative effects on achievement. Other studies indicate
that busing does not have positive effects on achievement and that other consider-
ations 6 re more likely to produce significant positive influences.

In addition, in many communities where courts have implemented busing plans
resegregation has occurred. In some instances upwardly mobile whites and blacks
have merely chosen to leave the urban environment. In other instances, a concern
for the quality of the schools their children attend has caused parents to move
beyond the reach of busing orders. Other parents have chosen to enroll their
children in private schools that they consider better able to provide a quality
education. The desertion of our cities' school system has sometimes eliminated any
chance of achieving racial balance even if intracity busing were ordered.

These lessons of experience have not been lost on some judges,
including members of the Supreme Court, where opinion in this
area is now sharply divided. For example, Justice Lewis Powell
recently remarked in dissent in the Estes case:

This pursuit of racial balance at any cost * * * is without constitutional or social
justification. Out of zeal to remedy one evil, courts may encourage or set the stage
for other evils. By acting against one race schools, courts may produce one race
systems.

The flight from urban public schools has contributed to the ero-
sion of the tax base of a number of cities which, in turn, has a
direct bearing on the growing inability of many school systems to
provide a quality education to their students-whether black or
white. Similarly, the loss of parental support and involvement-
which often comes with the abandonment of a neighborhood school
policy-has robbed many public school systems of a critical compo-
nent of successful educational programs. There is, in addition,
growing empirical evidence that educational achievement does not
depend upon racial balance in public schools.

To be sure, some communities have accepted mandatory busing,
thus avoiding some of its negative effects. However, calm accept-
ance of mandatory busing is too often not forthcoming; and, plain-
ly, the stronger the parental and community resistance, the less
effective a compulsory student transportation plan becomes.

One of the principal objections to busing is that courts-frequent-
ly relying on the advice of experts-have largely ignored the meas-
ured terms of the Swann decision and have employed busing indis-
criminately, on the apparent ;sumption that the cure-all for past
intentional segregative acts is to reconstitute all classrooms along
strict racial percentages. Not even in a perfect educational world
would one expect to find every schoolroom populated by precise
racial percentages that mirror the general school-age population.

Mandatory busing has also been legitimately criticized on the
grounds that it has been employed in some cases to alter racial
imbalance that is in no way attributable to the intentionally segre-
A ative acts of State officials. In Keyes v. Denver School District, the

upreme Court held that a finding of State-imposed racial segrega-
tion in one portion of a school system creates a presumption that
racial imbalance in other portions of the system is also the product
of State action.

To avoid imposition of a systemwide desegregation plan, which
often includes systemwide busing, a school board subject to the
Keyes presumption must shoulder the difficult burden of proving
that racial imbalance in schools elsewhere in the system is not
attributable to school authorities. In cases in which there is no
independent evidence that the racial imbalance in a challenged
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school can realistically be traced to the intentionally segregative
acts of school officials, application of the Keyes presumption is
unfair. Yet it has in the past been so used, resulting, in some
instances, in imposition of systemwide transportation remedies en-
compassing not only de jure, or State-imposed, racial segregation,
but- de facto racial segregation as well.

Sobered by this experience, the administration has reexamined
the remedies employed in school desegregation cases. Stated suc-
cinctly, we have concluded that involuntary busing has largely
failed in two major respects: it has failed to elicit public support,
and it has failed to advance the overriding goal of equal education-
al opportunity. Adherence to an experiment that has not withstood
the test of experience obviously makes little sense.

Accordingly, the Department will henceforth, on a finding by a
court of de jure racial segregation, seek a desegregation remedy
that emphasizes the following three components, rather than court-
ordered busing: (1) removal of all State-enforced racial barriers to
open access to public schools; (2) assurance that all students-
white, black, Hispanic, or of any other ethnic origin-are provided
equal opportunities to obtain an education of comparable quality;
and (3) eradication to the fullest extent practicable of the remain-
ing vestiges of the prior dual systems.

To accomplish this three-part objective, we have developed, I
think, a coherent, sound, and just litigation policy that will insure
fair enforcement of the civil rights laws, eliminate the adverse
results attending percentage busing, and make educational issues
the foremost consideration.

As part of that litigation policy, the Department will thoroughly
investigate the background of every racially indentifiable school in
a district to determine whether the racial segregation is de jure or
de facto. In deciding to initiate litigation, we will not rely on the
Keyes presumption, but will define the violation precisely and seek
to limit the remedy only to those schools in which racial imbalance
is the product of intentionally segregative acts of State officials.
And all aspects of practicability, such as disruption to the educa-
tional process, community acceptance, and student safety, will be
weighed in designing a desegregation remedy.

In developing the specific remedial techniques to accomplish this
three-part objective, we recognize that no single desegregation tech-
nique provides an answer. Nor does any particular combination of
techniques offer the perfect remedial formula for all cases. But
some desegregation approaches that seem to hold promise for suc-
cess include: voluntary student transfer programs; magnet schools,
enhanced curriculum requirements, faculty incentives; in-service
training programs for teachers and administrators; school closings
in systems with excess capacity and new construction in systems
that are overcrowded; and modest adjustments to attendance zones.
The overreaching principle guiding the selection of any or all of
these remedial techniques-or indeed resorting to others that may
be developed-is equal educational opportunity.

Let me add that our present thinking is to give this approach
prospective application only. We thus do not contemplate routinely
reopening decrees that have proved effective in practice. The law
generally recognizes a special interest in the finality of judgments,
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and that interest is particularly strong in the area of school deseg-
regation.

Nothing we have learned in the 10 years since Swann leads to
the conclusion that the public would be well served by reopening
wounds that have long since healed.

On the other hand, some school districts may have been success-
ful in their efforts to dismantle the dual systems of an earlier era.
Others might be able to demonstrate that circumstances within the
system have changed to such a degree that continued adherence to
a forced busing remedy would serve no desegregative purpose. Cer-
tainly, if, in the wake of white flight or demographic shifts, black
children are being bused from one predominantly black school to
another, the school system should not be required to continue such
assignments. A request by the local school board to reopen the
decree in such circumstances would be appropriate in my view, and
the Justice Department might well not oppose such a request so
long as we are satisfied that the three remedial objectives I have
discussed will not be compromised.

There is another dimension to the administration's current
school desegregation policy that deserves mention. Apart from the
issue of unconstitutional pupil assignments, experience has taught
that identifiably minority schools sometimes receive inferior educa-
tional attention. Whatever the ultimate racial composition in the
classroom, the constitutional guaranty of equal educational oppor-
tunity prohibits school officials from intentionally depriving any
student, on the basis of race, color, or ethnic origin, of an equal
opportunity to receive an education comparable in quality to that
being received by other students in the school district.

Deliberately providing a lower level of educational services to
identifiably minority schools Is as invidious as deliberate racial
segregation. Evidence of such conduct by State officials might in-
clude disparities in the tangible components of education, such as
the level and breadth of academic and extracurricular programs,
the educational achievement and experience of teachers and ad-
ministrators, and the size, age, and general conditions of physical
facilities.

Indeed, Swann itself held that, independent of student assign-
ment, where it is possible to identify a black school "simply by
reference to the racial composition of teachers and staff, the qual-
ity of school buildings and equipment, or the organization of sports
activities, a prima facie case of violation of substantive constitu-
tional rights under the equal protection clause is shown." The
Court explained that the proper remedy in such cases is to "pro-
duce schools of like quality, facilities, and staffs." Despite the rec-
ognition of this constitutional right by a unanimous Court in
Swann, suits have rarely been brought to redress such wrongs.

In pursuing constitutional violations of this kind, the Justice
Department in no way intends to second-guess or otherwise intrude
into the educational decisions and policymaking of State education
officials. That function, as I have previously said, is reserved to the
States. And in many cases substantial disparities in the tangible
components of education may well be attributable to legitimate,
racially nondiscriminatory factors. But when such dis-'arities are
the product of intentional racial discrimination by State officials,
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can it seriously be maintained that the educationally disadvan-
taged students are being afforded equal protection of the laws?

Our future enforcement policies will be aimed at detecting and
correcting any such constitutional violations wherever they occur.

In sum, the administration remains firm in its resolve to ferret
out any and all instances of unlawful racial segregation and to
bring such practices to a halt. We do not believe that successful
pursuit of that policy requires resort to a desegregation remedy
known from experience to be largely ineffective and, in many
cases, counterproductive. The school desegregation amendments
that have been proposed during this Congress suggest a similar
attitude on the part of a number of Members of the House. To the
extent that these proposals seek to restrict the use of mandatory
student transportation as a tool of school desegregation, they re-
flect the thinking of the administration in this area.

In closing, let me state that this administration will tirelessly
attack State-imposed segregation of our Nation's public schools on
account of race, color or ethnic origin. The Department's mission
continues to be the prompt and complete eradication of de jure
segregation. While the relief we seek may differ in certain respects
from the remedies relied upon by our predecessors, the Department
of Justice will not retreat from its statutory and constitutional
obligation to vindicate the cherished constitutional guaranty of
equal educational opportunity.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to respond to ques-
tions that you or other members of the subcommittee may have.

Mr. EDWARDS. Pursuant to the House rules, we will comply as
closely as possible with the 5-minute rule.

I recognize the gentleman from Illinois.
Mr. WASHINGTON. First of all, why did your Department back up

or reverse itself on the Chicago school segregation case? I gather
you took the position in July that the proposed plan of the Depart-
ment of Education was incomplete. Sometime in August, I think,
there was a reversal of that position. How could you have been so
wrong in the first instance to reverse yourself in the second?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Congressman, I'm not at liberty to discuss that
case in detail, but let me say this. I would urge you to read the
public filings that have been made rather than press accounts of
those filings, because if you were to read what we said in July and
also to read what we said in August, I think you would find that
they are absolutely consistent and in line with one another.

Our position in July was that under the consent decree that the
parties were operating under out in Chicago, what the school board
had submitted to us was not in sufficient detail or adequate enough
for us to make a determination as to whether it was in accordance
with the requirements of the consent decree, and we then request-
ed the school board to furnish additional information. Between
July and August, we met with the school board. We had negotia-
tions that extended for some period of time. During the course of
those negotiations, there was a great deal of information ex-
changed. And our filing in August said that the school board had
provided much of the information that we had sought at the time
we filed in July.
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We recognized, as did the school board, that under the consent
decree there was still some more information to be furnished to the
court and to the parties, but that we were agreeable with regard to
the program or schedule that the parties should proceed under for
furnishing that additional information.

In light of that, we felt that things had moved from the position
they were in in July to where they were in August. I don't believe,
if you read the filings, that anybody-you or anybody else-could
find any inconsistency in position whatsoever with regard to the
Department's position in the Chicago case.

Mr. WASHINGTON. What is the Department's position now?
Mr. REYNOLDS. The Department's position now is as it was in

July and in August. We are o operating under the consent decree in
the case. That consent decree lays out a specific program for deseg-
regation in Chicago. That program has two essential components.
One of the major components deals with educational environment,
and the other component deals with a question of desegregation of
the schools to the fullest extent practicable. And we are pursuing
the school board efforts to accomplish both objectives with the
consent decree.

Mr. WASHINGTON. That's a voluntary program?
Mr. REYNOLDS. That is a voluntary program. Essentially, I think

that would be a correct assessment. I only seem to hesitate a little
bit because the consent decree does say, as a third and final stage,
that there is a mandatory backup program that the parties are
supposed to agree to in the event that stages one and two fail. And
so, the first two stages of that program are voluntary, but there is,
under the consent decree, the ability for the parties to submit, as
backup, a mandatory plan if that's needed.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Am I correct that's a 3-year voluntary pro-
gram?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I believe it is 3 years.
Mr. WASHINGTON. You are aware, are you not, that some aspects

of the so-called voluntary program have been tried and failed in
Chicago?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I'm not aware that any of the aspects are a
failure or even could be characterized a failure. I believe the first
stage went in effect in September. My understanding at the pres-
ent time is that, based on the experience from September to No-
vember, there's a lot of reason for optimism with regard to that
program. I had not heard that there has been any part that failed.
I'm aware there is one aspect in Chicago where there was a pairing
of two schools and the community in that area has resisted the
pairing feature of the plan. But I don't think that in any operating
respects that I had ever heard of there's any reason to have any
negative thoughts about the program.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Let me skip to something else. Since the Keyes
case holding is an outgrowth of the Swann decision and will contin-
ue to develop the Courts' posture on desegregation, why do you hold
so tightly to the Swann decision and apparently reject, forthwith
and outright, the Keyes holding?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think that the Keyes holding provides a pre-
sumption which I think does lead to some unjust results, at least in
the way that the courts have perceived it. As I understand what
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Keyes holds, it is that if you find de jure segregation in one element
of the system, that there is then a presumption that it is rampant
throughout the system. As a responsible litigator, I would tell you
that I think what the Department ought to be doing is marshaling
its evidence with respect to de jure segregation as to each school in
the system. And if we can find the independent evidence to estab-
lish that it exists, then we ought to go forward in that fashion and
prove our case. Relying on a presumption to do that leads one,
obviously, in some of the cases anyway, to the situation where the
de facto desegregation is treated in the same manner as de jure
segregation, and there is no distinction made by the courts.

What we will do is to proceed in accordance with what I think
the law is, to carry out our responsibility to prove racial segrega-
tion-de jure segregation in the system-to the fullest extent that
it exists. But we are going to do it by responsively putting together
our case and putting on our proof and not relying on presumptions.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I always thought presumptions were a part of
the law.

Mr. REYNOLDS. I'm not arguing with the law. The Court does not
mandate in Keyes that I rely on presumptions. The Court says it is
available if I wish to use it. What I am saying is that I would
prefer, as a litigator, to prove my case with hard evidence rather
than rely on the presumption.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Well, I'll simply ask you, quite frankly, does
this administration consider racial desegregation a worthwhile goal
or doesn't it?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think that the elimination of school segrega-
tion-de jure segregation-is a worthwhile goal and one that we
will strive to accomplish to the fullest extent that we can do it. We
are committed to do that, and we will continue to pursue all of
those areas in this country where we can identify de jure segrega-
tion. And I think that is a worthwhile goal.

Mr. WASHINGTON. I assume your position is that the fact of
segregation no matter how invidious or insiduous, is just not some-
thing you choose to pursue in your department?

Mr. REYNOLDS. No. Actually, I think that it is probably one of the
major departures, if you will, of this administration from prior
administrations. It has heretofore been the position of the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Court that if it's de facto segregation, that
it does not constitute a constitutional violation and that that would
then not be something that is included within the realm of the
Court's attention.

Our review, as I have stated it in the latter part of my testimony,
is that even if you have de facto segregation, we intend to look at
educational components. And if we find that there are-that State
school boards or the school authorities have been intentionally
treating one group of schools in a different manner than others so
that you have educational disparity, that that is an equal protec-
tion violation, even though it's a de facto situation. And we then
would proceed to pursue that situation and to seek to remedy it if
we establish a violation.

So we are not going to-as has been the case in the past-ignore
de facto situations. We feel that there is a constitutional viclation
if the State school boards have, even in the de facto situation-and
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I'm saying de jure and de facto-I'm talking about the traditional
barriers to access to schools.

But where in a de facto situation there has been an inattention-
purposeful- inattention-to the educational components so you have
a discrepancy in the quality of education, meaning the schools
within the system, that is, in our view, as much a constitutional
violation as the separation problem of Brown, Green, and Swann.
And we would definitely attend to that and pursue that and seek to
remedy that.

Mr. EDWARDS. The time of the gentleman has expired.
We will return to the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Hyde.
Mr. HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And I thank you, Mr. Reynolds, for an excellent statement.
Dr. David Armour had testified before us that ji. his judgment

voluntary plans had not been given a sufficient chance to work and
claims that they do not work is just based on insufficient evidence.
Do you have any comment on that?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I would agree that. I just think-I would modify
that a little bit. I think, one, they have not been given a sufficient
chance, and I think the other thing which has been problematic
with regard to voluntary measures is that they have been used as
techniques or devices, if you will, for achieving racial balance. And
I think that that's the wrong focus, especially with magnet schools.

My view is that with the experience that the school districts
have had over recent years, the magnet school program can be an
educationally sound program if you resort to magnet schools which
enhance the curriculum or the educational program, as opposed to
just putting a school in place as a magnet school as a device, if you
will, to desegregate. Instead of doing that, if you use magnet
schools which are educationally sound and do enhance the curricu-
lum, then that kind of a voluntary program works. It's being used
in a number of larger school districts. And I think that while 10
years ago or even 5 years ago it did not have the kind of reception
that it is getting, it now is being well received and working well.
And I think it has two features that are very positive:

One, it can accomplish, to a degree, desegregation; and
Two, it is educationally sound and addresses what is a major

component or should be a major component of this problem.
So I would say I agree that they haven't had a full chance. And I

would also say that the most recent experience that we're seeing is
that certainly some of these voluntary programs can be used and
used effectively both to desegregrate and to enhance education.

Mr. HYDE. Congressman Washington and I have been involved in
this issue for many, many years, since 1967, in the same communi-
ty-the Chicago community-and we come to this question from
different persepectives, from different communities, and I am sure
we think differently about this issue in many, many ways.

But notwithstanding, I cannot escape the notion that the symbol-
ism of compulsory busing to achieve racial integration at times is
more important than the quality of the education that the kids are
going to get. We get hung up on statistical ratios and, if we achieve
them, I sometimes think we probably valk away from the problem
and give less attention to what kind of education the kids are
getting.
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You know, we just can't brush that aside. Mrs. Marva Collins is
a gifted, quality teacher giving the young black children an educa-
tion-I don't know where else in the world they could get it. It's
just mind-boggling, what she is doing in terms of motivating these
kids. And I just think-and I think your approach is a sound one,
that where de facto or de jure segregation is involved, if equal
educational opportunties aren't being given to young people, if the
administration of this education is done in a discriminatory way,
you are going to look into that and try to recommend actions; is
that not so?

Mr. REYNOLDS. That's correct. And I do agree with everything
you've said, which I have said myself.

Mr. HYDE. Thank you.
I have no further questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Reynolds, you're taking a new tack, obviously,

from the previous administration's. And since this subcommittee
also is going to review your authorization for the next budget, let
me ask you, how many attorneys do you have compared to the
Carter administration?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I don't know if I can give you a comparison. My
sense is that it would not be much different between the staff that
we have now and the staff that was there before I took office.

Mr. EDWARDS. All right. Now, have you hired any experts on
educational research or on the internal operation of schools to
advise your attorneys?

Mr. REYNOLDS. No, Mr. Chairman. But the Department of Educa-
tion has a resource there that is available and has been available
for some time, and that is one resource that we are certainly
relying upon and looking to.

In addition to that, we have been in contact with a number of
experts in this area, some of whom have appeared before this
committee and others to discuss this whole situation and to help us
in putting together the proper litigation strategy to do what I
stated-and Congressman Hyde has stated-address the education-
al components in a meaningful way, and where we found unconsti-
tutional disparity to redress that.

Mr. EDWARDS. And now you are going to demand that the school
districts that are not providing equal educational opportunity to
provide that.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Where we can find there is intentional State
action that translates into a deprivation of certain schools in that
system, a deprivation of the kind of education that's being provided
in the other schools-and we think the Constitution demands-we
seek to redress that.

Mr. EDWARDS. And how many school desegregation investigations
have you initiated, and how many suits have you filed?

Mr. REYNOLDS. At the moment I guess I have been in office about
31/2 months, and I think that we do not have any. We certainly do
not have any suits, and we do not really-have a full-blown investi-
gation. This is in the preliminary stage of, one, development, and,
two, looking over different school areas to see what would be
appropriate, which area it would be appropriate to move forward
in. But we certainly intend to move forward on it as promptly as
we can.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Well, you're going to file actions and request the
court to change the educational programs in schools. Doesn't that
involve rather profound Federal control of the schools, rather than
local control?

Mr. REYNOLDS. No, I don't think we're going to get into it in that
form. As I mentioned, we are sensitive to the problems of Federal
intrusion in this area. I think the educational policy is a policy for
the States to make, and we would continue to adhere to that. But I
think it certainly is appropriate, just as the courts have ordered,
that massive amounts of money be paid to further a busing pro-
gram, that if the courts find there is inattention in certain areas,
they can fashion relief to require the local school board to attend to
what they have not been attending to.

I would not say that it is the kind of problem that is monetary,
that can be solved by money. I think that's only one component.

But I think there are a lot of other aspects to the educational
component that could be and need be addressed that do not require
vast expenditures of money. But I don't see any over-intrusiveness
if there has been a disparity in treatment by the school authorities
among different schools in its system for the court to order or
command the school authorities to attend to those areas that have
been unattended. And the specifics of that would, I suspect, be
largely left to the school authorities.

Mr. EDWARDS. But it's obviously going to cost some money, be-
cause you're going to have to upgrade certain portions of school
districts, and yet the administration wants to eliminate the Federal
desegregation aid program-the Emergency School Aid Act, which
was initiated by the Nixon administration to assist in just the kind
of programs which you are outlining, just the kind of programs
that you are going to ask the courts to order. Does that mean you
are going to ask Congress to reinstate and not cancel out this
program that aids in the same component areas that you are
talking about now?

Mr. REYNOLDS. No, I don't think that would be necessary. I
certainly would not be the one to come to Congress with that kind
of a request in any event. But it does seem to me abundantly clear
that if we were to take the vast sums of money that have been
spent on busing, which do not come out of that fund, and apply
them, as Congressman Hyde was mentioning in his colloquy earlier
with Congresswoman Oakar, if we apply them to the educational
components, there are funds there that are being used for some-
thing else that would then be free to be used for education, and
quite a large sum.

Mr. EDWARDS. What percentage of the national public school
budget is used for purposes of busing to achieve school desegrega-
tion.

Mr. REYNOLDS. I don't know the answer to that.
Mr. EDWARDS. It's less than 1 percent. So we agree you're talking

about peanuts.
Mr. REYNOLDS. I am not sure. 1 percent of what?
Mr. EDWARDS. Less than 1 percent of the budget for the public

school systems of our country is being utilized now for busing for
desegregation purposes. Much, much more is used for just busing,
because most children are bused on a daily basis to schools. But it
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still can translate into more than $1 million, or some millions of
dollars, as- Congresswoman Oakar advised this morning with
regard to the Cleveland area.

Do you know of any large public schools where voluntary deseg-
regation plans have eliminated the dual school system?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think that down in Shreveport, La., that a
voluntary plan is working extraordinarily well, that everybody
down there seems to believe it's indeed eliminating the dual
system. I think another one is in Port Arthur, Tex.

I would say to you that if the Chicago plan goes as we all
anticipate, that will be another example.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, we will certainly be interested in hearing
more about those important areas.

The witnesses we have had before this subcommittee have con-
sistently testified that unless there is a mandatory plan, magnet
plans just don't do the job of desegregating the schools. Further-
more, you have to bus students to magnet schools.

What evidence do you have that magnet schools are going to
make a difference?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think that my answer would be similar- to
the answer I gave to Congressman Hyde. I think there is a lot of
evidence that a number of large school systems are using magnets
and using them very effectively. The Shreveport example I cited to
you earlier is almost a complete magnet school program that is
working extraordinarily well.

I think that magnets have been used in larger systems. They are
being used very well, and I assume it is the focus on the magnet
schools when turned to meaningfully enhancing educational pro-
grams they have worked far better than when used as just putting
in another school without any kind of enhanced educational pro-
gram that goes with it and calling it a magnet.

And I think that the experience in most large school systems has
been that when you use it on an educationally sound basis that it
does work, and that in more recent years it seems to be working
better and better. I think this is one of the elements of a remedy
for the future that would be very effective.

Mr. EDWARDS. And you are prepared to go to court and file
actions asking the court to order magnet schools?

Mr. REYNOLDS. The administration-we are in court now, and we
have done it before, and we will continue. Yes, I would continue to
pursue that if that is one of the remedies.

Mr. EDWARDS. What are you going to do in a school system like
Cleveland or some of the ones in my congressional district that do
not have any money?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Obviously, each of these school systems are differ-
ent, and each one has its own complexity of problems, and there
are a number of different approaches that we are looking at. I
would obviously have to sit down and explore it with each of the
school systems on an individual basis.

Mr. EDWARDS. My time has expired.
Mr. Washington.
Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Reynolds, when we were interrupted you

were describing your expected approach to questions of de jure
discrimination against de facto, and you broke off. Would you
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repeat under what conditions you would pursue areas of de facto
segregation?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think that if it came to our attention that a de
facto segregation situation existed, where there was a marked dis-
parity in the educational component between the predominantly
white schools and the predominantly black schools, we would inves-
tigate to determine whether or not that was due to an intentional
scheme or intentional plan or intentional actions on the part of the
local authorities, by allocating on a regular basis all of the funds or
all of the educational components to one area rather than to an-
other area.

Where we found that to exist, we think that that would be as
invidious a denial of constitutional protection of rights as a plan by
the school board which created a dual system by assigning all
students to one-race schools. And in that instance, we will seek to
determine-seek to establish the constitutional violation, and we
would impose a remedy that would insure that the school district is
going to provide across the system a parity of education to all
schools in that district.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Why would you impose the barrier of intent as
a test? Furthermore, it seems to me that what you're saying is that
you are subscribing in de facto cases to a return to the same old
separate but equal doctrine.

Mr. REYNOLDS. As to your question of intent, I think it's clear
under the Constitution that in order to establish a violation of the
Equal Protection Clause you have to establish intent. So I am not
sure that I'm establishing that on myself. That's part of the law,
and that is an element of proof one has to meet.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You mean there is no effects test under the
Constitution?

Mr. REYNOLDS. There is no effects test, certainly, in the school
desegregation area. There is no effects test under the Constitution.
Iri fact, I do not believe there is an effects test under the Constitu-
tion in any of these areas.

Mr. WASHINGTON. There is the effects test in the Voting Rights
Act, is there not?

Mr. REYNOLDS. That's by statute, and it's in the section 5 only,
and the Court said in The City of Mobile v. Bolden that there is not
an effects test under section 2, which is the heart of the statute.
That equates with the constitutional guarantee. There is a purpose
test.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Aside from that, aren't you really saying that
you will stand idly by in those invidious cases where you can't
prove intent, and just give voice to the same old separate but equal
doctrine?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Where I can't prove intent, I do not think that I
have a constitutional violation that I can pursue, if that's the
question you're asking. That's right.

I do not think that I could-I think it would be a futile waste of
resources for us to take to court a case of this sort where we could
not prove intent. I don't think the court would accept it, and I
think we would wind up with a lot of wasted time and energy, and
no results.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Does the Keyes case help you in this case?
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Mr. REYNOLDS. No, that would not be a factor in this kind of
analysis.

Mr. WASHINGTON. On page 14 of your testimony, you suggest
certain remedies that your department might follow, and you view
enhanced curriculum requirements as one of the standards. What
do you mean by that?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I guess probably what comes to mind most
immediately is Congresswoman Oakar's testimony this morning
where she endorsed the same concept. Perhaps at the elementary
school level some enhanced curriculum for those children who need
to have special educational attention in the basics of the curricu-
lum. It seems to me that would be one kind of program that clearly
would fit that.

Mr. WASHINGTON. How would you impose that?
Mr. REYNOLDS. I think you could either do it through a magnet

school or do it through certain schools in the system, adding that to
the curriculum. I have seen it used in both ways.

In other words, one way to do it is to have that kind of enhanced
curriculum program added to certain of the elementary schools in
the system. Another way to do it is to through magnet schools. I
think another kind of program that would be appropriate would be
some of those we are exploring where some of these jurisdictions
had some sort of a summer school program or extracurricular
program for that purpose.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You put a good deal of faith in the so-called
magnet schools. In your examination of the magnet schools
throughout the country, what has usually been the racial balance
in those magnet schools?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think that does vary from jurisdiction to juris-
diction. I can't give you a benchmark, if you will. It seems to me
that it has varied. There have been different formulas used with
regard to magnet schools. In some.of the magnet schools, they have
actually required that the racial balance achieved in the magnet
school get some particular percentage. But in others they have not,
and the extent to which the magnet schools from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction have accomplished a better racial balance or a worse
racial balance-I don't think one could give a rule of thumb, spe-
cifically.

Mr. WASHINGTON. You seem to have great confidence in a volun-
tary student transfer program. Are you using Chicago as an exam-
ple of a voluntary program that could work?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think Chicago is a volunteer program that will
work. I understand there is some resistance in Chicago, as I men-
tioned, in one area, but I think that overall that the plan that is
being followed in Chicago is one that people are very optimistic
and positive about, and I think it is working.

Mr. WASHINGTON. One more question. On page 14, the second
paragraph, you state here: "We thus do not contemplate routinely
reopening decrees that have proved effective in the practice." And
you approach it prospectively and you seem to qualify it. The
phrase "that have proved effective in practice," I am not certain I
understand the language.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think basically the point that I was
making is that we do not believe that it really should be incumbent
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upon the Federal Government to go back in and reopen whatever
has been put in place in these areas. I think that the local jurisdic-
tion is the one that is going to have to live with whatever disrup-
tion might occur as a result of some reopening of the decree, and it
therefore would be, in my view, anyway, for the local jurisdiction
rather than the Federal Government to make the judgment that
that is the kind of a situation that it wants to confront and go
through.

When the local jurisdiction makes that decision, we then will
take a look at its request, if we were involved in the case before,
and make a judgment whether, given the factual situation and
whatever changes or whatever the past experience has been, it
would make sense for us to support or not support, or perhaps take"
no position at all. But we do not feel that the Federal Government
should be in the business of going back and revisiting jurisdictions
and telling them that it's now time for you to put everything back
to square one. If that's what the situation is, it seems to me that is
for the local jurisdiction, which is going to have to absorb whatever
disruption comes out of that-it is for the local jurisdiction to make
that judgment call in the first instance.

Mr. WASHINGTON. One last question. In reference to the Keyes
case, you stated that you would rather have hard evidence in de
jure segregation matters and not rely upon presumptions; that is,
lawyers don't prefer to use presumptions in practice. When you
were in private practice, did you hold that position of not using
presumptions in cases where it was available?

Mr. REYNOLDS. In private practice I made sure I could find every
single bit of evidence that I possibly could find in order to prove
my case. I think actually what happened in most of these cases in
the real world, Congressman, is that there is another private plain-
tiff in the case and if that plaintiff avails himself of the Keyes
presumption, even if I am pursuing a different trial strategy, I
suspect the court will get it both ways.

Mr. EDWARDS. The time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. Reynolds, you have made it very clear that the administra-

tion favors voluntary desegregation plans. What about Seattle?
Seattle has had a voluntary desegregation plan that, apparently,
from the testimony we received, seems to be working very well. For
a while, the administration supported Seattle in that voluntary
plan, but now you have withdrawn support from the people in
Seattle who are trying to defend themselves from State interfer-
ence in their voluntary plan. Is that not inconsistent?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I don't believe it is inconsistent at -all. It
seems to me that the State is the one, rather than the local
jurisdiction, that sets educational policy for the State. It is not the
Federal Government's task or legitimate function to go in and tell
the State how, on educational policy matters, it should assign or
delegate responsibilities. That is for the State to do. The position is
articulated in our jurisdictional statement in support of the Wash-
ington initiative, which is that it is not unconstitutional for the
State to exercise its judgment as to how educational policy is going
to be handled on a statewide basis. If that conflicts with or runs
counter to the way a local jurisdiction within the State has been
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handling it, that's a prerogative of the State. I don't see any
inconsistency at all in that.

Mr. EDWARDS. So any city in Mississippi or Alabama or wherev-
er, that tries to establish a voluntary desegregation plan and the
State comes in and says we don't want to do it, you mean the
Federal Government will always support the State? Is that what
you said?

Mr. REYNOLDS. What I said is that certainly we can support and
do support the State of Washington with the initiative that it hcs
passed. Whether or not the same support would be forthcoming if
you had a different initiative with different terms, obviously I don't
know what my response would be to that. But certainly the
statewide initiative passed in Washington is one that we can sup-
port as being a constitutional piece of legislation that the State has
full and ample authority to enact.

Mr. EDWARDS. But you're going out of the way to blow up a
successful local desegregation plan that was working very well.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think depending on whom you speak with,
you would get different viewpoints as to how well it is working.
There is one group that I heard that said it was working very well,
and another group I heard that said it was an unmitigated disaster,
so I am not sure. And I think you get the same division on whether
it was wholly voluntary. There is certainly a group that feels they
certainly didn't volunteer to have themselves subjected to that
plan, and there's another group that argues it is voluntary. So I'm
not sure that there's an open and shut case on it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Now, in some cities there has been federally as-
sisted housing put in black districts which has resulted in creating
or strengthening a segregated school system. Now, is that de jure
or is that de facto?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think that would probably depend on a
number of fact questions. I can conceive of a scenario where one
could say that that contributed to a de jure situation. I can con-
ceive of another scenario where the conclusion would have to be
that there was nothing de jure, that that was de facto, and the
natural evolution or phenomenon from neighborhood patterns as
they evolved, and doesn't have anything constitutionally offensive
about it at all. So it would depend, I think, on the particular fact
situation.

Mr. EDWARDS. If you see federally supported housing or federally
insured housing, having the apparent effect and intention of creat-
ing more segregated schools, would you move in and file an action
or not?

Mr. REYNOLDS. If I had brought to my attention a situation
where I thought the decision to locate housing in a particular area
was made with racially discriminatory intent and purpose, then I
would be compelled to file suit under the fair housing law with
regard to that matter. I am not sure that I would feel inclined to
file in the same suit, a school desegregation case. I think that those
may be better handled in different litigations, rather than folded
together in a quite complex, unwieldy piece of litigation that tends
to result in more confusion than otherwise.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.
Counsel?
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Ms. COOPER. Assume that in a case before a court there is a
finding both of intentional acts which created a segregated school
system, and allocation of resources between these segregated
schools that was unequal, so the black schools would get fewer
resources than the white schools. Would you say that it would be a
constitutionally adequate remedy for the courts to order a realloca-
tion of resources so that those black and white schools receive
equal resources?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think that would be one element of the
remedy. But I think you also would have to remove the barriers
that had been placed by the State in the way of an open student
enrollment, so you would have to have as elements of your remedy
the desegregation package, if you will, that I have outlined in my
testimony. That would have to be in addition to addressing the
educational component.

Ms. COOPER. Suppose the barriers are such that they are already
in place in a very physical way, such as the location that the school
board chose to put new schools, the expansion of black schools to
accommodate a growing black population, rather than having those
additional black students go to neighborhood white schools, and so
forth. What would be the appropriate remedy in thee circum-
stances?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, in the abstract I would have to say that
certainly some combination of those remedies that I have ad-
dressed on pages 13 and 14 of my testimony.

Ms. COOPER. They are what, again?
Mr. REYNOLDS. The voluntary student assignment program,

magnet schools, and enhanced curriculum requirements, faculty
incentives, in-service training programs for teachers and adminis-
trators, school closings, if you have excess capacity, or new con-
struction where that may be called for. I'm not suggesting to you
that's an exhaustive list, but certainly the relief fashioned should
include some or all of those elements and maybe more.

Ms. COOPER. Well, then, are you suggesting that if a community
intentionally chooses sites for its schools that create a segregated
system, and those schools are built, there should be no remedy that
actually desegregates those facilities other than on a voluntary
basis? /

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think, using those components that I mentioned
to you, I would say that would be the proper way to address the
problem. I think that every kid in America has a right to an
integrated education where he wants it, especially if you have a de
jure situation. I don't think that means that the Government can
compel an integrated education. I don't think there's anything in
the Constitution that suggests it can, or in any other cases by the
Supreme Court or the lower courts. Our remedies will be designed
in order to help those kids that want to have an integrated educa-
tion to have it. We are going to remove whatever the artificial
barriers are that the State has imposed to permit the children to
have that education.

With respect to forced busing, what we are saying is, though,
that we are not going to compel children who do not want to
choose to have integrated education to have one. I think what we
have done in our remedial package is to add the component for
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those children who do not choose to have the integrated education,
to be insured that the education that they get is going to be in
parity with and on a par with the education that everybody else is
getting. And that's why we think we ought to go back and look at
what Brown vs. Board of Education said and focus on what its
concern was, and say the educational component is something that
ought to be dealt with. And if there are children in the system who
don't choose to have an integrated education, they should have the
same education in the predominately one-race school. And if there
are children in the system that do choose to have the integrated
education, they ought to be allowed to have it. They ought to be
allowed to choose it wherever they want to, and the remedy that
we have put in place is going to insure that they get that.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Reynolds, I'd like to back up, if I may. The claim has been

made before this subcommittee throughout the hearings on the
Voting Rights Act, and also insofar as the busing cases are con-
cerned, that the purpose or intent of deliberate discrimination is
virtually impossible to prove. Now, deliberate discrimination or the
"intent test,' if you will, has been the only standard of proof in the
busing cases; is that correct?

Mr. REYNOLDS. That's correct.
Mr. BOYD. And it's been less than impossible to prove, has it not?
Mr. REYNOLDS. It's been-you gave me a double negative.
Mr. BOYD. It has been less than impossible to prove?
Mr. REYNOLDS. It's been possible to prove; is that what you said?
Mr. BOYD. Yes.
Mr. EDWARDS. I'm sorry, we will have to leave for a vote on the

floor. We have a few more questions so we'll be back.
[Recess.]
Mr. EDWARDS. The subcommittee will come to order.
Mr. Boyd?
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Reynolds, before the break we were talking a little bit about

the intent test and the extent to which it's been described as an
impossible test. We heard such testimony continually throughout
the hearings on the Voting Rights Act, but it's the only test which
has ever been applied to busing cases, wouldn't you agree?

Mr. REYNOLDS. That's correct.
Mr. BOYD. Would you care to comment on how difficult intent is

to prove?
Mr. REYNOLDS. Certainly in the area of school desegregation it

has not been difficult at all. I guess I would say, as a general
manner, that I have had a hard time understanding that argu-
ment. The courts, speaking to the standard, have made it clear that
when you talk about intent, you can prove it through circumstan-
tial evidence, indirect or direct. The Arlington Heights decision has
a number of criteria-I think there are eight-that bear on the
question of intent, all of which are permissible components to
address in trying to establish intent, and it's difficult for me to
understand how, with that kind of standard, proving intent, if it's
there, is that difficult. Intent is a standard that is in most of the
statutes, and certainly I have had more than my fair share in
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private practice of having to live with statutes that have intent as
an element of proof, and it hasn't been an insurmountable problem
any time that I'm aware of.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you. Your statement made reference to the
Green case. That case has come up time and time again throughout
these hearings. It has been used to support the notion that volun-
tary plans are unacceptable. My own reading of the Green case
seems to indicate that it might have been decided otherwise, had
the particular plan which was in effect in New Kent County, Va.,
been more directed toward actual integration. Would you care to
comment on that conclusion?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think what the court was struggling with
in Green was a State plan that on paper perhaps looked like it was
addressing the problem, but in fact, did not really address the
problem at all. The difficulty that the court found in the Green
case with the school desegregation plan was that the State was not,
in fact, implementing in good faith the plan and indeed, was
almost a subterfuge, and was taking different measures to thwart
the implementation. I believe the Green plan related only to two
grades and talked about voluntary transfers with regard to two
grades, while the remaining grades in the two schools were to be
subject to the same segregated busing arrangement that had been
going on for as long as it had been, and had been found to be
offensive to the Constitution.

What the court said in Green is that when you have a State that
is not really putting in place or implementing a true plan that
would achieve the objectives, but indeed is taking certain measures
to thwart it, that what has to be done is to remove that additional
State impediment root and branch, and that is the holding of Green
and all that the court really found in Green. I think that the "root
and branch" has been used since then to mean far greater things
than the court ever intended in Green. But I do not think that the
court would have reached the same result in Green, had it not been
facing a State plan that was really not one that allowed for volun-
tary desegregation.

Mr. BOYD. Thank you. Comments have been made throughout
these hearings, again on busing, that the Supreme Court has con-
tinually supported mandatory busing. Again, my reading of Brown
is that it does not require mandatory busing and that, indeed, what
the Court has been doing since 1954 has been upholding the rather
broad discretionary equitable powers of the local district and appel-
late courts. Is that your view?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I don't think that the Swann court said busing
was compelled, and I think that it addressed it in the remedial
context, and the courts have indeed taken that and expanded it
tremendously since Swann without adherence to the cautionary
remarks in the unanimous opinion in Swann, as I indicated in my
testimony.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Boyd, your time has expired.
Mr. BOYD. Thank you.
Mr. EDWARDS. Ms. Cooper?
Ms. COOPER. I'm a bit confused about what you mean by the fact

that your department will support removal of all the State-en-
forced racial barriers to open access to public schools. Other than a
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freedom of choice plan, what do you envision will be an effective
way of removing those kinds of State actions which, in the last 15-
20 years, have been used by communities to segregate schools?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I think, as I say, that you have a number of
components of the remedy that I feel would be adequate, that I had
listed in my testimony. Then I indicated to you in my answer
before, I think, that what has to be achieved is the opportunity of
those children who want to have the benefit of integrated educa-
tion to have it.

Ms. COOPER. Isn't that the same as freedom of choice plan which
does not lead to desegregation in those communities that have tried
it?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I guess that I think what it is is a plan that
has a number of elements that primarily rely on the choice of
students to go where they want to go. But it also has a desegrega-
tive component in it in terms of magnet schools, in terms of faculty
incentives, in terms of school closing where you have excess capac-
ity, in terms of new construction for schools that can be placed in
strategic locations where there is overcrowding, in terms of some
adjustments to zones where that can be properly done.

Ms. COOPER. Well, I don't see how those kinds of remedies act as
any kind of disincentive for a community that wishes to segregate
its schools by the kind of techniques that have been used in the
last 20 years.

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think it provides ample opportunity for those
who want to attend a school other than the school they are attend-
ing to do so, and I would say that under that kind of a program, it
could be appropriate tQ require that the State-afford busing trans-
portation to those children who chose to attend another school
where you had a de jure situation.

Ms. COOPER. So you don't oppose busing in all instance?
Mr. REYNOLDS. As the chairman said, we use buses to transport

children to school in this country in every kind of a situation that
one can think of. What I do not endorse is court-ordered, forced
busing.

Ms. COOPER. Well, if the court orders magnet schools, and the
only way to get to the magnet school is by busing, isn't that
enforced busing?

Mr. REYNOLDS. No, because the children get to choose whether or
not they want to attend a magnet school, and then transportation
is provided. But nobody is saying you have to go to this school. I
mean, the problem with the forced busing remedy-at least one
problem-I think there are a number of problems-is that that
kind of a remedy says that now that we found it offensive for the
school system to assign students to a particular school based on
race, we are going to condone the school system to assign those
students to another school based on race. You're doing the same
thing in your remedy that you say is so offensive.

MS. COOPER. But some of the remedies that you have suggested
as alternatives do take race into account, do they not? Such as
teacher assignments, construction of new schools in integrated
neighborhoods, and redrawing of attendance zones. These are race-
conscious remedies, are they not?
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Mr. REYNOLDS. That's right. They do take race ini account.
That's right.

Ms. COOPER. Well, would you say that the department and the
administration would not support a proposal that would forbid
Federal courts from ordering any kind of race-conscious remedy?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Well, I would have to see the kind of proposal
you're talking about. I would say, as I have said before, that the
administration is certainly in accord conceptually with the legisla-
tion that now addresses the student assignment/student transpor-
tation aspect.

Ms. COOPER. What about the Mottl amendment which goes
beyond transportation, and extends to all remedies that have a
race-conscious element to it?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I guess I'm not sure that the Mottl amendment
goes that far. But I would have to examine that in specific terms.

MS. COOPER. But to the extent it would interfere with the Federal
courts' authority to order remedies other than busing, the depart-
ment then would want to consider that more carefully; is that a
fair statement?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Yes. I would want to consider it. I think where
you have an element of the violation--for example, assignment of
faculty on basis of race-to cure that violation, certainly the
remedy could contemplate some reassignment of faculty members
that had been subject to that violation.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, we thank you very much, Mr. Reynolds, for
appearing before us today and I think you might guess at least the
majority has a certain feeling of skepticism toward the administra-
tion and your plans for the desegregation of our country's schools. I
certainly won't go so far to say it's a trojan horse-more separate
but equal-but we are going to watch very carefully how many
actions you file and how successful they are and how you enforce
the law, because that's our job, and we hope to have you back very
soon to keep us up to date on your plans.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

88-140 0-82-41
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BUSING An THE LOWER FEDERAL COURTS

For more than a decade after the Brown decisions, the issue

of student busing was not considered in detail by the courts, largely

because of near universal judicial acceptance of "freedom of choice"

as a desegregation remedy. The only references to busing concerned the

State's responsibility to make transportation facilities available on

a nondiscriminatory basis to all students who voluntarily chose to at-

tend school outside their residential neighborhood. For example, in
I'

Willis v. Walker, a 1955 decision by the District Court for the Western

District of Kentucky, Judge Swinford stated:

The defendants, by their answers, plead over-
crowding of existing school buildings and the
inadequacy of transportation facilities. I
think that these conditions are to be taken in-
to consideration by the court in fixing a date
for integration, but I do not think that any
of them are excuse for unlimited delay.

2/
Similarly, Broussard v. Houston Independent School District- involved

1/ 136 F. Supp. 177, 181 (W.D.Ky. 1955).

2/ 262 F. Supp. 262, 266 (S.D. Tax. 1966); In addition, Judge
Raney founi that the neighborhood school policy maintained by the Houston
school board was supported by "a host of reasonable and compelling" con-
siderations: .. ... 4" " (Continued)
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a freedom of choice plan providing for separate buses to serve students

attending one black and one white school in the district. In approving

the plan, the district court observed, "In this manner the children will

be able to select the school they wish to attend by the bus they ride."

The Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals in Gilliam v. School Board of the
3/

City of Hopewell- held in 1965 that "[tihe constitution does not require

abandonment of neighborhood schools and the transportation of pupils from

one area to another solely for the purpose of mixing the races in the

schools." Judge Haynsworth found in Gilliam that the boundaries the

school board used in making assignments were in accordance with natural

geographical features and were not grounded in racial factors.

Nuch of the initial impetus behind the us. by the lower Federal

courts of student busing as a desegregation technique derived from Supreme

Court rulings in the last decade. As observed, the Supreme Court in the

(2 Continued)

Clear present need and other relevant factors
such as accessibility of the facility, the
safety and physical convenience of the student,
the minimal exposure of the younger students
to nonsupervision, the home and family and
community advantages of a nearby school, a due
regard for prevailing traffic arteries and pat-
terns, and the general feasibility characterize
the local school building project rather than
the suggestion of intended racial discrimination.
262 F. Supp. at 270.

3/ 345 F. 2d 325, 328 (5th Cir. 1965).
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1968 Green case held that freedom of choice or any other "racially neutral"

student assigrazent policy is not a constitutional end in itself; rather,

any plan has to be judged by its "effectiveness" and school officials have

an "affirmative duty" to take "whatever steps night be necessary to convert

to a unitary system in which racial discrimination would be eliminated root

and branch." However, neither Green nor any other Supreme Court ruling has

held that student busing is a necessary adjunct to constitutionally adequate

desegregation in all case 'I e Greer. Court itself recognized that "there

is no universal answer to the complex problems of desegregation; there is

obviously no one plan that will do the job in every case." While the Court

in Svann approved the use of racial "ratios" and judicially enforced trans-

portation schemes, provided that they did not exceee certain limits (i.e.

that "the time or distance of travel is (not] so great as to risk the
4/

health of the children or significantly impinge on the educational process").

it also acknowledged the potential of other forms of relief--such as the con-

struction of new schools and the closing of old ones, remedial altering of

4/ The "Finger Plan" affirmed by Swann required that as many
schools as-practicable reflect the 71/29 percentvhite/black student ratio
of the district as a whole and resulted in the busing of approximately
30,000 of the system's 84,500 students in the first year of its implementa-
tion. The trips for elementary school students averaged about seven miles
one way and the district court found that they would take "not over 35
minutes at most." This, in the Court's view, compared "favorably" with the
transportation plan previously operated in the the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
system under which each day 23,600 students in all grade levels ware trans-
ported an average of 15 miles one way for an average trip requiring over
an hour. "In these circumstances, we find no basis for holding that the
local school authorities may not be required to employ bus transportation
as one tool of school desegregation. Desegregation plans cannot be limited
to walk-in schools."
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attendance zones--which may or may not involve additional transportation of

students. As in other equity cases, the lower Federal courts were vested

with "broad discretion" to determine, in the first instance, what specific

measures may or may not be necessary to achieve "the greatest possible

degree of actual desegregation" in a given case.
5/

Without more specific guidance from the Supreme Court,- lower

courts in the post-Swann era have taken varying approaches with regard to

the extent of busing that will be required. For example, the Fifth Cir-

cuit in Mannings v. Board of Public Instruction of Hillsborough Co., 427

F.2d 874 (5th Cir. 1971) approved a plan to desegregate the Tampa, Florida

school system which required the busing of 52,000 students in 1971-72, an

increase of some 20,000 students over the previous school year. Total

rides averaged 45 minutes to 1 1/2 hours one way. On the other hand, a

Federal district court in Memphis--where total desegregation could have

5/ In his ruling on application for a stay order in Winston-Salem/
Forsyth County Board of Education v. Scott, 404 U.S. 1221 (1971), Chief
Justice Burger, sitting as Circuit Justice, offered some additional indica-
tion of the limits imposed by Swann on student busing. The Chief Justice
found "disturbing" the district -court's apparent agreement with the school
board that Swann required that each school have a proportion of blacks and
whites corresponding to the proportion prevailing in the system as a whole.
He denied the stay application, but only after chastising the board for
being vague in its reference to "one hour average travel time" and indicated,
"by way of illustration," that three hours would be "patently offensive"
when school facilities are available at a lesser distance. He also stressed
that he would be disposed to grant the stay if it had been made earlier and
more accLrately and seemed especially concerned that the court's order called
for 16,000 more students to be transported in 157 more buses, nearly double
the number before adoption of the plan.
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been accomplished by a plan involving bus rides up to 60 minutes--

accepted a plan which left some 25,000 black students in 25 all-black
6/

schools, but which reduced the average bus ride to 38 minutes.- The

final plan required the busing of 38,000 pupils, with no rides over 45

minutes long, even though it left untouched two all-black high schools,

four all-black junior high schools and 19 all or predominantly black

elementary schools. Northcross v. Board of Educstion, 341 F. Supp. 583

(W.D. Tenn. 1972), aff'd 489 F. 2d 15 (6th Cir. 1973), cert. denied 416

U.S. 962 (1974). The Sixth Circuit affirmed the district court's con-

sideration of the "practicalities" involved in busing, and quoted with

approval from the decision below:

The lesser degree of desegregation in (the plan adopted)
is based primarily upon four factors pertaining to
effectiveness, feasibility, and pedagogical soundness.
Those factors are time and distance traveled on buses,
cost of transportation, preservation of desegregation al-
ready accomplished, and adaptability. 489 F. 2d at 17.

Although it had on a previous appeal rejected expert testimony

that busing itself vas undesireable, the Sixth Circuit apparently approved

6/ Plans I and II, as presented to the district court, would
have placed 97% of all students in desegregated units, 48,000 children
would have been bused, and a majority of those (75% to 80) would have
had a bus ride of 31 to 45 minutes each way. Of those bused, 9,700
students would have a 46 to 60 minute ride each way, and most of these
would have been elementary students. Plan 11, which the court adopted,
left 25 all-black or predominantly black units (19 elementary schools,
4 junior high schools, and 2 high schools), 832 of the students would
attend school in desegregated units, 38,000 children would be bused,
and 44Z of those would have a 31 to 45 minute bus ride each way, with
no ride being over 45 minutes.
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the use of such evidence in determining how much busing to use, noting

that "(tihe one psychological expert was of the opinion that a shortening

of the time or distances of transportation would inure to the benefit of
7/

many school children, especially the younger ones.'

In Thompson v. School Board, 498 F. 2d 195 (4th Cir. 1974),

the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed a finding by the district

court that a desegregation plan for Nevport News, Virginia which would

have involved bus rides of up to two snd one half hours of travel time

a day for first and second graders yas not "feasible." The plan had been

prepared by an "expert" who was unfamiliar vith the situation in Newport

News and who testified that the time and distance to be traveled had

not entered into his consideration when preparing the plan. Without re-

manding for consideration of alternatives, however, the appeals court

affirmed a neighborhood school plan based on three factors--"(1) the

transportation problems within the city. (2) the educational process,

and (3) the health and ages of the very young children who would be

7/ The weight of authority appears to the contrary on the re-
levance of sociological evidence to the issue of the propriety of busing
as a remedy in school desegregation cases. In United States v. Board of
School Commissioners, Indianapolis, Ind., 503 F. 2d 68, 84 T7th Cir. 1974).
the Seventh Circuit ruled that the district court had properly excluded
the testimony of two expert sociologists that "mandatory busing programs
could result in adverse sociological and psychological effects on the
children involved. . ., that prejudice, racial solidarity and the desire
for separatism was usually enhanced rather than diminished, and that over
the short run busing for purposes of integration did not lead to signifi-
cant gains in student achievement or interracial harmony." See, also,
F v. Board of Education, 477 F. 2d 851 (6th Cir.), cert. denied 414 U.S.

(1973b.
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transported." This drew the dissent of three judges on the appellate

tribunal who felt that "busing within workable parameters may facilitate

integration of a number of classes in grades I and 2." 498 F. 2d at 201.

Short of the presumptive upper limit of three hours suggested

by the Chief Justice in the Winston-Salem/Forayth case, and the broad

health and safety limitations noted in Swann, there appear no hard and

fast rules as to the time or distance of travel that will be permitted,

but the courts in several cases have observed that the extent of requiredS/
busing compared favorably with that in Swann-. Besides the time and dis-

tance of travel, the courts have recognized a host of other factors, in-

cluding the age of the students involved, in determining how much.busing

is proper, and taken into account traffic hazards or other complexities

of transportation in approving a plan of desegregation.

S/ See, e.g. Vau hn v. Board of Education of Prince George's
C, nty, 35T F. Supp. I05F - -Md. 1972), affd 468 F. 2d 894 (4th Cir.
193) (maximum busing time of 35 minutes per pupil, with mean average of
14 minutes per one-way bus trip compared with 35 minute maximum. in Swann
though that represented a reduction in maximum one-way bus trips prior to
desegregation in that case); Brewer v. School Board of City of Norfolk,
Va., 456 F. 2d 943 (4th Cir.), cert. denied 406 U.S. 905 (1972) ("30
a-'utes each way" not "substantTally -Lf-rent" from that required by
Swann); Moss v. Stamford Board of Education1356 F. Supp. 675 (D. Conn.
117 (psan-provided 'maximum time to be spent on the buses by any child
is 34 minutes--alightly less than the maximum time in the Swann case and
there found acceptable"); M v. Kerrigan 401 F. Supp. 216(0. Mass.
1975), aff'd 530 F. 2d 401 [It Cir.1976) (under final plan approved
for Boston schools "the average distance from home to school will not
exceed 2.5 miles, and the longest possible trip will be shorter than
5 miles" with travel time averaging "between 10 and 15 minutes each
way, and the longest trip will be less than 25 minutes").
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The district court in United States v. School District of Omaha,

418 F. Supp. 22 (D. Neb. 1976), aff'd 241 F. 2d 708 (8th Cir.), vacated

on other grounds 423 U.S. 946 (1976) particularly stressed the age

factor when it excluded all first grade school children from the mandatory

student assignment portion of s desegregation plan for the Omahs public
9/

schools. In another ruling, Medley v. School Board of Danville, Virginia,

350 F. Supp. 34, 51 (W.D. Va. 1972) the court excepted grades one through

four from its order mandating a prescribed racial ratio in etch the dis-

trict's schools. Judge Widener stated that "unless compelling circumstance

9/ Judge Shate observed in his Omaha ruling that:

The evidence in this case is persuasive, and
common sense dictates, that children who are
attending a full day of school for the first
time are subject to a high risk of failure
(or retention). These youngsters are in a
transitional period from a home and neighbor-
hood environment into a structured and well-ordered
public type of environment. At the first grade
age, such pupils are not yet, on a comparative
basis, physically as strong as the children
in the higher grades and are subject to periods
of frequent illness. Because it is their first
year of full-day school involvment, these child-
ren tend to be immature and easily frustrated.
It is-during the first year that these children
learn to read. which alone is a difficult under-
taking, and which first establishes their learn-

.ing patterns for the remainder of their lives.
For these reasons, it is the opinion of this court
-that the interests of the students in question,
from an educational and psychological standpoint,
are beat served by minimizing, wherever possible,
all of the circmstancesauhich may tend to make
more difficult, rather than enhance, their first
formative year. 418 F. Supp. at 25.
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require otherwise, the youngest elementary students should [not) be bused

for the sole purpose of achieving mathemstical precision.' Taking a con-

trary position, however, Le the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals which has

ruled that the "vague, conclusory, and unsupported assertion that child-

ran under 10 years old should not be bused for the purpose of desegrega-

tion" did not justify the failure of Austin, Texas school officials, who

submitted a desegregation plan for the sixth grade, to desegregate grades

K to 5. United States v. Texas Education Agency, 532 F. 2d 380 (5th Cir.

1976). Similarly, the Eight Circuit in Heycroft v. Board of Education of

Jefferson County, Ky., 585 F. 2d 803 (6th Cir. 1978), reversed a district

court order which exempted first grade students from a plan requiring one

vay bus trips of "at least 45 minutes." "We find no justification for the

non-inclusion of first grade students. They are part of the normal curri-

culum of the district and entitled to a full and equal integrated educe-
10/

t ion.'_'

Another practicality the courts will consider in determining the

appropriate scope of student busing orders is the existence of geographical

barriers or traffic conditions that say make transportation hazardous or

exceedingly difficult to implement. In Stout v. Jefferson County Board of

10/ 585 F. 2d at 806. Sea also, Flax v. Potts, 464 F. 2d 865
(5th Cir. TF72); Clark v. Board of Educatio'n-of Little Rock School Dis-
trict, 465 F. 2d TM(8th Cir. 1972); Penick v. Columbus board of Ed-
ucatiio, 583 F. 2d 787. (6th Cir. 1978), tff d No. 78-610, 47 U.S.L.W.
4924 (7/2/79); NAACP v. Lansing Board of Ed-ucation, 581 F. 2d 115 (6th
Cir. 1978).
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Education, 537 F. 2d 800 (5thoCir. 1978), the United States challenged a

desegregation plan that left intact two all-black and one all-white neigh-

borhood schools in a system approximately 80 percent white. To effectively

desegregate these facilities, district court found, would require pairing

them with schools some 9 to 13 miles away in an adjoining student atten-

dance zone. This would have resulted in transportation times of 20-23

and 33-41 minutes, one way, for students transferred between zones. Al-

though the Fifth Circuit found that "these factors, standing alone, would

not seem prohibitive," it "reluctantly" affirmed the trial court refusal to

order busing because of "a substantial chain of hills or small mountains"

dividing the two zones. Describing the natural barriers, the appeals court

stated:

Shades Mountain, a chain of substantial hills or
small mountains, rises along the western boundary
of the Berry zone, presenting an almost sheer bluff
between Wenonsh [the other tonel. Only two roads across
Shades mountain are suitable for transporting stu-
dents between the zones. One is a major truck route
which, as it descends the mountain, has produced more
accidents than any other segment of road of similar
length in Alabama. The other is steep and winding and
carries a heavy volume of automobile traffic during
morning school hours.

These considerations, "together with those of time and distance," were

sufficient to sustain the district court finding that busing between the

two zones was "dangerous and infeasible." 537 F. 2d 801.

But another recent Fifth Circuit ruling indicates that school

officials have a substantial burden of justification for the exclusion of

racially identifiable schools from a comprehensive plan because of the



648

geographical features of the school district. Tasby v. totes, 572 1.

2d 1010 (5th Cir. 1978), cert. , . No. 78-253, 47 U.S.L.W. 3554 (2/10/79).

That case involves efforts to desegregate the Dallas-Independent School

District (DISD), an enormous school system both from the standpoint of

geography and student population (138,000). The heart of the Dallas plan

vas the division of the district into six subdistricts; four of these

subdistricte were zoned to achieve a student racial mix approximating

the district as a whole, tvo others containing a predominant ethnic group.

Seagoville was predominantly Anglo-American and East Oak Cliff, bounded

by the Trinity River bottom on one side and 1-35 on the other, was about

98 percent black. The district court, Judge Taylor, concluded, in light

of the natural boundaries and "white flight," that this was the only

"feasible" division of the district and that no "practicable" means existed

for desegregating Seagoville and East Oak Cliff.

A three judge panel of the Fifth Circuit rejected this conclusion,

however, because the district court had not made an adequate inquiry as to

whether more extensive usage of the desegregation tools described in Svann,

including school pairings and busing, would in fact remove the racial iden-

tifiability of Seagoville and East Oak Cliff districts. The key language of

the opinion is

The DISD acknowledges that the creation of the all
black East Oak Cliff subdistrict and the existence
of a substantial number of one-race schools mili-
tates against the finding of a unitary school system.
It contends, however, that this is the only feasible
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plan in light of natural boundaries and "white
flight." The district court was instructed in
the opinion of the prior panel to consider the
techniques for desegregation approved by the
Supreme Court in Svann v. Charlotte-Mecklenbur&
Board of Education-c'tation omitted]. We cannot
properly review any student assignment plan that
leaves many schools in a system one race without
specific findings by the district court as to the
feasibility of these techniques. (citations
omitted]. There are no adequate time or distance
studies in the record in this case. Consequently,
we have no means of determining whether the natural
boundaries and traffic considerations preclude
either the pairing and clustering of schools or
the use of transportation to eliminate the large num-
ber of one-race schools still existing.
572 F. 2d at 1014.

A number of early post-Swann decisions implied that the courts

would be more inclined to utilize busing remedies where the school dis-

trict has provided transportation services to its students in the past

and the desegregation plan requires only a "moderate increase in trans-

portation to eliminate all vestiges of the longstanding dual school system

in affected schools." Tillman v. Board of Public Instruction, 430 F. 2d

309 (5th Cir. 1971). Thus, in rejecting a school board's contention that

the plan approved by the district court was "excessive" and "unreasonable,"

the Fourth Circuit in Eaton v. New Hanover County Board of Education, 459

F. 2d 684 (4th Cir. 1972) emphasized that

During the 1970-71 school year the Board transported
approximately seventy-five hundred students on
seventy-eight buses. The plan directed by the
district court will add only some twenty-six
hundred students to the total of those to be trans-
ported and requires only an additional thirty-eight
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buses. There is nothing to support the contention that
the proposed busing program involves time or distance
of travel that would be so great as to risk the health
of the children or otherise significantly impinge on
the educational process. 429 F. 2d at 686.

Similarly, the Eight Circuit in United States v. Watson Chapel

School District No. 24. 446 F. 2d 933 (8th Cir. 1971) sustained a HEW

plan which the school board charged would double the number of students

bused on the basis of the fact that the school district was already en-

gaged in busing over 1,200 students. In so doing, however, the court

accepted HEW's assertion that the plan would require only "the rerouting

of present buses and if there were to be an increase it would be very

slight" and that it could be fully implemented with the addition of two

buses to the district fleet.

I But it now appears that the magnitude of the administrative

burden thrust on the school system, either in terms of the aggregate

increase in the number of students bused or the additional transportation

costs to the district, will not per se defeat a pleq deemed by the courts
--/I

essential to achieving constitutional compliance. 'Jccording to a recent

I1/ In its discussion of the various equitable remedies avail-
able to the Federal courts once an equal protection violation has been
established, Swann itself pointed out that "(tJhe remedy for such segre-
gation may ben admistratively awkward, inconvenient and even bizarre in
some situations and may impose burdens on some; but all awkwardness and
inconvenience cannot be avoided in the interim period when remedial ad-
justments are being made to eliminate the dual school systems." 402 U.S.
at 28. It is likewise clear that neither the Tenth nor Eleventh Amend-
ment precludes a monetary award against the State or local officials to
support a prospective plan "designed to wipe out continuing conditions
of inequality produced by the inherently unequal dual school system."
Nilliken v. Bradley, 433 U.S. 267 (1977).
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12/
atudy, Charlotte, North Carolina by the 1975-76 school year had doubled

its bus riding student population to accomodate desegregation at a total

annual cost of $612,128. Dallas. Texas has had two orders; one requiring
S13/ 141

7.000 students to be transported for desegregation,- the other 18.000.-

The total cost of student transportation to achieve desegregation has been

estimated at about $500,000 per year. In Jefferson County, Kentucky, the merger

with Louisville schools for purposes of desegregation involved the transporta-
15/

tion of 19,000 more students. According to Van Fleet, the number of

miles traveled nearly doubled from 27,000 to 53,000 daily. Before desegre-

gation and merger the district operated 572 buses for a total cost of $3.5

million; thereafter, 629 buses were used at a cost of $7.25 million. In

Denver, Colorado, almost 15,000 more students were transported to school
16/

the first year of desegregation and another 1,000 the second year.-

12/ Van Fleet, Alanson A., "Student Transportation Cost Follow-
ing Desegregation," Integrated Education, vol. 15, pp. 75-77 (Nov.-Dec.
1977). Van Fleet estimates that nationally, 21.3 million students (51.5
percent) were transported to school in the school year 1973-74, only 7
percent for desegregation purposes, at a cost of $1.85 billion, or $87
per pupil transported. This 7 percent figure is supported by recent
government estimates. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
late last year estimated "that 48.2 million students will attend school
from kindergarten through high school (in 1978-79). At least 40 million
of them are eligible to ride buses, and between 5 and 8 percent--roughly
2 million--are being transported in an effort to stop racial segregation
at the schools they attend." Washington Post, p. A 14 (September 3, 1978).

13/ lasby v. Estes, 342 F. Supp. 945 (N.D. Tex. 1971).

14/ Tasby v. Estes, 412 F. Supp. 1192 (N.D. Tex. 1976).

15/ Newburg Area Council. Inc. v. Board of Education of
Jefferson Co-unt KY.$ 510 F. 2d 1358 ( th Cir. 1974), cert. denied 429
U.S. 1074 (1977f.

16/ K yes v. School District No. 1, 380 F. Supp. 673 (D. Colo.

1974).

88-140 0-82-42
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During the-tvo year period the cost for transportation increased $2.6

million. The desegregation plan implemented in the 1970-71 school year

in Pasadena, California resulted in the busing of about 60% of the elementary

school students (8,000), 50% of the junior high students (3,600), and 278 of

the senior high students (1,900), at a total transportation cost of $1,240,
17/

868. In Prince George's County, Maryland, the plan approved by the

district court in 1973 required the transportation of an additional 12,000

students and 43 new buses at a cost of about $325,000, with about $1 mil-
l8/

lion annually for increased drivers' salaries and bus maintenance.-
19/

Judge Demascio, in the Detroit case, ordered the State of Michigan to

purchase 150 additional buses to transport 21,853 students reassigned by
20/

the final plan in that case. Finally, the Boston Plan affected some
21/

80,000 students, with 21,000 of these being bused.

>In 1974, Congress itself sought to provide the courts with

17/ Spangler v. Pasadena City Board of Education, 311 F. Supp.
501 (C.D. Cal. 1970).

18/ Vaughn v. Board of Education of Prince George's County,
Md., 355 F."Supp. 1034 (D.Md. 1972).

19/ Bradley v. Milliken, 519 F. 2d 679 (6th Cir. 1975). modi-
fying an d Tf' gOrder, Bradley v. Michigan, Civ. No. 35257 (E.D. Mich.,
May 21, 1975). The Court of Appeals modified Judge Demascio's order to
direct the State to pay 752 of the cost of the buses on the same formula
and payment schedule applied to districts routinely receiving State trans-
portation assistance.

20/ Memorandum and Order (Nov. 4, 1975).

21/ Morgan v. Kerrian, 530 F. 2d 401 (lst Cir. 1976), cart.
denied sub nom. McDonough v. Morgan, 426 U.S. 935 (1976).
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guidance in this area by prescribing alternative remedies for segregated

schools, in effect declaring, as a matter of legislative policy, that

student busing should be a remedy of last resort in school desegregation

casej. Title II of the Education Amendments of 1974, captioned "Equal

Educational Opportunities and Transportation of Students," specifies prac-

tices which are to be considered denials of due process and equal protec-
22/

tion of the lawCs and delineates a hierarchy of relief, ranging from
23/

the more preferred to the less preferred and even prohibited. In

22/ 20 U.S.C. 1703.

23/ Section 214 of the act establishes a "priority of remedies"
which is to-be applied in order until compliance with desegregation is
achieved. 20 U.S.C. 1713. The courts are to consider and make specific
findings with regard to the efficacy of the following remedies before re-
quiring implementation of a busing plan:

(s) assigning students to the schools closest to their places
of residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type
of education for such students, taking into account school ca-
pacitles and natural physical barriers;

(b) essigning students to the schools closest to their places
of residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type
of education for such students, taking into account only school
capacltiues;

(c) permitting students to transfer from a school in which a
majority of the students are of their race. color, or national ori-
gin to a school in which a minority of the students are of their
race, color, or national origin;

(d) the creation or revision of attendance zones or grade
structures without requiring transportation beyond that described
Ia secUon 1714 of this tite;
(a) the construction of new acoola or the closing of Inferior

schools;
(f) the construction or establishment of magnet schools; or
(g) the development and Implementation of any other plan

which Is educationally sound and administratively feasible, sub-
et to the provisions of sections 1714 and 1716 of this title.
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'addition, £ 215 of the act imposes certain restrictions on the amount
24/

-of busing that may be required to enforce school desegregation orders.

The most .important is 1 215(a) which purports to prohibit the courts and

Federal agencies from ordering a plan "that would require the transporta-

tion of any student to a school other than the school closest or next

closest to his place of residence which providesathe appropriate grade
25/

level and type of education for such student." However, this latter

limitation has been held not to bind judicial authority in cases involv-

ing constitutional violations, that is, those where there has been a

finding of de "ure segregation. This has resulted largely from the court's

interpretation of a statement in the congressional findings preceding

the act which declares that nothing in Title II "is intended to modify

or diminish the power of the courts of the United States to enforce fully

the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United
26/

States."

24/ 20 U.S.C. 1714.

25/ 20 U.S.C. 1714(a) (emphasis added).

26/ 20 U.S.C. 1702(b); In Dayton Board of Education v. Brinkman,
518 F. 2d TY3 (6th Cir. 1975), cert. denied 423 U.S. 1000 (1976), t'eUSixth
Circuit pointed to this language in refusing to adhere to the "closest
or next closest school" limitation and ruled that the 1974 Act, taken
as a whole, restricted "neither the nature nor scope of the remedy for
constitutional violations in the instant case." See, also, Moran v.
terian, 401 F. Supp. 216 (D. Mass. 1975). aff'd 530 F. 2d 401 flat
Virff,&eert. denied 426 U.S. 935 (1976); Hart v. Comunity School Board,
512 F. 2'd"37 2d Cir. 1975); Evans v. Buc-hanan, 415 F. Supp. 328 (D.
Del. 1976), aff'd 555 F. 2d 3f7-'--d Cir. 1977); Newburg Area Council, Inc.
v. Gordon, 521 -F. 2d 578 (6th Cir. 1975).
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Nonetheless, the Federal courts in several recent cases involving

major urban school districts appear to have accorded some recognition to the

Congressional policy set forth in the 1974 act by endeavoring to conform

their remedial decrees to the priorities set forth in 1 214 to avoid excessive

or unnecessary busing. Referring to the act, the district court in NewburA

Area Council, Inc. v. Board of Education of Jefferson County. Ky.. No. 704

(W.D. Ky. 1975) (unreported decision), aff'd 541 F. 2d 538 (6th Cir. 1976)

observed that in issuing its order to desegregate the newly consolidated

Jefferson County/Louisville Kentucky school system, it had

scrupulously attempted to follow [the act) to the
extent that. . . it complies with the Constitution
as interpreted by the current decisions of the
federal courts, including the Supreme Court of the
United States. Accordingly, the Court, in formula-
ting a remedy to correct the denial of equal educa-
tional opportunity or a denial of equal protection
of the laws which the Supreme Court found to exist
in this case, has considered and hereby makes speci-
fic findings that Section 214 dealing with the pri-
orities of remedies has been considered and followed
by the court to the best of its ability and the pri-
orities therein delineated have been meticulously
followed as veIl as the other provisions of the
amendments adopted by Congress in 1974.

The plan approved by the court in the Louisville case incorpo-

rated to a substantial degree certain of the remedial alternatives spelled

out in the act, primarily the use of school closings and remedial altering

of attendance zones. With respect to the assignment of students, the plan

consisted of essentially three components. First, it provided for the clos-

ing of twelve schools which the court found were then being underutilized
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because of declining student enrollments. Second, the court found that

28 other schools in the county could be adequately desegregated without

resort to any other remedial tool than redistricting and the creation of

new school attendance boundaries. Only after exhausting these approaches,

which required no additional transportation of students, did the court

order the pairing or clustering of black and white schools, and the trans-

fer of students between them, to achieve the appropriate level of desegre-

gation.

The district court in Morgan v. Kerrigan, 401 F. Supp. 216, 263

(D. Mass. 1975), aff'd 530 F. 2d 401 (1st Cir. 1976) also relied on

the remedial alternatives specified in 1 214 of the act when it ordered

into effect a comprehensive plan to desegregate the Boston schools, stating

the revisionin of attendance zones and grade structures, construction

of new schools and closing of old schools, a controlled transfer policy

with limited exceptions and the creation of magnet schools have been

used in the formulation of the plan here adopted to minimize mandatory

transportation." Perhaps the most notable aspect of Judge Garrity's order

in the Boston case was the extensive use made of the "magnet school"

concept to achieve desegregation with minimum busing. The final plan

established 22 such schools, offering specialised courses of study, to

be attended on a voluntary basis by students throughout the city. The

court further ruled, however, that some busing in excess of the limits

imposed by the 1974 act was necessary to eliminate the dual school system

in Boston.
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Other courts have eschewed the use of massive busing, particu-

larly where, because of a large preponderance of black students in the

district, it appeared either that the plan would have little appreciable

effect in alleviating segregation in the schools, or might, in fact, ag-

gravate existing conditions and lead to possible resegregation of the sys-

tem by encouraging "white flight." In the Detroit case, for instance,

Judge DeMascio rejected as too "inflexible" plans submitted by the school

board, and another by the NAACP, indicating that "transporting children

is an extraordinary remedy to be employed only when appreciable results

may be accomplished thereby and then only whea other alternatives have

been exhausted." Bradley v. Nillikek,, 402 F. Supp. 1096, 1133 (E.D. Mich.

1975). The plaintiffs' plan would have essentially involved the pairing

and coupling of schools, and the busing of some 80.000 students, so that

each school within the district would reflect the racial ratio of the city

as a whole. The board plan, which made more extensive use of magnet schools

and "parttime integration" by use of special biracial programs, limited

student busing to that necessary to eliminate identifiably white schools

in the district by imposing a requirement that all such schools be made

40X to 60% black in student composition.

Observing that the Detroit school system was 711 black in student

population, and that recent demographic trends indicated a coninuing in-

crease, the court characterized the plans of the parties as too "inflexible"

or "rigid" in that they "failed to take account of the practicalities at
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band, such as demographic trends, financial limitations, existing grade

structures and naturally integrated neighborhoods." Specifically, the

court criticized the plans as

rely[ingi exclusively on transportation to reassign
students without exploring alternative techniques.
In the final analysis, it is because both plans are
inattentive to such practicalities that both plans
must be rejected. Because both plans ignore the
'practicalities' both plans require transportation
that is, at least to some degree, unnecessary to
achieve integration. 402 F. Supp. at 1132.

The court went on to issue guidelines for formulation of a

new plan, adopting the school board's approach insofar as it was limited

to elimination of all-white schools but rejecting the "rigid adherence"

to racial quotas and massive busing. Instead the court called on the

board to give greater consideration to the alteration of attendance zones

to avoid unnecessary busing. "Rezoning is prefereable to busing because

it reduces unnecessary transportation, permits walk-in schools and serves

biracial communities." 402 F. Supp. at 1129. The final plan approved

by the district court required transportation of about 22,000 of Detroit's

247,000 students, all of who% were bused to increase black enrollment in
27/

56 schools with more than 70% white enrollment.

27/ The plan further mandated the use of other components, not
directly involving the busing of students, to desegregate the Detroit
schools. These included the closing of antiquated or obsolete school facil-
ities throughout the city; the conversion of various schools to "open en-
rollment" or voluntary attendance basis; the establishment of four "voca-
tional education centers" and two technical high schools modelled after the

(Continued)
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A similar reluctance to order massive student busing where other

alternatives appeared to effectively accomplish whatever desegregation

vat realltically possible under the circumstances is evident in a 1975

ruling by the Fifth Circuit in the Atlanta Case. Calhoun v. Cook, 522

F. 2d 717 (5th Cir. 1975). Like Detroit, Atlanta presented the court with

: somewhat extraordinary factual situation--at the time of the ruling,

blacks constituted an overwhelming majority of the student population,

(27 Continued) magnet school concept to be operated on a racially in-
tegrated basis; and the implementation of an array of compensatory ed-
ucation programs, e.g. remedial reading courses, in-service training for
teachers and staff to deal more effectively with problems of desegrega-
tion, career counseling and guidance, snd a bilingual/multiethnic study
program, all designed to overcome the educational disadvantages suffered
by blacks as a consequence of past discrimination. These educational
components were affirmed by the court of appeals, 540 F. 2d 229, 241-2
(6th Cir. 1976), and the Supreme Court, 433 U.S. 267 (1977).

However, the Sixth Circuit, "though recognizing the absence of
alternatives," remanded for further consideration of three black por-
tions of the city excluded from the busing provisions of the plan and
affirmed the pupil reassignment plan with respect to the remaining regions.

Even though we do not approve of that part of the
District Court's plan which fails to take any action
with respect to schools in Regions 1, 5 and 8, this
court finds itself unable to give any direction to
the District Court which would accomplish the dese-
gregation of the present racial composition of De-
troit. 540 F. 2d at 239.

On remand, the district court reiterated that "when racial proportions are
so extreme that adequate interaction of children of both races cannot
be accomplished, further desegregation is not possible and it is unwise
to diatrub assignment pattern which effectively desegregate schools in
other regions." 460 F. Supp. 299, 309 (E.D. Nich. 1978). It thus ad-
hered to its earlier finding that no further desegregation could be
achieved in the three regions collectively but modified its order to
require some additional busing between Region I and an adjoining re-
gion.
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about 902. Consequently, the districtt court had approved a compromise

plan arrived at by the parties aimed at eliminating identifiably white

schools in the district, leaving unaffected 92 schools in the district

with student bodies over 90% black. Given the extreme racial dispropor-

tion of the system as a whole, the district court found it "unnecessary to

distribute the remaining minority whites pro-rata throughout the system"

and entered an order limited to achieving desegregation of white schools,

by means of voluntary transfers of black students (majority to minority

transfers), and faculty and staff desegregation.

Plaintiffs appealed the district court order as constitutionally

inadequate. They urged that reasonably available techniques to achieve

further desegregation of black schools, particularly the transportation,

zoning and pairing of white students into predominantly black schools

were not utilized. They also emphasized that such desegregation as was

accomplished under the approved plan had been effected entirely by the

transportation of black pupils to predominantly white schools. In short,

they contended that existing precedent precluded affirmance of the lower

.court adjudication of unitary status to a school district which had never

used noncontiguous pairing, had never bused white children into predom-

inantly black schools, and in which over 60% of its schools are all-or

substantially all-black.

Charactezizing the Atlanta case as "unique," the court of appeals

rejected these contentions, stating that "features of this district distin-

guish every prior school case pronouncement." 522 F. 2d at 719. The court
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pointed to the fact that blacks held nearly two thirds of the admin-

istrative and faculty positions in the system as militating against

a finding of discrimination in current school board policies and

practices. It also affirmed the lover court finding that Atlanta's

remaining one race schools were the product of its predominant majority

of black students rather than a vestige of past discrimination. Accord-

ingly, the Court of Appeals concluded by saying:

The aim of the Fourteenth Amendment guarantee of equal
protection on which this litigation is based is to
assure that state supported educational opportunity is
afforded without regard to race. it is not to achieve
racial integration in the public schools ...Conditions
in most school districts have frequently caused courts
to treat these aims as identical. In ALlata, where
white students nov comprise a small minority and black
citizens can control school policy, administration and
staffing, they no longer are. . .Plaintiff-appellants
criticism the Majority to Minority Transfer Plan which
the district court ordered implemented because the
movement involved is entirely of black students. How-
ever, participation in this program is solely on a vol-
untary basis. In ultimate analysis it requires no more
or less from pupils than the standard majority to minority
provision we have traditionally required be incorporated in
all school desegregation orders in this circuit. 522
F.2d at 719-20.

The Fifth Circuit therefore refused to disturb the district court's ap-

proval of the plan, "because based on live, present reality it is free

of racial discrimination and it years no proscribed badge of the past."

522 F. 2d at 720.

Other recent court decisions have also ruled that although

constitutionally required in some circumstance, "pairing and associated
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28/
compulsory, busing are not remedies of first resort. rTe Second Circuit

ruling in Hart v. Community School Board of Education, 512 F. 2d 37

(2d Cir. 1975) affirmed a district court ruling to desegregate Mark Twain

Junior High School in Brooklyn, New York. The plaintiff. in Hart had

proposed a comprehensive plan utilizing traditional remedies of school

pairing and student transportation to desegregate Hark Twain. The district

court, however, opted for a plan more limited in scope which established

Mark Twain as a magnet school for gifted and talented children operated

as an integrated facility with attendance on a voluntary and selective

basis. The order further provided, however, for a "backup plan" to

be Implemented in the event that the magnet school concept did not prove

effective within specified time limits. This backup or "Model II" plan

focused on the use of busing to equalize utilization of all junior high

schools in the district and to bring the ratio of white to minority

students into general alignment with the ratio in the district as a

whole.

Plaintiffs appealed this order, charging, among other things,

that the district court plan was unacceptable as nothing more

than freedom of choice and would not work because white parents would

not voluntarily choose to send their children to a formerly black school.

28/ smiley v. Vollert, 435 F. Supp. 463, 468 (S.D.Tex. 1978);
-Lemon v. Bossier-Parish School Board, 566 F. 2d 985, 989 (5th Cir. 1973).
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The appeals court rejected this contention, pointing to the success of

magnet school programs in Boston and elsewhere, and held that "nothing

In the Constitution says that superior educational facilities for the

talented are forbidden so long as racial segregation policy plays no

part." 512 F. 2d at 54. furthermore, the court found the plan unob-

Jectionable since the lower court had hedged the magnet school plan,

which concededly would take several years for full achievement, with

conditions which, if not met on schedule, vould require reversion to

the "Model I" plan favored by plaintiffs--the "backup" busing plan.

The foregoing indicates various of the factors the courts have

considered relevant to the use of busing in school desegregation cases

and the range of alternative remedies available to the Federal courts.

It also suggests the complexity of the factual inquiry underlying a final

judicial determination as to what constitutes constitutionally adequate

desegregation within the confines of a specific case.

Another issue that has been considered by the courts relates

to the authority of local officials to bus students to relieve "racial

imbalance" or so-called "de facto" segregation in the schools. Svann

held that absent state action, or a finding that segregated schools are

the product of illicit acts by State or local officials (i.e. de lure

segregation), there is no constitutional violation and the Federal courts
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29/
are precluded by Title IV of the 1964 Civil Rights Act-from requiring busing

to promote "racial balance." Thus, if segregation in the schools is a

mere reflection of segregated housing patterns in the community, or other-

wise results from forces beyond the control of school officials, the

Federal courts are without authority to act. But Svann also suggests

that local school officials are not so limited and may, as a matter of

"educational policy," bus students to achieve a racial balance in the
30/

schools.

Even prior to Swann, a series of lower court decisions had reached

an analogous conclusion in suits by vhite parents attacking the constitution-

ality of voluntary efforts taken at the State or local level to eliminate

or alleviate de facto segregated conditions in the public schools. In

Fuller v. Volk, 230 F. Supp. 25 (D.N.J. 1964), for instance, the school

board, under a plan to reduce racial imbalance in the public schools,

assigned all sixth grade students to one city-wide school and gave all

29/ Congress withheld authority from the Attorney General to seek,
and from a-Federal court to issue, an order under Title IV of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000c-6(a), calling for the busing of pupils from one
school to another to "achieve a racial balance."

... provided that nothing herein shall powerr any
official or court of the United States to issue any
order seeking to achieve a racial balance in any
school by requiring the transportation of pupils or
students from one school to another or one school district
to another in order to achieve such racial balance,...

30/In Svann, 402 U.S. at 16, the Court stated:
Scho o authorities are traditionally charged vith

broad power to formulate and implement educational policy
and might well conclude, for example, that in order to
prepare students to live in a pluralistic society each

(continued)



665

students in grade. one through five in that school the option to attend

other specified elementary schools. The plaintiffs, parents of white

sixth grade children, argued that the plan had been adopted solely be-

cause of racial considerations, that their children were being discrimi-

nated against on the Issis of race because they could not attend their

neighborhood schools and that, therefore, the plan was unconstitutional.

Disagreeing, the court held that "a local board of education is not

constitutionally prohibited from taking race into account in drawing

and redrawing school attendance lines for the purpose of reducing or

eliminating de facto segregation in the public schools." 230 F. Supp.

at 34.

Action taken to implement New York State policy on racial im-

balance has frequently been challenged in the courts by white parents

as repugnant to the due process and equal protection clauses of the

Fourteenth Amendment and to New York State law. Except for one case

where the results were held to be arbitrary and capricious, the lawsuits

(30 continued)

school should have a prescribed ratio of Negro to white
students reflecting the proportion for the district as a
whole. To do this as an educational policy is within
the broad discretionary powers of school authorities;
absent a finding of a constitutional violation, however,
that would not be within the authority of a federal court.
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31/
have been uniformly unsuccessful.-In Offerman v. Nitkowski, tuit was

brought in Federal District Court attacking as violative of the Fourteenth

Amendment an order of the Commissioner of Education requiring the Buffalo

School Board to remedy racial imbalance in the schools. Rejecting this

argument, the court held that "...the Fourteenth Amendment, while pro-

hibiting any form of invidious discrimination, does not bar cognizance of

race in a prorer effort to eliminate racial imbalance in a school system."

248 F. Supp. at 131. Similar suits by white parents challenging the con-

stitutionality of desegregation efforts undertaken at the State and local
32/

level have like wise been unavailing in several other states.

Moreover, in Bustop, Inc. v. Board of Education of the City of

Los Angeles, 58 L. Ed 2d 88 (1978), Justice Rehnquist refused to stay

implementation of a desegregation plan for Los Angeles County, California.

That plan had been ordered by a State court judge pursuant to the California

Constitution which, as interpreted by the Supreme Court of that State

and in contrast to Federal law, makes no distinction between de jure

31/ Balabin v. Rubin, 14 N.Y. 2d 727, 199 N.E. 2d 375, 250
N.Y.S. 2d 281 Ct. A-pp.), cert. denied 379 U.S. 881 (1964); Addabbo v.
Donovan, 16 N.Y. 2d 619, 209 N.E. 2d 112, 261 N.Y.S. 2d 68 (Ct. App.
1965); Strippoli v. Bickal, 21 A.D. 2d 365, 209 N.E. 2d 123, 250 N.Y.S. 2d
969 (App. Div. 1964); Katalinic v. City of Syracuse, 22 A.D. 2d 1003,
44 Misc. 2d 734, 254 N.Y.S. 2d 960 (Ap Div. 1964); Offerman v. Nitkowski,
248 F. Supp. 129 (E.D.N.Y. 1965).

32/ See, e.g., Korean v. Board of Education, 42 N.J. 237, 200
A. 2d 97 (T"964); Tometz v. Board of Education, 39 Ill. 2d 593, 237 N.E.
2d 498 (1968); School Committee of Boston v. Board of Education, 352
Mass. 693, 227 N.E. 2d 729 (1967), appeal dismissed 398 U.S. 572 (1968);
Citizens Asinst Mandatory Busing v. Brooks, 80 Wash. 2d 121, 492 P. 2d
536 (1972).
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and de facto segregation but requires school officials to take "all

reasonably feasible steps" to eliminate segregation whatever the cause.

The Los Angeles plan will apparently affect some 60,000 pupils and re-

quire the busing of students from 36-66 miles for up to 1 1/2 hours.

Bustop, Inc. claimed that the order was inconsistent with the Supreme

Court's 1976 ruling in the Dayton case and that it "ignore[dJ the

federal rights of citizens.., to be free from excessive pupil transporta-

tion that destroys fundamental rights of liberty and privacy."

In denying the stay application, Justice Rehnquist was

"inclined to agree" that the remedial order went beyond that required

by Federal law but noted that the California Constitution had been in-

terpreted by the highest tribunal in that state "to require less of

a showing on the past of plaintiffs who seek court-ordered busing than

this Court has required of plaintiffs who seek similar relief under the

United States Constitution." Distinguishing his recent action staying an

order in the Columbus case, Justice Rehnquist observed that

that case is of course different in that the only
authority that a federal court has to order de-

segregation or busing in a local school district
arises from the United States Constitution. But

the same is not true of state courts. So far as

this Court is concerned, they are free to interpret
the Constitution of the State to impose more strin-

gent restrictions on the operation of a local
school board. 589 L. Ed 2d at 90.

Further rejecting Bustop's argument based on student and parental rights,

Justice Rehnquist expressed "the gravest doubts that the Supreme Court

of California was required by the United States Constitution to take

the action that it has taken in this case," but had "little doubt that

it was permitted by that Constitution to take such action." 58 L. Ed

2d at 91.

Charles V. Dale

Legislative Attorney
American Law Division
August 22, 1979

88-140 0-82--43
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LEGAL HISTORY OF METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DESEGREGATION

In the years since the Supreme Court's seminal decision in Brown v.
1_/

Board of Education the law of school desegregation has undergone a process

of continuous evolution, both with regard to legal standards for proving

unconstitutional segregation and the scope of appropriate remedies. Brown

ruled that the Equal Protection Clause forbade State statutes that required

or permitted, by local option, separate schools for black and white students.

For the next two decades, all desegregation cases to reach the Supreme

Court involved such "dual school systems," mainly in the South, with a long

history of racial separation pursuant to explicit governmental policy. In

these cases, the "State action" necessary to invoke equal protection safe-

guards was manifestly present; existing segregated conditions within a school

district that had prior to Brown practiced segregation by statute were
2/

presumed to be unconstitutional "vestiges" of the former dual school system.

During the same period, the nature of the obligation placed on school

officials evolved from the mere cessation of overt racial assignment, the

target of Brown, to elimination of the "effects" of the former dual system.

In Green v. County Board of Education, the Court held school officials to

1/ 347 U.S. 483 (1954).

2/ Swann v. Board of Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1971); Wright v. Council
of City of Emporia, 407 U.S. 451 (1972); United States v. Scotland Neck Board
of Education, 407 U.S. 484 (1972).
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an "affirmative duty" to abolish the "last vestiges" of a dual school
3/

system, including all "racially identifiable" schools. Schools could be

racially identifiable by comparison with other schools in a geographical area

if the racial composition of the student bodies or staffs or the quality of

the physical facilities, curricula, or personnel differed significantly.

Although there is no duty to make schools identical in all respects, there

is a presumption against schools that diverge markedly from the norm defined

by these criteria. Thus, the Court in Swann v. Board of Education held that

such differences between schools in a former statutory dual system establishes

a prima facie case that school officials are continuing to discriminate or
4/

that they have failed to remedy fully the effects of past discrimination.

Beginning in the early 1970's, as the judical focus shifted from school

systems segregated by law at the time of Brown to systems in the urban North

without a prior history of State sanctioned segregation, new doctrinal ap-

proaches became necessary. First, because the origins of "northern-style"

segregation could not be traced to a prior regime of statutory dual schools,

additional standards for determining the existence of forbidden "State action,"

or so-called "de jure segregation," had to be developed. Second, in many

parts of the South, the remedial framework for systemwide or metropolitan

desegregation was established long before Brown by a tradition of county-wide

3/ 391 U.S. 430, 438-9 (1968). In Green, the Court declared that "(sJchool
boards. . . operating state compelled dual school systems [are] nevertheless
charged with the affirmative duty to take whatever steps might be necessary
to convert to a unitary system in which racial discrimination (is] eliminated
root and branch." This affirmative duty requires the "school board today...
to come forward with a plan that promises realistically to work, and promises
realistically to work now." See, also, Alexander v. Holmes County Board, 396
U.S. 19 (1969).

4/ 402 U.S. 1, 25-27 (1971).



670

school systems. By contrast, the boundaries of northern school systems are

frequently drawn along township or municipal rather than county lines, with

metropolitan areas often encompassing many independent school districts.

Further complicating the desegregation process is the fact that many inner

city systems are predominantly black, while the suburban school districts

a re largely, often overwhelmingly white. In the face of this demographic

reality, northern litigants have increasingly sought metropolitan solutions

to segregation problems, either by consolidating school districts or by

transferring students between city and suburban schools.
5'

Six years ago, in Milliken v. Bradlej, the Supreme Court for the first

time delineated the circumstances under which school district lines could be

disregarded in formulating remedies for unconstitutionally segregated school

systems. By a narrow five to four margin the Court reversed a lower court

order requiring a metropolitan area plan for the Detroit schools, which

were found to be unlawfully segregated. But in doing so the Court outlined

when such a remedy migt be appropriate. In essence, the majority held that

a prerequisite for Interdistrict relief was not only "a current condition of

segregation resulting from intentional state action," but also a violation

that was of an interdistrict character. Thus, in the Detroit case the scope

of the remedy exceeded "the nature and extent of the unconstitutional
6/

violation," which was confined to Detroit.

5/ 418 U.S. 717 (1974).

6/ 418 U.S. at 744.
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Since Milliken, both Federal and State courts have held interdiatrict
7/

remedies proper in eight cases, and the Supreme Court summarily affirmed the
8/

order in one of these. In addition, the Supreme Court's decisions during
9/

its 1978-79 Term in Columbus Board of Education v. Penick and Dayton Board of
101

Education v. Brinkman (Dayton 11) may have significant implications for future

development of the la in this area. Accordingly, the remainder of this section

will examine metropolitan desegregation within the basic doctrinal framework

established by Supreme Court rulings from Swann to Columbus and Dayton. Post-

Milliken Interdistrict cases will then be considered for the guidance they

provide with respect to principles set forth in the Detroit case. Finally, an

analysis of the patterns of violations justifying interdistrict or metro-

politan relief in these cases will conclude the section.

7/ Evans v. Buchanan, 393 F. Supp. 428 (D. Del.), aff'd mem., 423 U.S. 963
(1975), on remand 416 F. Supp. 328 (D. Del. 1976), aff d ts modified 555 F.
2d 373 (3d Cir. 1977), cert. denied 434 U.S. 880 (1977), rehearing denied, 434 U.S.
944 (1977), 447 F. Supp. 982 (D. Del.), aff'd 582 F. 2d 750 (1978), cert. denied
100 5. Ct. 1862 (1980); United States v. Board of School Commissioners,
419 F. Supp. 180 (S.D. Ind. 1975), aff d 541 F. 2d 121 (7th Cir. 1976), vacated
and remanded 429 U.S. 1068 (1977), 573 F. 2d 400 (7th Cir. 1978), cert. denied
439 U.S. 824 (1978), on remand 456 F. Supp. 193 (S.D. Ind. 1978); Newburg Area

lC.,5 cub .. 4- 70;, &O"10c,..L-A-2
421 U.S. 931 (1975), unreported decision on remand, aff'd 541 F. 2d 538 (6th Cir.),
cert. denied 429 U.S. 1074 (1976); United States v. Missouri, 515 -. 2d 1365
(8th Cir.) (en banc), cert. denied 423 U.S. 951 (1975); Berry v. School District,
467 F. Supp.-7Y"F( .D.'N-o. lM -Y7ordering defendants to submit remedies for inter-
district violations); School District v. Missouri, 460 F. Supp. 421 (W.D. Mo. 1978)
(refusing to dismiss plaintiff's suit for interdistrict relief on defendants'
notion under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6)), appeal dismissed, 592 F. 2d 493 (8th Cir.
1979); Horrilton School Dist. No. 32 v. United States, 606 F. 2d 222 (8th Cir. 1979),
cert. denied 48 U.S.L.W. 3535 (5. Ct.-2/19/80); Tinsley v. Palo Alto Unified School
District, 91 Cal. App. 3d 871, 154 Cal. Rptr. 591 (1979) (avoided Hilliken in
upholding plaintiff's suit by predicating relief on State constitutional grounds).

8/ Evans v. Buchanan, 393 F. Supp. 428 (D. Del), aff'd maem., 423 U.S.
963 (1975).

9/ 443 U.S. 449 (1979).

10/ 443 U.S. 526 (1979).
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THE SUPREME COURT AND SCHOOL DESEGREGATION: FROM SWANN TO DAYTON II

In Swann v. Board of Education, the Court sought to define the scope

of judicial authority to enforce school district compliance with the

"affirmative" constitutional obligation imposed by Green and set out "with

more particularity" the elements of an acceptable school desegregation plan.

It was there confronted with a plan to desegregate the county school system

In Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina which, as already observed, had an

admitted past history of segregation by law. The county board had argued,

however, that the current segregated pattern of school attendance was not

the result of deliberate segregation by race but was instead the product of

racially segregated housing patterns. Since there were no longer statutorily

mandated separate schools for black and white children nor other evidence

of deliberate segregatory acts by school officials, there was, the board

urged, no constitutional violation to be remedied. The schools were segre-

gated, but only fortuitously, as a consequence of the imposition of a racially

neutral, neighborhood school policy on a district with heavy residential

segregation.

Nevertheless, the Court presumed that there was a causal connection be-

tween the school district's past admitted discrimination and the present

pattern of segregated schools and held that the school board had not yet

completely disestablished its dual school system and converted it to the

"unitary, nonracial system of public education" dictated by Green. A crucial

aspect of Swann was this recognition by the Court of an evidentiary presumption

11/ The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system was at the time of trial the
forty-third largest in the nation, including the city of Charlotte and all of
surrounding Mecklenburg County, an area of 550 square mIles. The 107 schools
served 84,000 pupils, 71 per cent of whom were white, and 29 per cent black.
Two-thirds of those black students attended just 21 schools which were either
totally or more than 99 per cent black as of Juna 1969. 402 U.S. at 7.
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was not among the factors that motivated their actions" as regards the core
12/

city schools. If the board's proof in this latter regard was not sufficiently

persuasive, the court was required to order district-wide remedial relief.

In Swann, the Supreme Court noted that there was a distinction between

dejure (state enforced) and de facto (adventitiously caused) segregation,

but it was not until Keyes that the Court actually spelled out the difference.

Justice Brennan, writing for the Keyes majority, appeared to largely endorse

the reasoning employed be many lower federal courts which had effectively

expanded the concept of de jure segregation to include that fostered by in-

tentional school board policies respecting school site location, school

construction, student assignment' etc. In this regard, Justice Brennan

emphasized that "the differentiating factor between de Jure segregation and
13/

so-called de facto segregation. . . is purpose or intent to segregate."

Thus, the plaintiffs "must prove not only that segregated schooling exists
14/

but also that it was brought about by intentional state action."

Although the Supreme Court did not expressly articulate the standard

tc be applied, the lower court in Keyes had indicated that "malicious

or odious intent" was not necessary, finding rather that the actions of the

Denver board were "taken with knowledge of the consequences, and consequences
15

were not merely possible, they were substantially certain." Among the factors

relied upon by the Supreme Court as indicators of "purpose" or "intent" to

segregate in Northeast Denver where deliberate segregative acts of pupil

assignment to schools located in a non-white residential area of the city of

Denver; the segregatory assignment of faculty and staff; the location of a

12/ 413 U.S. at 207.

13/ 413 U.S. at 208.

14/ 413 U.S. at 198.

15/ 303 F. Supp. 286.
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school "with" conscious knowledge that it would be a segregated school;"

and adoption of policies which "have the clear effect of earmarking schools
16/

according to their racial composition. . .

The majority indicated that a finding of deliberate segregation in a

meaningful portion" of the school district may, absent a highly unlikely

showing to the contrary, constitute the entire system a dual school system.

"Common sense dictates the conclusion that racially inspired school board

actions have an impact beyond the particular schools that are subjects of

those actions." For instance, the Court noted that assigning black students

to one school "by structuring attendance zones or designing 'feeder' schools

on the basis of race" would necessarily keep other nearby schools pre-

dominantly white, even though the white students were assigned on the basis
17/

of geographical proximity rather than race. Also, "the practice of building

a school. . . to a certain size and In a certain location, 'with conscious

knowledge that it would be a segregated school, '. . .has a substantial
18/

reciprocal effect on the racial composition of other nearby schools."-

The Keyes Court also adverted to the theory suggested in Svwnn-that

there may be causal relationship between past discrimination on the

part-or-the school board and the present pattern of residential segrega-

tion. It found that various segregatory policies used by Denver school

authorities tended to "earmark" schools as black or white, "and this in turn,

16/ 413 U.S. at 202.

17/ 413 U.S. at 201.

18/ 413 U.S. at 201-02.
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together with the elements of student assignment and school construction,

may have a profound reciprocal effect on the racial composition of residential

neighborhoods within a metropolitan area, thereby causing further racial con-
19/

centration within the schools." Thus, one basis for finding sufficient de

Jure segregation to justify district-wide relief was the presumption that

deliberate segregative policies in a "meaningful" or "substantial" part of the

school system had a redlprocal effect on the remainder of the system. The

second, somewhat related, basis derived from the Court's reasoning that "a

finding of intentionally segregative school board actions in a meaningful por-

tion of the school system... creates a presumption that other segregated

schooling within the system is not adventitious. It established.., a prima

face case of unlawful segregative design on the part of school authorities,

and shifts to those authorities the burden of proving that other segregated

schools within the system are not also the result of intentionally segregative
20/

actions."

Swann and.Keyes, therefore, differed in their allocation of the burden

of proof in that in Swsnn, involving a jurisdiction formerly segregated by

statute, a prima facie case of unconstitutional segregation was established

school board to overcome this prima facie case. In Keyes, on the other hand,

where there was no past history of segregation by law, the Initial burden was

19/ 413 U.S. at 202.

20/ 413 U.S. at 2M8.
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in his view, "purposeful, discriminatory use of housing or zoning laws" may

serve as a basis for interdistrict remedial relief. "Were it to be shown, for

example, that state officials had contributed to the separation of the races...

by purposeful, racially discriminatory use of state housing or zoning laws, then

a decree calling for transfer of pupils across districts lines or for re-
21/

structuring district lines might be appropriate."

The question of the duration of desegregation and the possibility of

resegregation has been and remains another problem involved in the desegregation

process, whether intra - or inter-district. The issue was addressed by the next
22/

case to reach the High Court, Pasadena Board of Education v. Spngler,

which set limits on a school district's affirmative duty to desegregate where,

once a constitutionally adequate plan has been adopted, resegregation occurs

as a result of changing demographic patterns unrelated to any action by

school officials. In Spangler, the Court struck down a provision in a 1970

decree that required the Pasadena School District to contain no school "with

a majority of any minority students," which was to remain in effect indefinitely.

Although the order had been compiled with during the first year it was in

effect, in subsequent years normal changes in the residential patterns in Pasadena

caused some of the schools to fall out of compliance with the order.

The Supreme Court held that the Federal equity power could not be used

to rem dy these changes and restore the initial racial balance because "these

shifts were not attributed to any segregative action on the part of the

defendants." Justice Rehnquist noted that the demographic trends in

Pasadena mirrored statewide patterns and held that the situtation was governed

by Swann, to wit.:

21/ 418 U.S. at 755 (Stewart, J., concurring).

22/ 427 U.S. 424 (1976).



677

that the findings failed to establish intentional segregation of sufficient

magnitude to warrant the district-wide relief ordered. In a similar action

on January 25, 1977, the Court vacated and remanded the Seventh Circuit ruling

in Indianapolis which required the interdistrict busing of black students from
23/

the Indianapolis public schools to the surrounding suburban school districts.

the Supreme Court cited, without elaboration, its rulings in Davis and

Arlington Heights.

Later that term the Implications of the remand orders in Austin and

Indianapolis were more fully explored by Justice Rehnquist in the course

of his'discussion of the findings required to support a 'systeuwide desegrega-

tion plan for Dayton, Ohio. In Dayton the district court found a "cumulative

violation" by the Dayton Board of Education based on the pervasive pattern

of racially labalanced schools (in 1973, 49 of 69 schools in the district

had student enrollments 90 percent or more of one race), the use of optional

attendance zones at three high schools, and the Board's action in rescinding

earlier resolutions calling for racial and economic balance in the Dayton

system. On the basis of these findings, the Sixth Circuit vacated a limited

plan imposed by the district court-centering on the use of magnet schools,

faculty reassignments, and voluntary student transfers-vith directions that

affirmed a plan adopted by the district court to require each school in the

system to have a student population within a range of 15 percent of the district

a a whole. That plan would have required the busing of approximately 15,000

students.

23/ Board of School CoiLtssionere of the City of Indianapolis v. Buckley,

429 U.S. 1068 (1977).

24/ Dayton Board of Education v. Brinkman, (Dayton 1) 433 U.S. 406 (1977).
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fs st 0-0 decision, the Sorrew cot held that the evidence failed to

support the sweeping remdy approved by the court of appeals. Justice Rehnquiet,

writing for the Court, rejected the "cumulative violations found by the district

court and wes aleo critical of the role sueud by the appellate court In shaping

a deegreption pie for the Daytou schools. With regard to the finding of a

cumulativee violation," Justice Rebquist suggested that theory might be

appropriate where there are "eparate although relatively Isolated Instance@ of

uncontitutional action...,' but held that the leonuts cited by the district

court did not amount to uch separate violations. The sistence of predominantly

uhite or predosinantly black schools within the district, standing alone, was not

an equal protection violation "In the absence of a shoving that this condition

resulted from Intentionally segregative action on the part of the Board.' Nor

wee cancellation of the earlier pro-integration resolutions unconstitutional in

In the circumetacee of this case because there was no shoving that the board had

been under the obligation to adopt these nasures In the first place. Finally,

assuming that the optional attendance sonea were discriminatory, only the high

school districts would be affected, not the entire school system. Thus,

in Justice Rehnquist** view, there was only weak support for the conclusion

that a constitutional violation had occurred.

This faulty beginning waa compounded, in Justice Rehnquist's view, by the

role played by the court of appeals. Without reversing the district court's

findings of fact or conclusions of law, the appellate tribunal-simply substituted

its judgment for that of the lover court because "i was vaguely dissatisfied

with the limited character of the remedy that the district court had afforded



679

plaintiffs" and instituted a far more sweeping one of its own. In this, the

appeals court not only exceeded its appellate authority but the remedy it

imposed was "entirely out of proportion to the constitutional violations found

by the district court... " Even if the so-called "cumulative violation" were

interpreted more favorably to those seeking to integrate the Dayton schools,

there was no evidence to suggest that the plan approved on appeal was necessary

to "eliminate all vestiges of state-imposed school segregation."

Because of what Justice Rehnquist termed the "confusion at various stages

in this case... as to the applicable principles and appropriate relief", the

case was remanded to the district court for making of more specific findings

and, if necessary, the taking of additional evidence. In the critical passages

of the opinion. Justice Rehnquist defined the task of the lover courts as

follows:

The duty of both the District Court and of the
Court of Appeals in a case such as this, where mandatory
segregation by law of the races in the schools has long
since ceased, is to first determine whether there was
any action in the conduct of the business of the school
board which was intended to, and did in fact, discriminate
against minority pupils, teachers or staff... All parties
should be free to introduce such additional testimony and
other evidence as the District Court may des. appropriate.
If such violations are found, the District Court in the
first instance, subject to review by the Court of Appeals,

had on the racial distribution of the Dayton school popu-
lation s presently constituted, when that distribution is
compared-to what it would have been in the absence of such
constitutional violations. The remedy must be designed to
redress that difference, and only if there has been a system
wide impact ma there be a systeawfde remedy. 25/

25/ 433 U.S. at 420.
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26/
In both Columbus and Dayton II. the Sixth Circuit found that the school

districts were do Jure segregated at the time of Brown and that school officials

thereafter had failed in their constitutional obligations to remedy these

conditions. In addition, the appeals court in each case pointed to a

variety of post-Brown practices-e.g. student and faculty assignments, school

construction and expansion, the use of optional attendance sones, etc.-that

had the "natural, probable, and foreseeable" effect of perpetuating segregation

from that earlier date. Based on these findings, the Sixth Circuit concluded

that the Columbus and Dayton systems were segresated on a systevide basis and

ordered desegregation plans requiring the busing of students throughout the

districts.

The Supreme Court, by votes of seven to two and five to four, respectively,

affirmed the systemvide busing plans for Columbus *nd Dayton. The Court rejected

arguments by school officials that, because residential patterns unrelated to

board policies vere overwhelmingly segregated and would have produced segtegated

.neighborhood" schools regardless of any action of their part, their past

misconduct had no "current segregative effect" that justified a systeuvide

remedy. Instead by finding that the violation, rooted in segregative policies

that had ended in Dayton by 1962 and in Columbus by 1943, continued to the present

by virtue of the boards' failure to remedy it, the Court lessened the plaintiffs'

burden of proof. As Justice White vrote for the Court In the Columbus case,

"[ejach instance of a failure or refusal to fulfill this affirmative duty

continues the violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. Egos and its evidentiary

26/ Columbus Board of Education v. Penick, 443 U.S. 449 (1979); Dayton Board
of Education v. Brinkman, 443 U.S. 526 (1979).
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-presumptions were explicity affirmed, and the ruling in Dayton I was limited, as

urged by the plaintiffs, to cases in which the threshold shoving of segregation

affecting a "substantial portion" of the district is insufficient to warrant the

Keyes presumption of a systemwide violation.

While Cplumbus and Dayton II eased plaintiffs' burden of shoving causation

between alleged official misconduct and resulting segregation in the schools,
27/

those decisions and another 1979 ruling may make it more difficult to prove

that governmental officials acted with the level of intent necessary to establish

a constitutional violation. In Dayton 11, the Court refused to hold that mere

foreseeability-proof that the racially segregative impact of decisions about

school site location, construction, or methods of pupil assignment was pre-

dictable-was alone sufficient to justify a finding of intentional discrimination.

However, it did emphasize that "proof of foreseeable consequences is one type

of relevant evidence of racially discriminatory purpose, and it may itself

show a failure to fulfill the duty to eradicate consequences of prior purpose-

fully discriminatory conduct." While the precise showing that must be made to

establish that the school board acted vith a discriminatory purpose is not

apparent from Columbus and Dayton I, it seems clear that the Court intends

a rigorous scrutiny of plaintiffs' intent claim to establish that at least

one of the board's motives in omitting an alleged violative act was to

discriminate against a minority group.

27a/ Personnel Administrator of Massachusetts v. Feeney, 442 U.S. 256 (1979)
(rejecting the tort-law standard of intent, that one intends the reasonably fore-
seeable results of one's conduct, as inapplicable in the context of constitu-
tionally based discrimination claims).
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The effect of these recent High Court rulings appears to be that as in

Keyes, proof of intentional segregation in a substantial portion of a school

system viii shift the burden of proof to school authorities to produce evidence

of a nonracial justification for existing seSregation. In the absence of such

rebuttal, the school board may be required to implement a plan for systemwide

relief, including busing, to desegregate the district as a whole. Koreover,

if in 1954 when Broa was decided, segregation existed as a result of official

action, and thereafter the board failed to desegregate, or actually aggravated

these conditions, plaintiffs need only show the effect of these actions in order

to obtain relief; purpose or intent to segregate need not be proven. Finally,

only in cases where the violations are so irregular or isolated that they cannot

support a presumption of systemwide discrimination must the courts make a formal

determination of "Incremental segregative effect" in formulating a remedy.

Although these cases involved issues of violation and remedy for intradistrict

school segregation, they may also be relevant to litigation seeking metropolitan

relief where collective acts of discrimination within adjacent school districts

are alleged to result in interdistrict segregation.
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in the meantime, Justice Rehnquist permitted the former plan to remain in

effect, subject to modifications by the district court after further
28/

proceedings.

Although Dayton I purported to be a mere restatement of existing law,

the ruling suggested a stricter application of the intent re4uitrsont in

W ye - with les reliance on evidentiary presumptions- and a more finely

tuned remedial approach, directed to the eliaination of segregated conditions

traceable to particular acts of official misconduct. In Columbus and Dayton 11,

however, the Court reasserted its support of systemvide desegregation efforts

by approving large-scale pupil transportation plans for the two Ohio cities.

In marked contrast to its raling:three years earlier in Dayton I, the Court

explicitly affirmed the Keyes presumptions and offered additional guidance as

to the proof of segregative intent necessary to support a systemwide remedy.

28/ Two days after Dayton I was decided, the Supreme Court In School District
of Omaha v. United States, 433 U.S. 667 (1977) vacated a decision of the Eighth
Circuit Court of Appesls which enforced an earlier ruling (Omaha I) finding
do Jure segregation on the basis of a "presumption of segregative intent" arising
froa acts and omissions of the Board, the "natural and foreseeable" consequences
of which was to "bring about or maintain segresation." After Washington v. Davis
(supra) the appellate court in Omaha 11 reaffirmed its decision in Omaha I, holding
it consistent with Davis. It also approved a broad remedy devised by the district
court which require the systemwide transportation of students. In vacating the
-idgwent AnA-rgemndjn?. the -u~s r G_ rt 4di.ted the Ighth C rcit to review
its decision in light of Davis, Arlington Heights, and Dayton 1. Although it was
not altogether clear whether the Court's dissatisfaction was with the remedy
or intent test applied by the Eighth Circuit, the appeals court assumed the former
and in subsequent proceedings reaffirmed its findings of intentional discrimination
while remanding the case to the district court for reconsideration of the remedial
plan. United States v. School District( Omaha 1i), 565 F. 2d 127 (Sth Cir. 1977)
cart. denied 434 U.S. 1064 (1978).

The Supreme Court's action in another case decided concurrently with Omaha,'
Brennan v. Armstrong, 433 U.S. 672 (1977), is also not free of ambiguity. Both
lwercourts in Armstrong adopted a "pattern and practice" approach to the question
of liability. The court of appeals admitted, however, that there was "an unexplained
hiatus between specific findings of fact and conclusory findings of segregative
intent" and further stated that "arguably no individual act carried unaistakeable
signs of racial purpose." 539 F. 2d 629, 636-7. Thus, the Supreme Court's remand

wovell have been based on the belief that the factual findings did not sufficiently
as trate the school board's discriminatory purpose.

88-140 0-82-44
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Neither school authorities nor district courts are
constitutionally required to maks year-by-year adjust-
nts of the racial composition of student bodies

once the affirmative duty to desegregate has been
accomplished and racial discrimination is eliminated
from the system. This does not man that Federal courts
are without power to deal with future problems, but In
the absence of a showing that either school authorities
or some other agency of the state had deliberately
attempted to fix or alter demographic patterns to
affect the composition of the schools, further inter-
vention by a district court should not be necessary. 29/

As in Nilliken, the Supreme Court concluded that the lover court order was

designed to achieve integration rather than to eliminate the effects of past

violations. Since the demographic shifts would have occurred absent any

constitutional violation, their effects were beyond the remedial power of the

courts.

Although the Supreme Court has not squarely faced the issue of inter-
30/

district relief for segregated schools since Milliken, several of its subsequent

rulings may have implications for litigation in this area. The Court's remand

29/ 427 U.S. 436 (quoting Swann, 402 U.S. at 31-2).

30/ In another context, however, the Court has considered the propriety
of,& etropolitan remedy to desegregate public housing in the City of Chicago.
Hills v. Gautreaux, 425 U.S. 284 (1976). The Chicago Housing Authority had
located virtually all of its public housing projects, which were overwhelmingly
black-occupied, in the black area of Chicago. Although the district court
found the Rousing Authority's discriminatory placement of public housing violative
of the Fourteenth Amendment, it refused to grant plaintiffs' request for a remedy
which extended into the suburbs. On appeal, the Seventh Circuit held that the
.!equtt-bles.factors which prevented metropolitan.relief in Milliken v. Bradley .
(were] simply not present." The appeals court then held that any effective
plan to remedy the racially discriminatory public housing system within Chicago
would have to be on a suburban or metropolitan area basis. Although it specifically
found that none of Milliken s conditions had been satisfied, the Supreme Court
unanimously held that metropolitan relief might be permissible If the remedy did
not interfere with or coerce surburban governments. In effect, the Court held
that a remedy is not interdistrict when it does not "consolidate or in any way
restructure local government units" or "displace the rights and powers (of)
local governmental entities," despite the fact that the remedy may extend beyond
the geographical boundaries of a subdivision. While Gautreaux opened the possibility
of broad remedies involving federally-funded public housing, Its coercion theory
would appear to have little direct impact upon remedies granted against schools.
Housing remedies may, however, change the racial proportions in a school district
and, thereby, achieve gradual desegregation in the suburbs, without the necessity for
busing.
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of two cases during its 1976-77 Term for reconsideration in light of Waahington
31/ 32/

v. Davl-and Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Development Corp. saesmed

to suggest that henceforth the Court would require more rigorous'scrutiny of the

intent behind a school board's actions and permit less reliance on evidentiary
33/

presumptions to support broad desegregation decrees. 'In Austin Independent

31/ 426 U.S. 229 (19i6).

32/ 429 U.S. 252 (1977).

33/ Davis and Arlington Heights are significant in their holdings that, for
purposes of analyzing the constitutionality of allegedly discriminatory official
conduct, the purpose or intent behind the law or governmental action, and not Its
effect on racial minorities, is controlling. In Davis, an employment discrimination
case, the Court found that the fact that blacks scored lower than white on a
racially neutral civil service sea did not in itself make application of tb
test by the governmental employer a violation of equal protection.

* ..we have not held that a law, neutral on its face
and serving ends otherwise within the power of govern-
ment to pursue, i invalid under tha Equal Protection
Clause simply because it may affect a greater proportion
of one race than of another. Disporportionste impact is
not irrevelant, but it is not the sole touchstone of an
invidious racial discrimination forbidden by the consti-
tution. 426 U.S. at 242.

nJ1he eur-U of that decision..the C ojr gl3JJed on the srMn l desegregation
cases for the basic proposition that the "invidious quality' of a lw or other
official action suat trace ultimately to a "racially discriminatory purpose.'
"(O]ur cases have not embraced the notion that a law or other official act,
without regard to whether it reflects a racially discriminatory purpose, is
unconstitutional solely because it has a racially discriminatory Impact." The
Court applied the Davis rationale to an exclusionary zoning case in Arlington
Heights, holding that the refusal of the village to rezone to permit the
construction of a proposed low and moderate income housing project, despite
the fact that the local zoning action impacted primarily on minority households,
was not unconstitutAonal since no 'discriminatory purpose or intent" had been
proven. See, also, Personnel Administrator of Massachusetts v. Feeney 442 U.S. 256
(1979) (veterans' preference for State employment upheld even though it excluded
women more often than men from civil service jobs).
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School District v. United States, the Supreme Court vacated a Fifth-Circuit order

requiring extensive busing of students throughout the school district. That

order was based in part on the appeals court's finding that the board's

policy of assigning Mexican-American students to the schools closest to their

homes had the "natural and foreseeable" result of segregating the schools

because it was superimposed on an ethnically segregated housing pattern. It

further found that the board had taken no affirmative action to avoid this

consequence.

At least in the Texas schools, where we have held
that Mexican-American students are entitled to the
same benefits of Brown as blacks, school authorities
may not constitutionally use a neighborhood assignment
policy that creates segregated schools in a district
with ethnically segregated residential patterns. A
segregated school system is the foreseeable and
inevitable result of such an assignment policy. When
this policy is used we may infer that school authorities
have acted with segregative intent. 35/

The Supreme Court order was entered in a single sentence per curiam decision,

Justices Brennan and Marshall dissenting, and did not elaborate the majority's

reasoning. But Justice Powell's concurring opinion, In which he was joined by

Justice Rehnquist and the Chief Justice, found the evidence failed to support

the sweeping remedy ordered by the court of appeals. "(Ljarge-scale busing is

permissible only where the evidence supports a finding that the extent of the

integration sought to be achieved by busing would have existed had the school
36

authorIties fulfilled their constitutional obligations in the past." They

further indicated that the appellate tribunal "may have erred by a readiness to

impute to school officials a segregative intent far more pervasive than the evidence
37/

justified." In order words, these three members of the Court suggested

34/ 429 U.S. 990 (1976).

35/ 532 F.2d at 392.

36/ 429 U.S. at 995.

37/ 429 U.S. at 994.
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that the findings failed to establish intentional segregation of sufficient

magnitude to warrant the district-vide relief ordered. To a similar action

on January 25, 1977, the Court vacated and remanded the Seventh Circuit ruling

in Indianapolis which required the Interdistrict busing of black students from

the Indianapolis public schools to the surrounding suburban school districts.

Again, the Supreme Court cited, without elaboration, its ruling* in Davis and

Arlington Heights.

Later that term the implications of the remand orders In Austin and

Indianapolis vere more fully explored by Justice Rehnquist in the course

of his discussion of the findings required to support a systemwide desegrega-
39/

tLon plan for Dayton, Ohio. In Dayton the district court found a "cumulative

violation" by the Dayton Board of Education based on the pervasive pattern

of racially imbalanced schools (in 1973, 49 of 69 schools in the district

had student enrollments 90 percent or more of one race), the use of optional

attendance zones at three high schools, and the Board's action in rescinding

earlier resolu-tions calling for racial and economic balance in the Dayton

system. On the basis of these findings, the Sixth Circuit vacated a limited

plan imposed by the district court-centering on the use of magnet schools,

faculty reassignments, and voluntary student transfers-vith directions that

the court instead impose a comprehensive district-wide remedy. It subsequently

affirmed a plan adopted by the district court to require each school in the

system to have a student population within a range of 15 percent of the district

as a whole. That plan would have required the busing of approximately 15,000

students.

_U/ Board of School Commissioners of the City of Indianapolis v. Buckley,

429 U.S. 1068 (1977).

39/ Dayton Board of Education v. .rinkoan, (Dayton I) 433 U.S. 406 (1977).
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In an 8-0 decision, the Supreme Court held that the evidence failed to

support the sweeping remedy approved by the court of appeals. Justice Rehnquist,

writing for the Court, rejected the "cumulative violation" found by the district

court and was also critical of the role assumed by the appellate court in shaping

a desegregation plan for the Dayton schools. With regard to the finding of a

.cumulative violation," Justice Rehnquist suggested that theory might be

appropriate where there are 'separate although relatively Isolated Instances of

unconstitutional action...," but held that the elements cited by the district

court did not amount to such separate violations. The existence of predominantly

white or predominantly black schools within the district, standing alone, was not

an equal protection violation "in the absence of a showing that this condition

resulted from Intentionally segregative actions on the part of the Board." Nor

was cancellation of the earlier pro-integration resolutions unconstitutional in

in the circumstances of this case because there was no shoving that the Board had

been under the obligation to adopt those measures In the first place. Finally,

assuming that the optional attendance zones were discriminatory, only the high

school districts would be affected, not the entire school system. Thus,

in Justice Rehnquist's view, there was only weak support for the conclusion

that a constitutional violation had occurred.

- This-faulty beginning was compounded, in Justice Rehnquist's view, by the

role played by the court of appeals. Without reversing the district court's

findings of fact or conclusions of low, the appellate tribunal simply substituted

its judgment for that of the lower court because "it was vaguely dissatisfied

with the limited character of the remedy that the district court had afforded
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plaintiffs" and instituted a far sore sweeping one of Its own. In this, the

appeals court not only exceeded its appellate authority but the remedy it-

Imposed was "entirely out of proportion to the constitutional violations found

by the district court..." Even if the so-called 'cumulative violation" were

interpreted more favorably to those seeking to integrate the Dayton schools,

there was no evidence to suggest that the plan approved on appeal was necessary

to "eliminate all vestiges of state-imposed school segregation."

Because of what Justice Rehnquist termed the "confusion at various stages

in this case... as to the applicable principles and appropriate relief", the

case was remanded to the district "court for making of more specific findings

and, if necessary, the taking of addiLlonal evidence. In the critical passages

of the opinion, Justice Rehnquist defined the task of the lower courts as

follows:

The duty of both the District Court and of the
Court of Appeals In a case such as this, where mandatory
segregation by law of the races in the schools has long
since ceased, Is to first determine whether there was
any action In the conduct of the business of the school
board which was intended to, and did in fact, discriminate
against minority pupils, teachers or staff... All parties
should be free to introduce such additional testimony end
other evidence as the District Court may deem appropriate.
If such violations are found, the District Court in the
first instance, subject to review by the Court of Appeals,
md.a e--e a h n w -m .-i eert-al ,~fet-e- -loa-
had on the racial distribution of the Dayton school popu-
lation as presently constituted, when that distribution Is
compared to what it would have been in the absence of such
constitutional violations. The remedy must be designed to
redress that difference, and only if there has been a system-
wide impact may there be a systemwide remedy. 40/

40/ 433 U.S. at 420.



1n the meantime, Justice 1eh6qalt perTitted the romer 140 to remin I*

effect, sub ect to modifications by the district court after further

proceedings.

Although Dayton I purported to be a more restatement of evistis low,

the ruling suggested a stricter application of the intent requireoment fo

Keyes - with less reliance on evidentiary preeuptions aid a more 1imely

tuned remedial approach, directed to the eliminatLo of segregated comditlos

traceable to particular acts of official misconduct. In Columbus end Dayton II,

however, the Court reasserted its support of eystewide desegregetion efforts

by approving large-scale pupil transportation plane for the two Ohio cities.

In marked contrast to its ruling three years earlier in Dayton I, the Court

explicitly affirmed the Keys* presmptiona and offered additional guidance as

to the proof of segregative intent necessaryy to support a systeavide reody.

41_/ Two days after Dayton I was decided, the Supreme Court In School District
of Omaha v. United States, 433 U.S. 667 (1977) vacated a decision of the Eighth
Circuit Court of Appeals which enforced an earlier ruling (Owso 1) finding
de jure segregation on the basis of a "presumption of segregative intent" arising
froe acts and omissions of the Board, the "natural and foreseeable" consequences
of which was to "bring about or maintain segregation." After Vashington v. Davis
(supra) the appellate court in Omaha 11 reaffirmed its decision in Omahe I, holding
it consistent with Davis. It also approved a broad remedy devised by the district
court which required the systemwide transportation of students. In vacating the
judgment and remanding, the Supreme Court directed the Eighth Circuit to review
Its decision in light of Davis. Arlington Heights, and Dayton 1. Although It was
not altogether clear whether the Court's dissatisfaction was with the remedy
or intent test applied by the Eighth Circuit, the appeals court asued the former
and in subsequent proceedings reaffirmed its findings of Intentional discrimination
while remanding the case to the district court for reconsideration of the remedial
plan. United States v. School District( Omaha 1II), 565 F. 2d 127 (8th Cir. 1977)
cert. denied 434 U.S. 1064 (1978).

The Supreme Court's action in another case decided concurrently with Omaha,
Brennan v. Armstrong, 433 U.S. 672 (1977), is also not free of ambiguity. Both
lover courts in Armstrong adopted a "pattern and practice" approach to the question
of liability. The court of appeals admitted, however, that there was "an unexplained
hiatus between specific findings of fact and conclusory findings of segregative
intent" and further stated that "arguably no Individual act carried unmistakeable
signs of racial purpose." 539 F. 2d 629, 636-7. Thus, the Supreme Court's remand
may well have been based on the belief that the factual findings did not sufficiently
demonstrate the school board's discriminatory purpose.
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42/
In both Columbus Ind Dayton IY. the Sixth Circuit found that the school

districts were de Jure segregated at the time of Brown and that school officials

thereafter had failed in their constitutional obligations to remedy these

conditions. In addition, the appeals court In each case pointed to a

variety of post-Brown practicas-e.g. student and faculty assignments, school

construction and expansion, the use of optional attendance zones, etc.-that

had the "natural, probable, and foreseeable" effect of perpetuating segregation

from that earlier date. Based on these findings, the Sixth Circuit concluded

that the Columbus and Dayton systems were segregated on a systeuide basis and

ordered desegregation plans requiring the busing of students throughout the

districts.

The Supreme Court, by votes of seven to two and five to four, respectively,

affirmed the systemwide busing plans for Columbus and Dayton. The Court rejected

arguments by school officials that, because residential patterns unrelated to

board policies were overwhelmingly segregated and would have produced segregated

'neighborhood" schools regardless of any action of their pert, their past

misconduct had no "current segregative effect" that justified a systemvide

remedy. Instead by finding that the violation, rooted in segregative policies

that had ended in Dayton by 1962 and in Columbus by 1943, continued to the present

by virtue of the boards' failure to remedy It, the Court lessened the plaintiffs'

burden of proof. As Justice White wrote for the Court In the Columbus case,

eachah instance of a failure or refusal to fulfill this affirmative duty

continues the violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. Keyes and Its evidentlary

42/ Columbus Board of Education v. Penick, 443 U.S. 449 (1979); Dayton Board
of Education v. Brinkman, 443 U.S. 326 (1V"-9-.
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presumptions were explicity affirmed, and the ruling In Dayton I was limited, as

urged by the plaintiffs, to cases in which the threshold showing of segregation

affecting a "substantial portion" of the district is insufficient to warrant the

Keyes presumption of a systemwide violation.

While Columbus and Dayton II eased plaintiffs' burden of showing causation

between alleged official misconduct and resulting segregation In the schools,
43 /

those decisions and another 1979 ruling may make it more difficult to prove

that governmental officials acted with the level of intent necessary to establish

a constitutional violation. In Daytor I, the Court refused to hold that mere

foreseeability--proof that the racially segregative impact of decisions about

school site location, construction, or methods of pupil assignment was pre-

dictable--was alone sufficient to justify a finding of intentional discrimination.

However, it did emphasize that "proof of foreseeable consequences is one type

of relevant evidence of racially discriminatory purpose, and it may itself

show a failure to fulfill the duty to eradicate consequences of prior purpose-

fully discriminatory conduct." While the precise shoving that must be made to

establish that the school board acted with a discriaLinatory purpose is not

apparent from Columbus and Dayton II, it seems clear that the Court intends

a rigorous scrutiny of plaintiffs' intent claims to establish that at least

one of the board's motives in committing an alleged violative act was to

discriminate against a minority group.

43 / Personnel Administrator of Massachusetts v. Feeney, 442 U.S. 256 (1979)
(reJecting the tort-law standard of intent, that one intends the reasonably fore-
seeable results of one's conduct, as inapplicable in the context of constitu-
tionally based discrimination claims).
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The effect of these recent High Court rulings appears to be that as in

Keyes, proof of Intentional segregation in a substantial portion of a school

system will shift the burden of proof to school authorities to produce evidence

of a nonracial justification for existing segregation. In the absence of such

rebuttal, the school board may be required to implement a plan for systemwide

relief, including busing, to desegregate the district aa whole. oreover,

if in 1954 vhen Brown was decided, segregation existed as a result of official

action, and thereafter the board failed to desegregate, or actually aggravated

these conditions, plaintiffs need only show the effect of these actions in order

to obtain relief; purpose or intent to segregate heed not be proven. Finally,

only in cases where the violations are so irregular or Isolated that they cannot

support a presumption of systemwide discriaination swst the courts make a formal

determination of "incremental segregative effect" in formulating a remedy.

Although these cases involved issues of violation and remedy for intradistrict

school segregation, they may elso be relevant to litigation seeking metropolitan

relief where collective acts of discrimination within adjacent school districts

are alleged to result in interdistrict segregation.
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Post-Milliken Cases Involving Interdistrict or Metropolitan School Desegregation
Remedies

Indianapolis, Indiana

The Indianapolis litigation began in the 1960's as a traditional Intradis-

trict desegregation suit. It evolved over nearly two decades to a metropolitan-

wide case, eventually involving eight suburban school districts, several State

officials, and the Housing Authority of the City of Indianapolis (RACI). The

case was among the first after Milliken which dealt with the limitations posed,

and the possibilities left open, by that decision for metropolitan relief.

In its first ruling following Milliken, the Seventh Circuit reversed in

part an interdistrict remedy in United States v. Indianapolis.Board of School

Commissioners. 44/ The evidence initially presented in the district court was

very similar to that in the Detroit case. Tracing the long history of racial

segregation in the Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS), the court found that the

system was de jure segregated as a result of the board's gerrymandering of atten-

dance zones, segregation of faculty, use of optional attendance zones, discrimi-

natory school construction, site selection, and feeder patterns. _j/ Thereafter,

in 1971, the district court permitted the Buckley plaintiffs, representing a

class of black school children, to enter the case as Intervenors and ordered the

addition, as defendants, of the State of Indiana and 10 suburban school districts,

both within and outside of Marion County, to consider the appropriateness of a

metropolitan remedy.

Although numerous de jure violations, as defined In Keyes, were proven in

the city school district, there was no showing that they had contributed to

44 * 503 F. 2d 68 (7th Cir. 1974), rev'& 368 F. Supp. 1191 (S.D. Ind. 1973)
cert. denied 421 U.S. 929 (1975).

45 / 332 F. Supp. 655 (S.D. Ind. 1971), aff'd, 474 F. 2d 81 (7th Cir. 1973),
cert. denied, 413 U.S. 920 (1973).
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interdistrlct segregation. Nor vgs there evidence that the suburban districts

had comitted any acts of do Jura segregation within their ovn borders. The

district court declined to rule, initially, on the intervenors' contention that

the 'Uni-Gov" Act, enacted by the State Legislature in 1969 to permit a consoli-

dation of the city government with that of Marion County, had the effect of per-

petuating segregation by excluding school district* from the merger of govern-

mental functions. 46/ At the end of a second trial, however, the court held

that the discriminatory acts of the Indianapolis board could be imputed to the

Stats of Indiana, and found that the State Board of Education and other State

agencies had, by acts of "comlssion. and omssion," practiced de Jure segrega-

tion. The court veighed possible desegregation remedies and concluded that mean-

ingful desegregation in Indianapolis could not be achieved by a remedy limited

to the city schools because it would accelerate "white flight" to the suburbs. J7/

The Seventh Circuit reversed and remanded the case one month after the

Supreme Court decision in Milliken. The court of appeals held that the district

court order was invalid to the extent that it applied to school districts outside

The 'Uni-Gov" Act, and companion legislation passed by the Indiana
Legislature in 1969, carved an exception out of a 38 year-old law on local
government consolidations so that Indianapolis could merge with its surrounding
suburbs in Marion County for all major purposes except school districting. As
a result or t -mesr7ec uu051ov- succeee tW-i6-U tiF UnCIIod's Ofst te€ ,
end county governments and of numerous special service districts. Under Indiana
law prior to 1969, the consolidation of the city and county functions would auto-
mtically have resulted in concomitant expansion of the IPS. But 16 days be-
fore final passage of Uni-Gov, the legislature repealed the prior law as applied
to cities of the first class, of which Indianapolis wes only one in the State,
with the effect of separating for the first time the boundaries of IPS and the
City of Indianapolis. Accordingly, the IPS could thereafter enlarge its terri-
tory only by agreement with the losing district, or by annexation. Both were
subject to "remonstrance' and the law further provided that any annexations not
yet effective were, in the district court's phrase, "cancelled by legislative
fiat." Thus, a metropolitan government for all Marion County was created while
the school systems of the city and county remained intact.

42_/ 368 F. Supp. 1191, 1198 (S.D. Ind. 1973).
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of Marion County, because Milliken required that acts of de jure segregation with

interdistrict effects must be found before an interdistrict remedy can be ordered.

Passage of the Uni-Gov Act provided a possible basis for such a finding, but the

suburbs outside Marion County were not included in Uni-Gov and so were not affected

by the Uni-Gov Act's exclusion of school district consolidation. As to the school

districts within Marion County, the appeals court vacated and remanded for further

proceedings to "determine whether the establishment of Uni-Gov boundaries without

a like re-establishment of the IPS boundaries warrants an Interdistrict remedy

within Uni-Gov in accordance with Milliken.'jj/ u

On remand, the district court found that Uni-Gov's exclusion of school dis-

trict consolidation was a violation of the Equal Protection Clause. 4/. Further,

this violation had the requisite Interdistrict segregative effect to trigger an

Interdistrict remedy under Milliken, because Marion County would have had a single

school system but for the exclusion of school district consolidation from Uni-Gov.

In addition, the court found that the suburban Marion County governments:

. . . have resisted school consolidation, they have resisted civil
annexation so long as civil annexation carried school annexation with
it, they ceased resisting civil annexation only when the Uni-Cov Act
made it clear that the schools would not be involved. Suburban
Marion County has resisted the erection of public housing projects
outside IPS territory, suburban Marion County officials have refused
to cobperate with HUD on the location of such projects, and the cue-

-toms-and usages of both the officials and inhabitants of such areas
have been to discourage blacks from seeking to purchase or rent homes
therein, all as shown in detail in previous opinions of this Court. 50/

The district court also held that RACI, which had jurisdiction five miles beyond

the city limits, had perpetuated the segregation of blacks in the IPS territory.

48/ 503 F. 2d 68, 80 (7th Cir. 1974), cert. denied 421 U.S. 929 (1975).

49/ 419 F. Supp. 180 (S.D. Ind. 1975).

0/ 419 F. Supp. at 182-83.
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The court therefore ordered an interdistrict remedy which included an injunction

prohibiting HACI from further construction of public housing within the city. 51/

The Seventh Circuit affirmed both with respect to Uni-Gov and the district

court findings of public housing violations. In regard to the former, the appeals

court stated that "itihe record fails to show any compelling State interest that

would have justified the failure to include IPS in the Uni-Gov legislation." Ad-

mitting that there were legitimate considerations of school system size, the loss

of citizen participation, and increased taxes for excluding schools from Uni-Gov,

the court nevertheless stated that "Itihese considerations, although not racially

motivated, cannot justify legislation that has an obvious racial aeregative im-

pact." As to housing, the court found that all public housing projects for fami-

lies, in which 98 percent of the residents were black, were restricted to the

inner city of Indianapolis. The suburbs resisted building any public housing out-

side the city, and this affected the disparate racial composition of the schools

in the city and suburban area. 5;

51/ Pending the outcome of appeals, the district court in an unreported
memorandum of decision on August 1, 1975 ordered limited interdistrict relief
requiring the transfer of black students from IPS grades one through nine in such
numbers that each transferee suburban school would have a 15 percent enrollment.
The suburban school defendants were ordered to accept the transfers for the 1975-
76 school year and each year thereafter. The decision indicated that the order
would require the transfer of 6,533 students in grades one through nine from IPS
to suburban, me-honI fourth Fall-of 195 t~ka 'riee
next four years, as high school students were included, until approximately 9,525
black students would be transferred to the suburban school districts. However,
this initial order was never implemented as the defendant schools on August 22,
1975 sought and obtained a stay of the order from the Seventh Circuit Court of
Appeals. Thereafter, on August 20, 1976, Justice Stevens further delayed imple-
mntation of interdistrict desegregation of Marion County schools by continuing
the stay pending review by the U.S. Supreme Court. Metropolitan School District
of Perry Township v. Buckley, No 76-212 (U.S., August 20, 1976)

52! On the issue of the housing remedy, the court of appeals stated:
"It is obvious that there is a close relationship between the racial balance in
housing and the racial balance in schools. . . . The record supports [the lower
court's) findings and clearly shows a 'purposeful, racially discriminatory use of
State housing.' Milliken v. Bradley . . . (Stewart, J., concurring) . . . Accord-
ingly, the district court did not abuse its discretion in enjoining the Rousing
Authority from building additional projects within IPS." 541 F 2d. 1222-23.
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The dissenting judge on the Seventh Circuit panel, Judge Tone, objected

that the majority failed to properly apply Washington v. Davis which, he asserted,

precluded a finding of constitutional violation based solely on the dispropor-

tionate racial impact of otherwise neutral State action. He took issue with the

district court's findings of racial discrimination in the exclusion of school dis-

trict consolidation from Uni-Gov and in RACI's building low-income housing pro-

jects only in IPS territory. Indicating possible agreement, the Supreme Court,

as noted above, vacated and remanded the appeals court ruling for reconsideration

in Davis and Arlington Heights, without an explanatory opinion. 53'

On remand, the court of appeals reaffirmed that the passage of Uni-Gov and

its companion legislation met the requirements of Milliken and could therefore

provide a predicate for a metropolitan remedy if the district court found that the

Indiana legislature acted with a racially discriminatory intent or purpose.54_/

In this regard, the court adopted an "objective" standard, inferring a forbidden

purpose or intent from acts of the legislature having "natural and forseeable"

segregative consequences. The district court was directed, therefore, to make

additional findings as to the intent of the legislature in enacting Uni-Gov and

to consider, in addition, whether RACI and county planning authorities "acted

with an invidious purpose in limiting the construction of public housing to IPS." 55/

.. o3/ Board of School Commissioners v. Buckley, 429 U.S. 1068 (1977).

.44/ 573 F. 2d 400 (7th. Cir. 1978).

55/ 573 F. 2d at 414. With respect to the alleged housing violations, the
appeals court stated that "an interdistrict desegregation remedy is appropriate
if the following circumstances are shown to exist (given the fact that there is a
vast racial disparity between IPS and the surrounding school districts within the
'new' City of Indianapolis: (1) that discriminatory practices have caused segre-
gative residential housing patterns and population shifts; (2) that State action,
at whatever level, by either direct or indirect action, initiated, supported, or

(continued)
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In its latest ruling to date, the district court made the specific find-

-inge required by the Seventh Circuit and reinstated its interim order of August 1,

1975 to apply to the 1978-79 and subsequent school years. 56 / As a preliminary

matter, the court reviewed the historical record and found that until the 1950's,

blacks bad been subjected to a regime of segregated treatment in regard to hous-

ing, education, and other public facilities within the State. Unlike most States

in the north and vest, Indiana had until 1949 practiced segregation by act of the

State legislature, just as was true in the southern and border States prior to

Brown. More importantly, however, the legislative history of the Uni-Gov Act

disclosed active involvement of city'and county officials at each stage of the

proceedings, with the exemption of IPS motivated by expressed public opposition

to inclusion of schools, rather than any legitimate educational or governmental

reason. Accordingly, it was "perfectly obvious" to the court that the legisla-

ture's actions:

. . . were done, at least in part, with the racially discriminatory
intent and purpose of confining black students in the IPS school sys-
tem to the 1969 boundaries of that system, thereby perpetuating the
segregated white schools in suburban Marion County. 57 /

Similarly, the district court reasserted that RACI had the authority under State

law to build housing projects in adjacent suburban areas within five miles of the

(continued) contributed to these practices and the resulting housing patterns
and population shifts; and (3) that although the State action need not be the
sale cause 6f these effects, it must have had a significant rather than a de
minimus effect. Finally, an interdistrict remedy may be appropriate even -though
ths State discriminatory housing practiceshave ceased if it is shown that prior
discridinetory practices have a continuing segregative effect on housing patterns
(and, in turn, on school attendance patterns) within the Indianapolis metro-
politan area." 573 F. 2d at 409.

56/ 456 F. Supp. 183 (S.D. Ind. 1978). See note 95 (supra).

456 F. Supp. 188.

8gk40 0-82-45
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city limits, and that its failure to do so was motivated by a desire to confine

blacks to the inner city.

Against this backdrop of racial discrimination, can It be said to
be a mere benign coincidence that HACI and the Commission located all
public housing projects within IPS boundaries? This court thinks
not and specifically bolds that the actions of such official bodies
in locating such projects within IPS, as well as the opposition of
the suburban governments to the location of public housing within
their borders, were racially motivated with the invidious purpose
to keep blacks within pre-Uni-Cov Indianapolis and IPS, and to keep
the territory of the added suburban defendants segregated for the
use of whites only. The Court of Appeals has already agreed that
the record shows a 'purposeful, racially discriminatory use of State
housing. . .' 8 /

In addition to reinstating its original 1975 order requiring 'one-way" transfers

from IPS to the suburban districts, the district court required the State to fund

a comprehensive In-service training program for teachers and staff of the receiv-

Ing suburban schools.

Wilmington, Delaware

Besides the Indianapolis case, perhaps the most widely publicized litiga-

tion since 1974 involving a metropolitan desegregation remedy is the Wilmington

case. Proceedings to desegregate the Wilmington school system date back to the

1953 ruling in Gebhart v. Belton, 59/ which, together with cases from other

States that were segregated by law, formed the basis of the Supreme Court's his-

toric ruling in Brown v. Board of Education. Another suit, Evans v. Buchanan,

was filed in 1957 charging failure to dismantle the dual school system in compli-

ance with the Brown decisions. Subsequently, in the course of that litigation,

spanning more than two decades, the city of Wilmington entered the case as a

plaintiff, and suburban New Castle County districts were joined with the State

as defendants.

.. I 456 F. Supp. at 189.

5_/ 33 Del. 144 (1952).
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Following the Supreme Court ruling in Milliken, the Evans court ordered the

joinder of the suburban school districts for consideration of evidence supporting

an interdistrict remedy. 6 / Significant in the district court's view was the

pattern of historical interdependence between the city and county school systems.

For many years, the only high school in the area that accepted black students was

located in Wilmington and blacks in the county were required to transfer to the

city school. In addition, before Brown suburban students of both races had, for

a variety of reasons, been transferred across district lines to Wilmington, and in

recent years, the State had subsidized interdistrict transportation of students

to private and parochial schools. The effect of these early line crossings was

not fully explained by the court. But it did note that the concentration of pre-

dominantly white private and parochial schools in suburban New Castle County made

it likely that the current subsidized transfers enabled white students to flee the

Wilmington district, and thereby "undoubtedly served to augment the racial dis-

parity between Wilmington and the suburban public school population." 61/ Further-

more, after Brown abolished the State's former statutory dual school system, the

district court found that "white flight" caused by the use of optional attendance

zones in the Wilmington district may likewise "have affected the relative racial

balance in housing and schools in Wilmington and the suburbs." W2/ Whether or

niot ratIaL motivation could be inteirrd Fr, these causal effects was not con-

sidered by the court, however.

1s in the case of Indianapolis, the Evans court also found that govern-

mental housing policies had resulted "to a significant degree [in) the increasing

60/ 393 F. Supp. 428 (D. Del. 1975).

61 393 F. Supp. at 437.

62/ 393 F. Supp. at 436.
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disparity in residential and school population between Wilmington and its suburbs

in the past two decades." 63/ The court pointed to the discriminatory effects of

official housing policies in the following areas as a factor contributing to inter-

district segregation of students: FHA mortgage policies; enforcement of racially-

restrictive covenants; publication of a discriminatory manual by the State real es-

tate commission; concentration of public housing in the city even though the Wil-

mington Housing Authority had jurisidiction to site units in part of the surround-

ing county; and the failure of the county housing authority to build any units since

its creation in 1972. "The specific effect of these policies was to restrict the

availability of private and public housing to blacks in suburban New Castle County

at a time when housing became increasingly available to them in Wilmington.' 64/

The most critical factor in the court's analysis, however, related to the

segregative effects of the Educational Advancement Act of 1968, a Delaware school

reorganization statute, which explicitly excluded the Wilmington District from a

general reorganization of Delaware school districts. Although the district court

concluded that the provisions excluding Wilmington district from school reorgani-

sation were not purposefully, racially discriminatory, this did not end its in-

quiry. The court noted that "statutes that do not explicitly deal with race but

have a pronounced racial effect, • . . can also 'establish suspect racial classi-..

ficatlons.' 65/ It further stated that 'where a statute, either explicitly or

effectively, makes the goals of a racial mnlorlty more difficult to achieve than

63/ 393 1. Supp. at 438.

64/ Ibid.

65/ 393 F. Supp. at 441.
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other related governmental interests, the statute embodies a suspect racial clas-

sification and requires a particularly strong justification." 66/

The court therefore held that the Educational Advancement Act, although

racially neutral on its face, "had a significant racial impact on the policies

of the State Board of Education," and thereby constituted an "interdistrict vio-

lation" under Hilliken. In effect, the statute prevented a predominantly black

school district from being reorganized into a predominantly white school district

while other districts within the State were able to consolidate. Neither the

State's asserted interest in preserving an historic school district boundary, nor

promotion of administrative efficiency by maintaining school districts with rela-

tively small enrollments, could justify the exclusion of Wilmington where about

half of all black-etudents in Delaware live and unfiae_-_Ii violations--racially

identifiable schools persisting in a system formerly segregated by law--remained.

On this basis, the district court concluded that the General Assembly had, in

contravention of Milliken, "contributed to the separation of races by redrawing

school district lines," and ordered the preparation of Wilaington-only and inter-

district plans. The Supreme Court affirmed this decision without issuing an

opinion. -67/

In May 1976, the district-court ordered the adoption of an interdistrict

plan involving 11 suburban school districts. 68 / This decision was affirmed by

the Third Circuit Court of Appeals, and the State Board of Education was ordered

to submit a plan. 69/ After a series of delays and the failure to produce an

.6L/ 393 F. Supp. at 441.

67 / 423 U.S. 963 (1975).

68 / 416 I. Supp. 328 (D. Del. 1976).

69 / 555 F. 2d 373 (3d Cir. 1977).
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acceptable plan, implementation was postponed until September 1978. The Supreme

Court refused to review this decision, clearing the vay for implementation of the

plan approved by District Judge Murray M. Schvarts on January 9, 1978. 70 /

The district court plan employed a "9-3" approach involving all students

in the desegregation area while insuring the use of Wilmington schools for the

full-grade span, including at least one of the city high schools. basically, the

plan required use of three-year consecutive grade reassignments and busing for

students living in predominantly white suburban districts, and nine-year reassign-

ments for students in the predominantly black Wilmington district. In addition,

the court's detailed remedial order required the State to provide money for a

variety of educational programs to overcome the effects of segregation and to pre-

vent resegregation. 71/ Also necessitated by the State legislature's inaction,

70_f 434 U.S. 880 (1977). Judge Schwartz previously rejected a "10-2"
grade-center approach (vith 2 grades in Wilmington and 10 grades in the suburbs)
developed by the New Castle County Planning Board of Education that would have
left white students in their neighborhood schools for 10 years and black students
for 2, with Wilmington schools never used for primary grades or senior high school,
despite a location of Wilmington high school that was "ideal" for desegregation
purposes. The court found that the board's plan deferred to sentiment against
busing younger students, but va apparently insensitive to busing younger black
students. While Judge Schvartz found some disproportionate racial burden unavoid-
able because of the smaller capacity of schools that were then predominantly black,
he said that the burden should not be excessive where a practical alternative exists.

Also rejected was a plan proposed by the State Board of Education dubbed
"reverse volunteerism" whereby every Wilmington black student would be reassigned

-- Lu exi-tingjsuburban districts with the absolute right to transfer back to the Wil-
mington district. This approach was unacceptable because it "carried with it the
tacit assumption that only--and that all-black students benefit from transferring
to a white environment, and not vice versa," and because it was "totally ineffec-
tive" as a remedy for an interdistrict violation of the nature and extent found
by the court in this case.

71 / Included in this portion of the decree were in-service training of
administrators, faculty, and other staff; special programs for reading and communi-
cation skills that do not employ resegregative practices; curriculum and materials
free of bias and reflecting cultural pluralism; effective, nondiscriminatory coun-
seling to prevent resegregation and to promote nondiscriminatory offering of voca-
tional training and college preparatory programs; nondiscriminatory policy on new
school construction, additional, and closings; human relations programs for students
and teachers; a nondiscriminatory disciplinary code, procedures, and practices; and
the reassignment of staff to eliminate racial identifiability of faculties.
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the district court "with deep seated reluctance" confronted the difficulties aris-

Ing from the widely disparate local tax rates in the 11 school districts that

were consolidated for purposes of desegregation. Faced with "Imminent peril" if

nothing were done, the court set a maximum rate for the reorganized system within

the range of rates previously existing in the separate districts, leaving the

actual rate for determination by the new school board. The court further noted,

however, that "the Delaware legislature may raise or lover the tax authorization

established here" provided that it does not imperil the desegregation process. 72 /

finally, the court declined to set up a mechanism for monitoring implementation

but retained jurisdiction of the case until the system is deemed completely uni-

tary, -as demonstrated over a reasonable period of time. 73 /

On a final appeal, the Third Circuit affirmed the plan for student reassign-

ment and ancillary relief adopted by -the district court and that court's rejec-

tion of alternative plans proposed by State and county officials. 74 / In re-

evaluating the extent and continuing impact of the iterdistrict violation pre-

viously found in Wilimington and New Castle County, the appeals court ruled that

72 / The district-court order conferred on the reconstituted county board
the authority to establish, levy.and collect taxes for the current operating
expenses up to a maximum authorized rate of $1.91 per $100 of assessed property
valuation. The new board was also permitted to set a tax rate of up to $.32 for
tuition, debt service, and minor capital Improvements. The board established a

~TaI~~eoirtrjipe-gi-e-o $T7b' iTtW-KWnz n1Tes ot the
coart's order, but the Delaware legislature thereafter passed a law directing the
State Board of Education to establish a tax rate for the consolidated district,
which was eventually set at $1.585, or-9-1/2 cents lower than the county board
rate. The district court later denied the State Board's application for an in-
junction against enforcement of the county board rate because the court found that
the-legislature's action provided "a taxation -scheme likely to frustrate or im-
peril the desegregation process in the single school district." 455 F. Supp.
692, 695.

447 F. Supp.'982 (D. Del. 1978).

74/ 582 F. Zd 750 (3d Cir. 1978), cert. denied 48 U.S.L.Y. 3097 (S. Ct.
8/21"-).
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the plan satisfied the remedial duty imposed by Svann end Milliken and conformed

to the "incremdntal segregative effect' standard of Dayton I.

That the 'condition that offends the Constitution' was found to be
interdistrict in rature and extending throughout the 11-district area
required that the remedy be congruent with the affected geographic
area.. Given the pervasive nature of the condition and the extensive
area implicated by the findings of the three-judge court, the court
fashioned a remedy that was prima face reasonable, to-wit, a plan that
sought to root out segregative effects in the interdistrict area, a
plan designed 'to extirpate the de jure segregation and dual school
systems in Northern New Castle County, . . . and to restore the school
system to the status it would have enjoyed but for the constitutional
violations'. In our vlew, once this showing was made, the burden passed
to the defendant-appellants to demonstrate by evidence and testimony
that the proffered plan was 'arbitrary, fanciful, or unreasonable,' by
specifying In what respects the reach of the plan exceeded the grasp of
the conditions created by constitutional violations. The defendant-
appellants failed to meet this burden. 75/

However, the appeals court vacated the district court order of May 5, 1978 which

had refused to enjoin the county board from enforcing a tax rate for the consoli-

dated school system in excess of that established by the State board pursuant to

the Act of the State legislature. 76 / In effect, the Third Circuit concluded that

the district court had failed to accord "the requisite deference to which legisla-

tive judgment in the field of taxation are entitled." 77 / The district court was

75 / 582 F. 2d at 766. The appeals court found the defendants' arguments
that thuiplan exceeded the remedial limits Imposed by Dayton I inappropriate for
three other reasons. First, it found the Dayton I claims a "belated attempt" to
relitigate an issue already conclusively resolved by prior proceedings in the case,
including the Supreme Court's affirmance of the finding of an Interdistrict viola-
tion. In addition, Dayton I was distinguishable in that the systemvide remedy in
that case was based on three "relatively isolated" violations of "questionable va-
lidity," whereas the record in Wilmington disclosed 'pervasive de jure interdis-
trict segregation" throughout the desegregation area. Finally, unlike Dayton 1,
these "firmly established constitutional violations" had the effect of perpetua-
ting segregation in a school system formerly segregated by law.

76/ See note 116 (supra).

77/ 582 F. 2d at 778. -
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directed to hold additional hearings to determine the adequacy of the rate estab-

lished by the State legislature in accordance with the "presumption of regularity

end constitutionality" mandated by relevant judicial decisions. The appeals court

indicated that only if the amount allocated was "substantially insufficient" to

operate the system would the State's action "clearly be unacceptable as inter-

fering with the operation of the desegregation decree." 78

Louisville and Jefferson County. Kentucky

When the Supreme Court decided Milliken, it also vacated and remanded for

reconsideration in light of that decision an appeals court order to desegregate

the Louisville and Jefferson County school systems. 7 / In Newburg, the Sixth

Circuit-had held that a finding of contiguous dual school systems in the city and

surrounding county justified the imposition of an interdistrict remedy. In order-

ing the district court to eliminate "all vestiges of State-imposed segregation,"

the Sixth Circuit had declared that "State-crested school district lines [are] to

impose no barrier in accomplishing such purpose".

The suit to desegregate schools in the Louisville metropolitan area began as

separate actions against the city and county school systems seeking relief in the

form of a merger of the Louisville district with two other districts in the county.

SThe district cour, in an order entered p'Oior to Rilliken, dismissed both lawsuits

on the grounds that it lacked authority to require crossing school district bound-

aries and that, in any event, segregation vithin the systems was the consequence

of residential housing patterns and not the unlawful actions of school officials.

78/ 582 F. 2d at 780.

79 / Nevburg Area Council, Inc. v. Board of Education, 489 F. 2d 925 (6th
Cir. IM), vacated, 418 U.S. 918, modified and reinstated, 510 F. 2d 1358 (6th
Cir. 1974), cert. denied, 421 U.S. 931 (1975).
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The Sixth Circuit reversed, holding that the school districts were de Jure

segregated and that school attendance polices based on geographical zoning were

not adequate to remedy the unconstitutional conditions. Specifically, the court

noted that prior to 1954 both the city and county school boards operated separate

schools for black and white students as then required by Kentucky law. It also

found that these schools remained racially identifiable to the present, and that

segregated conditions had been aggravated by school board practices related to

.new school construction and student attendance policies. For example, pointing

to an elementary school in the county that had remained segregated since before

Brown, the court concluded that vestiges of the dual school system were not elimi-

nated as long as the school remained all black.

Since the Jefferson County Board has not eliminated all vestiges of
State-imposed segregation from the system, it had the affirmative
responsibility to see that no other school, in addition to Newburg,
would become a racially identifiable black school. It could not be
'neutral' with respect to students on assignments at [the other
elementary schools. It was required to insure that neither school
would become racially identifiable. 80/

In addition, it appeared that county board policies had led to "under-utilization"

of certain black schools while other facilities in nearby white neighborhoods were

operated with enrollments greater than capacity.

Similarly, the Louisville board was found, inter alia, to have maintained an

open_ rolment" policy which had the effect of aggravating segregation by enab- ...

ling white students who were assigned to black schools to transfer out. Despite

so-called "Integration plans" adopted in the intervening years by the Louisville

Board of Education, the court found that over 80 percent of the schools in Louis-

ville remaled racially identifiable in a school system that was 50 percent white.

Since the effects of the pre-Brown State-imposed segregation still remained in the

_80/ 489 F. 2d at 929.
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Louisville school system, the Sixth Circuit also reversed the trial Judge's dis-

missal of the suit against the Louisville board and remanded both cases for fur-

ther proceedings.

Meanwhile, the Supreme Court issued its ruling in Milliken prohibiting an

order for Interdistrict relief in the absence of a constitutional violation with

interdistrict effects. Because the order in the Louisville and Jefferson County

cases covered all school districts in Jefferson County, the Supreme Court vacated

the order and sent the case back to the Sixth Circuit for reconsideration in light

of Milliken. 81/

On remand, the Sixth Circuit reinstated its order. 82 / In support of the

conclusion that an interdistrict remedy was appropriate, the court emphasized

certain factors distinguishing Louisville and Jefferson County from the situation

in Detroit. First,,the court noted that the boundary lines between the Louisville

and Jefferson County school districts had been frequently disregarded in the past

to aid segregation, while Milliken involved only one such instance. In addition,

the expansion of the municipal boundaries of Louisville without concurrent expan-

sion of the city school district had resulted in a substantial number of white

Louisville residents attending schools in the county. The Sixth Circuit also ob-

served the Importance of the county as the primary unit of government in Kentucky

and that there were only three schoolsyteas involved, not 53 separate districts

as in the Detroit metropolitan area. Thus, a metropolitan remedy would be consi-

derably less complex to administer than it would have been in Milliken.

Most important, however, was the fact that unlike Detroit, both the Louis-

vlle and Jefferson County school districts were 'equally guilty in falling to

81 / 418 U.S. 918 (1974).

82/i 510 F. 2d 1358 (6th Cir. 1974).
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eliminate all vestiges of segregation mandated by the same Kentucky statute."

Because of this, the court reasoned that it could not allov ths school districts

to remain separate where the effect would be to impede disestablishment of the

dual school systems.

A vital distinction between Milliken and the present cases is that
in thi former there was no evidence that the outlying school dis-
tricts had committed acts of de Jura segregation or that they were
operating dual school systems. Exactly the opposite Is true here
since both the Louisville and Jefferson County School Districts
have . . . failed to eliminate all vestiges of State-imposed segre-
gation. Consequently, as contrasted with the outlying Michigan 8
districts, they are guilty of maintaining dual school systems. 3/

This latter rationale suggests that a findifg of contiguous dual school systems

may provide an independently adequate justification for an interdistrict remedy.

regardless of the extent to which segregative acts in one district affect the

racial composition of schools in an adjoining district.

Subsequently, the interdistrict aspect of the Louisville case was effective-

ly mooted when the Louisville Board of Education voted to dissolve itself and con-

solidate its territory with that governed by the Jefferson County School Board. 84 /

Thereafter, proceeding on an Intradistrict basis, the district court on July 30,

1975 ordered a countywide desegregation plan to be implemented in the fall, and

dismissed the small Anchorage Independ School District because there was no evi-

dence that it had discriminated. The plan, developed with the aid of Jefferson

County E pendants and experts for the plaintiffs, required elementary schools Co

be 12-40 percent black and secondary schools to be 12.5-35 percent black. Exempted

from busing required by the plan were all pupils attending 16 elementary and 12

83/ 510 F. 2d at 1359.
84/
84/ Following the appeals court's 1974 decision, the Louisville school

district was dissolved pursuant to a procedure authorized by the Kentucky statutes
and the State Board of Education ordered the Jefferson County Board of Education
to merge with the Louisville district to establish a new county school system
that would be 81 percent white. However, had the'Louisville board not voted to
relinquish its jurisdiction, it appears likely that the court would have required

(continued)
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secondary schools that were within the racial guidelines. The plan also required,

inter ala, the closing of 12 schools, racial balance in teacher and administra-

tive assignments, and provided an exception for students participating in programs

such as Readstart, alternative schools and special education programs. The plan,

which involved the transportation of about 22,600 students throughout the consoli-

dated district, was affirmed by the court of appeals on August 23, 1976. 85/

Subsequently, a court appointed monitoring committee filed a report .vhich

found 28 elementary schools out of compliance with the plan during the 1975-76

school year. The defendants argued that the schools in question were not within

the guidelines because of residential mobility, not deliberate school board action,

and that the Supreme Court's ruling in the Pasadena case relieved the school board

of any duty to reassign students annually to maintain set racial ratios. However,

the court ruled that, unlike the situation in Pasadena, Jefferson County had never

achieved a unitary school system, and therefore there was no need to determine what

caused the imbalanced enrollment. The defendants were ordered to bring the 28

schools into compliance by' busing 900 additional black children, and the court of

appeals affirmed. 86

St. Louis County, Missouri

Missouri 87/ has also approved an interdistrict remedy involving three school dig-

8_/ (continued) implementation of an interdistrict remedy. Consequently,
the litigation may have had the effect of prompting administrative action to conso-
lidate the two principal districts into a single metropolitan whole.

85/ 541 F. 2d 538 (6th Cir. 1976).

..W 560 F. 2d 755 (6th Cir. 1977).

87/ 515 F. 2d 1363 (8th Cir.) (en banc), aff'a and modifyin 388 P. Supp.11058 (E.D. Mo. 1975) (final order), certdented 424 U.S. 951 (1975t. See, also,
363 F. Supp. 739 (E.D. Mo. 1973) (findings and conclusions).
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tricts in St. Louis County, Missouri; Until 1937, the present Kinloch School

District constituted a single system that operated separate schools for black

and white students pursuant to a Missouri law that required segregation in the

public schools. When the city of Berkeley was incorporated in that year, the

Berkeley District was detached from the present Kinloch District, creating two

almost completely segregated school districts, Kinloch (black) and Berkeley

(white). Interdistrict segregation had been enforced by formal transfer arrange-

aents between the districts until 1954. The district court found that the edu-

cational opportunities in the present Kinloch School district were vastly inferior

to those in the rest of St. Louis Couty, and that this inferiority was "a direct

and forseeable consequence of the creation and maintenance of Kinloch as a small,

all-black school district." 88 /

Racial motivation with respect to the detachment of Berkeley from Kinloch

was inferred from the fact that Missouri required duel school systems by statute

at the time, and the fact that the school district boundaries themselves were in-

explicable on nonracial grounds. County educational officials had favored the

reorganization of Kinloch District, as had studies commissioned by the State and

county which "uniformly recommended that the Kinloch District be consolidated with

other school districts." Anticipating voter rejection, however, neither the State

nor the county had included the Kinloch District in various consolidation plans

proposed for the county. "[]n exercising their powers of school district reor-

ganization, State, and county school officials have, because of the race of resi-

dent students, treated Kinloch District differently from other similarly situated

school districts." 89/ In short, racial considerations were found to have entered

88 / 363 F. Supp. at 743.

AL Ibid.
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into the decision not to reorganize the Kinloch District, and "State and county

officials acted on these considerations to the detriment of the Kinloch students.'

The segregative effects of these actions had persisted: the black district had

only a handful of white students at the time of trial, and its assessed tax val-

uation per pupil, buildings, equipment, and faculty salaries were markedly Infe-

rior to-the other districts.

Subsequent to the trial, the districtcourt entered an order enjoining the

defendants from operating the schools in St. Louis County in a discriminatory

fashion, and requiring the submission of reorganization plans which would ellui-

nate segregation in those schools. The plan submitted by the defendants and ap-

proved by the court provided for the consolidation of the Kinloch and Barkeley

districts with a third, considerably larger district, Ferguson-Florissant. Con-

solidation of only Kinloch and Berkeley was rejected because it would not have

resulted in significant desegregation and was not financially viable due to low

assessed property valuations in the two districts. The approved remedy would

necessitate some increase in the number of students bused but, the court found,

involved no health or safety hazards.

Measured against the standard laid down by Milliken, the district court

concluded that the proposed Interdistrict remedy was appropriate in this particu-

Milliken found an interdistrict remedy suitable only in the pres-

ence of an Interdistrict violation or a violation having Interdistrict effects.

The situation in Sti Louis County was a vestige of a formerly State-nandated dual

school system and was also "a continuing effect of racially discriminatory State

actions on the pert of the defendants." 90/ Although:not a party to the crea-

tion of the black Kinloch District, the court justified the inclusion of Ferguson-

Florissant on the basis that the rejection by Ferguson voters of a proposed plan

90/ 388 F. Supp. at 1059.
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for consolidation with Kinloch had been racially motivated. 91/ Focussing on

one major distinguishing factor, the court noted that as compared to the 53 school

districts included in the proposed desegregation plan for Detroit, the three dis-

trict remedy would not cause any significant disruption of public education or

any deviation from Missouri law, thereby meeting the equitable objections voiced

in Milliken.

The consolidation plan was affirmed by the Eighth Circuit, but another por-

tion of the district court decree dealing with tax levies to support the conso-

lidated district was modified on appeal. Testimony before the district court in-

dicated that a maximum tax rate of $6.03 per $100 valuation vould be required to

operate the new district, but that it would be impossible to obtain voter approval

for that level of funding. The State Board of Education therefore recommended

that the maximum rate not exceed $5.38 per $100 valuation, the then current rate

in Ferguson-Floriasant District, with the remainder financed through the State

legislature. In modifying the district court order which had opted for the higher

rate, the Eighth Circuit held that while it was within the judiciary's power to

require tax levies to implement a school desegregation plan, nevertheless "defer-

ence should be given to the plan submitted in good faith by the State and county

officials and which is largely accepted by the court.' 92 / The rate in the

consolidated school district was therefore reduced to $5.38 per $100 valuation.

92L/ 388 F. Supp. at 1060; 363 F. Supp. at 748-49.

92 / 515 F. 2d at 1373.
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SUOLARY

Lover court decisions since Milliken thus demonstrate that, despite

the apparent limitations on Interdistrict relief imposed by the Supreme

Court in the Detroit case, Judicial remedies to desegregate schools in

sn entire metropolitan area say be appropriate in certain circumstances.

Baically, three distinct types of practices that may form a pattern of

constitutional violations justifying interdistrict relief have been

identified by these decisions: school board policies that result in actual

district line crossings by students; legislative or administrative reorg-

anizations of school districts, consolidations, or detachments that intensify

segregation within affected districts; and actions by local housing authorities

that affect the residential location of families vith school children within

a metropolitan area.

The Wilmington and Louisville cases illustrate this first type of

Interdistrict" violation where school officials in two or more districts

act in concert to segregate students across district lines. For example,

the Evans court stressed historical arrangements of city/county cooperation

fur ce education oi'rsUdTeUrV 'T1ntrU1tIrGW1 topoz-ian area; In particuLar,

the fact that for many years county blacks had been transferred to an all

black city high school. In addition, before Brown, suburban students of both

races had, for a variety of other reasons, been transferred across district lines

to Wilmington, and the State had contributed to "white flight" from the city

by subsidizing Interdistrict transportation of students to private and parochial

schools in the county. Similarly, In Newburg, the Sixth Circuit noted that

boundary lines between the Louisville and Jefferson County school districts

had frequently been disregarded in the past to aid segregation, while Milliken

Involved only one such instance.

88-140 O-82-46
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Although Milliken, by rejecting the theory that State officials

may be held vicariously liable for all acts of a local school board,

severely weakened the viability of certain types of "State action"

arguments "as justification for interdistrict relief, some forms of

action at the State via a vie local level may still support a claim

for such relief. For example, when State legislative or administrative

action related to the organization, consolidation, or detachment of school

districts results in Increased segregation, this may provide a basis for

finding an interdistrict violation under Nilliken. The court in Evans

relied primarily on the State legislature's passage of the Educational

Advancement Act, excluding Wilmington from a general reorganization of

Delaware school districts, as the basis for an interdistrict remedy.

In United States v. Missouri, the separation of one district into black

and white districts in 1937, and the refusal by State and local officials

to include the block district-in subsequent consolidation plans for the

county, was held-to justify their reconsolldation almost forty years

later. In Milliken. the Supreme Court specifically referred to "line

drawing" of this sort as one acceptable ground for an interdistrict
93/ -

remedy.

A second type of line drawing problem is presented when school

district lines do not conform to governmental boundaries for other

purposes, and the effect of this discrepancy is increased segregation

within city and suburban school- systems. In the Indianapolis case, the

931 418 U.S. at 745.
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State legislature approved a plan organizing all governmental services

on a metropolitan basis except for schools, which remained divided between

city and suburbs. In Louisville, the boundaries of the Louisville School

District were drawn well inside the city limits, allowing 10,000 students,

mostly white, to live in the city but attend county schools. The

mismatches were found to be prima facie evidence of a segregative purpose

whose effects justified interdistrict relief. It follows from the Louisville

and Indianapolis cases that unless the defendant State or local officials can

demonstrate that the determination of governmental boundaries was based solely

on legitimate non-racial reasons, an interdistrict remedy may be appropriate.

Another type of line drawing that may provide a basis for finding an

interdistrict violation involves the consolidatimbf school districts. In

_26/
Horrilton School District No. 32 v. United States a series of three

major school district consolidations in Conway County, Arkansas, mandated

by the State Legislature prior to 1950, had the effect of combining a number

of small segregated districts into a few larger, but still segregated, districts.

In an en banc decision, the Eighth Circiut unanimously held that because the

consolidation program failed to remedy, and effectively preserved, the de Jure

.L/ Newburg Area Council, Inc. v. Board of Education, 510 F. 2d 1358, 1361
6th Cir. 1974), cert. denied 421 U.S. 931 (1975)

jjI The difficulty with this approach may lie in the requirement of finding
a discriminatory purpose. There say be legitimate reasons, such as economies
of scale, for providing some services but not others on a metropolitan basis.
Indeed, the Milliken Court itself stressed the importance of the factor
of local control over education as militating against imposition of inter-
district remedies. However, when most services are provided regionally, the
exclusion of school districts from an overall plan of government consolidation
may become more suspect, and it may be more difficult for defendants to defeat
a prima face case by showing that they acted exclusively for nonracial reasons
in not consolidating schools.

96,' 606 F. 2d 222 (8th Cir. 1979), cert. denied 48 U.S. L.W. 3535 (S.Ct.
2/19/8-).
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line crossings and reorganizations. This is suggested by Justice Stewart's

assertion in Hilliken that the concentration of black residents in

Detroit was due to 'unknown and perhaps unknowable factors." Another

difficulty in using State or local housing or zoning laws as a basis for

finding an Interdistrict violation is the necessity of showing a discrim-

inatory purpose. Certain zoning and housing laws that have the effect of

segregating blacks in urban areas may have been designed to preserve open

space, lessen the burden on municipal services, or accomplish other legi-

tinate purposes that nay preserve them from constitutional challenge.

Nonetheless, the post-Milliken cases demonstrate that a litigation strategy
9s I

based in part on housing violations may-succeed in certain circumstances.

it should be noted, however, that the post-Killiken lower courts which

have ordered Interdistrict relief all involved school districts that had

operated statutory dual school system in the past, and where the effects

of pre-1954 de jure segregation had lingered without remedy. Although the

Supreme Court was not directly confronted with the issue, Columbus and Dayton

_I11 eave open the possibility that a "vestiges" rationale could likewise be

used to-obtain interdiatrict relief in school districts vithout a prior

history of.statutorily enforced-racial separation of students. In Milliken,

_11/ See, Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Development Corp.

429 U.S. 252 (1977), n. 78 (supra).

_s/ See, also Hills v. Cautreaux, 425 U.S. 254 (1976) n. 75 (supra).
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where only intradistrict violations in a single school district were proven,
99/

thc Court was unwilling to presume the existence of Interdistrict violations.

By contrast, it is arguable that once the plaintiffs in such a case have estab-

lished a single or repeated interdistrict violations with significant unreme-

died effects, the vestiges "presumption" of Columbus and Dayton a mignt be

applied to shift the burden of proof to State and local defendants regarding

other segregation between the districts schools. For example, if cooperative

transfers of students for a segregative purpose, or significant housing viola-

tions, are proven, it could be presumed that the identified officials omitted

other violations having similar effects. Thus, while northern litigants may

be less able than their southern counterparts to trace current segregation to

an historical statutory source, the theory of unremedied vestiges of past

segregative action (i.e. the continuing failure of State officials to remedy

the effects of their pLat misdeeds), borrowed from the intradistrict context,

could lessen the plaintiffs' burden of showing that other, more subtle forms

of discrimination, led to segregated schools in more than one district.

99 / While t "opinions of both the Chief Justice and Justice Stewart,
concurring, emphasized that Milliken did not involve contiguous dual school
systems, the Court did not expressly consider whether a showing of contiguous
intradistrict violations, but without evidence of interdistrict effect,-
might be sufficient in and of itself to justify the imposition of an inter-
district remedy. To date, the only decision to suggest that it would is the
Sixth Circuit ruling in the Louisville case (Newburg, supra) but that aspect
of the court's ruling was largely dicta since there were other grounds to
support the finding of an interdistrict violation. See, 510 F. 2d at 1361.
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Finally, to avoid the barriers posed by Milliken, the courts in at

least two cases have relied on State constitutional provisions to order

Interdistrict relief. An intermediate California State court, In Tinsley
lo/

v. Palo Alto Unified School District, found that interdistrict relief

could be justified under-article I, section 7, of the California constitution,

which established a State guarantee of equal protection. In Tinsley, the

district court of appeals upheld on demurrer the plaintiff's request for

the integration of students from a black-majority elementary school district

in the San Francisco suburbs with those from a neighboring white-majority

elementary school district. The court began Its analysis by noting that
101

the California Supreme Court, In Crawford v. Board of Education,

had held de facto intradistrict segregation to be a violation of the

State constitution's equal protection guarantee. The court then held

that Crawford applied to de facto segregation across district lines, as

long as the districts were adjoining. Having found a violation of State

constitutional law, the court rejected the defendant's argument that Milliken

was binding precedent.
102/

--I Berry v. School District, a federal district court in Michigan .....

based resort to an interdistrict remedy on article VIII, section 2, of the

1962 State constitution, which orders "every school district (to] provide

for the education of its pupils without discrimination..." Although the

provision is addressed to "school districts,' the court concluded that

1gg/ 91 Cal. App. 3d 871, 154 Cal. Rptr. 591 (1979).

CLnL/ 17 Cal. 3d 280, 551 P. 2d 28, 130 Cal. Rptr. 724 (1976) (Los Angeles

County -schools).

102/ 467 F. Supp. 630 (W.D. Mich. 1978)
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- It Imposed an affirmative duty on 'all state and school authorities,' the

Governor, and the attorney general. Dereliction by State officials of this

duty to remedy local de jure segregation, the court held, constituted a

violation of Statewide scope justifying interdistrict relief. The court

thus relied on the State constitution to achieve the same ends sought by the

* the plaintiffs in Milliken: characterization of the violation as statewide to

allow for inclusion of more than one school district within the scope of the remedy.

In conclusion, while Milliken places restrictions on the courts'authority

to order interdistrict or metropolitan remedies in school desegregation cases,

such relief may still be available in a wide range of cases. Line crossings,

boundary changes, and residential population shifts brought about by official

discrimination my all satisfy Milliken's requirement of an Interdistrict viola-

lation. Both the Wilmington and Louisville cases appear to depart from strict

adherence to Milliken, suggesting a relaxed application of the discrimr-

inatory intent test, and that where there is some combination of de jure viola-

tions within the included districts, breaches of district lines, and an absence

of equitable restraints based on local control and administrative difficulties,

rigorous inquiry into Interdistrict segregative effects may not be required.

Additional developments in the law can be expected, particularly in regard to

the applicability of Columbus and Dayton 11 to multidistrict litigation seeking

metropolitan-wide desegregation of northern urban areas. Finally, it is pos-

slble that claims based on State constitutional grounds will more frequently be

used to supplement the Federal law in the future.
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KEGAL ANALYSIS OF H.J. RES. 56 PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION
REGARDING THE ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENTS TO THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

On January 5, 1981, Representative Mottl introduced H.J. Les. 56

which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. That resolution

proposes an amendment to the Constitution, to become effective if ratified

by three-fourths of the State legislatures within seven years of passage,

which provides as follows: "No court of the United States shall require

that any person be assigned to, or excluded from, any school on the basis

of race, religion, or national origin.

Although not expressed in so many words, the ar'parent intent and

probable effect of the constitutional amendment proposed by H.J. Rea. 56

would be to limit the remedial alternatives available to the Federal

courts in school desegregation cases. That is, it would seem to prohibit

the Federal courts from enforcing any desegregation plan or order requiring

the transfer or assignment of students to the schools "on the basis of race,

religion, or national origin.' For purposes of the proposed amendment, it

is indifferent whether such a plan is directed to the elimination of

segregation de Jure in origin, i.e. that which is brought about by the

intentional actions of school officials and traditionally condemned by the

Equal Protection Clause; or de facto and resulting without the complicity

of State or local officials. In addition, the amendm nt contains no

explicit mention of court ordered transportation or busing, but speaks

simply in terms of the "aasign~ment] to, or exclusion] from, any school"

for prohibited purposes. Accordingly, while it would seem to clearly

preclude the former, it may also extend beyond judicially ordered busing

and restrict the court's authority to enforce other more or less trad-

tional "race conscious" remedies in school desegregation chse. These
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may include the rezoning of school attendance boundaries, new school

construction and the closing of obsolete facilities, school consolida-

tions, and the like, which do not entail explicit racial classifications,

or necessarily increase transportation burdens, but do have as their

ultimate objective the reassignment of students to ameliorate racial

concentrations in the public schools. However, because it is framed

as a limitation upon the powers or the "United States" courts, the

amendment would not preclude resort by the State courts or educational

officials to desegregation measures which employ racially based

student assignment techniques.

It should also be observed that the reason for inclusion of the term

"religion" as a prohibited student assignment criterion along with those of

race or national origin is not entirely clear. Whether the sponsors of

the proposal are aware of any actual problems in this area, or simply

wish to prevent their emergence at some time in the future, is beyond

present ascertainment. Nonetheless, since the amendment Is not expressly

limited to public school students, and would thus include those attending pri-

vats institutions as well, its adoption could have an effect on Federal

Judicial authority with regard to sectarian schools whose admission criteria

not infrequently include religious background.

With these considerations-in mind, it is necessary in order to more

-fully evaluate the-implication of H.J. Res. 56 to briefly survey the

course of Supreme Court decisions in school desegregation cases. In Brown1/

v. Board of Education, the Court ruled that the Equ.l Protection Clause

1/ 347 u.s. 483 (1954).
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of the Fourteenth Amendment forbade State policies mandating the separation of

student@ in the public schools on the basis of race. In striking down State

statutes which, required or permitted, by local option, separate schools for

black and white children, the Court declared that the "separate but equal" doc-
2/

trine of Plessy v. Ferguson has no place in public education.

But the evolution of the Brown doctrine goes further then simply calling

for the repeal of regulations that embody invidious racial criteria. Subse-

quent decisions made clear that State and local authorities who have committed

unlawful practices have an "affirmative duty" to abolish the effects of former
3/

discriminatory practices "root and branch," and adopt remedial plans that
'4/

promise realistically to work, and promise realistically to work nov. -

5/
In Swann v. Board of Education the Court defined the scope of Judicial

authority to enforce school district compliance with this constitutional ob-

ligation and set forth "with more particularity" the elements of an accepta-

ble school desegregation plan. In eliminating illegally segregated school

systems, the Court emphasized, the neighborhood school or any other student

assignment policy "is not acceptable simply because it appears to be neutral."

Rather, in a system with a prior history of de Jure segregation, a constitu-

tionally adequate remedy may require a "frank-and sometime drastic--

gerrymandering of school districts and attendance zones," resulting in zones

2/ 163 U.S. 537 (1895).

3/ Green v. County Board of Education, 391 U.S. 430 (1968).

4/ Alexander v. Holmes County Board, 396 U.S. 19 (1969).

5/ 402 U.S. 1 (1971).
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neither compact nor contiguous, indeed they may be at opposite ends of the

city." Accordingly, the lover courts may require school officials to imple-

ment plans involving

. . . gerrymandering of school districts. . . (and)
'pairing', 'clustering', or 'Srouping' of schools
with attendance assignments made deliberately to
accomplish the transfer of Negro students out of
formerly Negro schools and transfer of White stu-
dents to formerly all-Negro schools.6/

The Swann Court also affirmed the limited use of mathematical ratios of white

students to black students as a basis for the remedial assignment of students

to the schools. "Awareness of the racial composition of the whole school

system is likely to be a useful starting point in shaping a remedy to correct
7/

past constitutional violation." 8/
In a companion to Swann, the Court in McDaniel v. Barresi stressed the

importance of race related student assignment techniques in formulating ef-

fective remedies for unlawful segregation. In sustaining a school desegreg-

ation plan against allegations that it involved unconstitutional racial

student assignments and busing, the Court reiterated the remedial standards

set forth In Green and Swann and found that "(iln this remedial process,

steps will almost invariably require that students be assigned 'differently

because of their race.' [citation omitted). Any other approach would freeze
9/

the status quo that is the target of all desegregation processes."

6/ 402 U.S. at 27.

7/ 402 U.S. at 25.

8/ 402 U.S. 38 (1971).

9/ 402 U.S. at 41.
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The rulings in Brown, Green, and Swann involved jurisdictions, primarily in

the South, that had at one time enforced segregation by statute. In Keyes v.
10/

School District No. L, Denver Colo., however, the Court held that the same

affirmative constitutional obligation pertains to Northern school districts,

without a prior history of statutory dual schools, where segregation is found to

be the product of deliberate actions by school officials. Host recently, the

Supreme Court affirmed this mandate in upholding the appropriateness of system-

wide student reassignment and busing plans in the Dayton and Columbus cases
117

which were found to have been purposely segregated in the pest.

In short, the Supreme Court has consistently stressed the need for race

and ethnic conscious remedies to desegregate schools and has even stated that

"it is unlikely that a truly effective remedy could be devised without con-
12/

tinued reliance upon [them]." These plans have usually required considers-

tion of racial factors in making student assignment decisions. Thus, they

may involve the direct transfer of students-as where the "pairing," "coupling,"

or "grouping" of schools is involved-or say accomplish much the same result in

a more indirect fashion by school closings, consolidations, or redrawing attend-

ance boundaries so that students in racially concentrated areas are effectively

zoned out. The proposed amendment would seem to largely preclude resort

by the Federal courts to these traditional desegregation techniques, and as

already noted, this would apparently be true whether or not additional stu-

dent transportation or busing is necessary to implement the underlying student

assignment plan.

10/ 413 U.S. 189 (1973).

11/ Dayton Board of Education v. Brinkman, 443 U.S. 526 (1979); Columbus
Board of Education v. Penick, 443 U.S. 449 (1979).

.L2/ North Carolina Board of Education v. Svann, 402 U.S. 43, 46 (1971).
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Although the amendment proposed by H.J. Res. 56 night thus be interpreted

as limiting the remedial authority of the Federal courts in school desegrega-

tion cases, this say not be the invariable result if the courts seek to con-

strue it with a view to reconciliation with existing judicial precedent

under the Fourteenth Amendment. For example, the prohibition on racially

based student assigaments might be read as forbidding such assignments except

as required by the Court's constitutional holdings in Brown and its progeny.

Such a construction would harmonize the Fourteenth Amendment and the limitation

embodied in the proposal. But instead of this or other possible narrow in-

terpretations induced by a desire to reconcile H.J. Rea. 56 with existing con-

stitutional authority, the courts may indeed be inclined to read the amendment

3tterally, particularly if such a reading is consonant with a discernible

Several understanding to that effect both in Congress and the ratifying State

legislstures. Moreover. a broad reading is arguably consonant with its

status as an article in the. fundamental law of the land. If this broader

leading prevails, the proposed amendment could effectively deprive the Federal

courts of frequently used techniques to desegregate the public schools. As

observed, the remedial assignment of students on account of race, either di-

ceetly or indirectly, has been the dominant feature of desegregation plans

approved by the court since the Green and Swann decisions.

Charles V. Dale
Legislative Attorney
American Law Division
July 27, 1981
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0, Congressional Research Service
" =The Library of Congress

WasWngton, D.C. 20540

November 10, 1981

TO - House Judiciary Committee

Attention: Janice Cooper

FROM : American Law Division

SUBJECT Sundry Questions Regarding the Legal Effects of H.J. Res. 56 Proposing
An Amendment to the U.S. Constitution Relative to Public School
Assignment Policies

Reference is made to your Inquiry concerning the above. H.J. Res. 56,

introduced by Representative Mottl on January 5, 1981 and referred to the

Committee on the Judiciary, would amend the U.S. Constitution to provide that:

"No court of the United States shall require that any person be assigned to,

or excluded from, any school on the basis of race, religion, or national origin."

Specifically, you ask whether this proposed constitutional prohibition would

1) apply retroactively to Federal court desegregation decrees ordered prior to,

and In effect, on the date of adoption or to future judicial modifications of

such preexisting orders because of changed circumstances; 2) affect the opera-

tion or implementation of "race conscious" remedies-such as magnet schools or

lottery systems for the assignment of students--vhich, although not based on ex-

plicit racial criteria, are nonetheless designed to effect the redistribution

of students in order to overcome segregation within the school system, and 3)

affect plans providing for the reassignment of teachers In order to achieve

faculty and staff desegregation.
I/

As discussed at some length in our earlier report, the Mottl Amendment

1/ See, CRS Report, "Legal Analysis of N.J. Ras. 56 Proposing an Amendment
to the U.S. Constitution Regarding the Assignment of Students to the Public
Schools," by Charles V. Dale, July 27, 1981.
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would seem to effectively limit the remedial alternatives available to the

Federal courts in school desegregation cases by prohibiting the Judicial as-

signment or exclusion of "any person" from the schools "on the basis of race,

religion, or national origin." Traditionally, the Supreme Court in formulat-

ing remedies to eradicate the effects of unconstitutional segregation in the

schools has recognized the need for race and ethnic conscious student assign-
2/

meat and transfer techniques-=with or without student busing-and has even

stated that "it is unlikely that a truly effective remedy could be devised
3/

without continued reliance upon (them]." In the face of the Nottl Amendment

however, it seems clear that the courts would have to depart from this remedial

approach in future cases and refrain from consideration of racial factors in

making student assignment decisions. Accordingly, they would be restricted to

implementing plans predicated on the neighborhood school concept, freedom of

choice, or other "race neutral" assignment techniques based on student volun-

tarism, approaches that have largely been discarded in favor of "affirmative"

remedies under the present lay.

In addition to this prospective effective, the amendment might also re-

quire the dissolution of many affirmative student assignment schemes and the

substitution of other remedies embodying the same principle of racial neutral-
4/

Ity. This is because, as affirmed by the Supreme Court as early as Brown If,

judicial authority to implement s desegregation decree does not end with judgment

or approval of a plan. Rather, Federal equitable jurisdiction in school cases

generally continues for the entire duration of any plan adopted-so that, for

example, the court can make any adjustments required by changed circumstances

2/ See, Swann v. Board of Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1971).

3/ North Carolina Board of Education v. Swann, 402 U.S. 43, 46 (1971).

4/ Brown v. Board of Education (Brown II), 349 U.S. 294 (1955).
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or otherwise insure adequate compliance by school officials-until such time

as the court formally dismisses the case. Since at any time before the court

so relinquishes jurisdiction, continuation of any remedial assignment scheme

mandated by the plan could be viewed as required[d" by the court, it might

fall within the prohibition of the Mottl Amendment. Thus, although the amend-

ment does not contain any express retroactive clause, it would probably be in-

terpreted as so applying at least with respect to plans in effect on the date

of adoption and over which the court has retained jurisdiction.

Greater uncertainty may pertain to the effect of the amendment on dese-

gregation measures which have as their ultimate objective the amelioration

of racial concentrations in the public schools but do not entail the explicit

consideration of racial factors. In the case of many traditional desegregation

techniques--as where the pairingg," "coupling," or "clustering" of schools is

Involved--the grade structure and attendance boundaries of the affected schools

are determined by demographic rather than geographic characteristics of the com-

munity, and the play of racial considerations is readily apparent. The same

result may be accomplished, however, in more indirect fashion by new school con-

struction and the closing of obsolete facilities, school consolidation techniques,

or redrawing attendance boundaries so that students in racially concentrated areas

are effectively zoned out. While these methods would also appear covered by the

amendment, at least if unsupported by any nonracial educational objectives, they

may pose a closer question. Similarly, it is possible that the amendment could

be construed in some situations to reach the two specific examples posed by the

second portion of your Inquiry-the use of magnet schools or a lottery system to

assign students.

Although attendance at a magnet school is generally the product of student

or parental choice, an that concept Is applied in the school desegregation context,

88-140 0-82-47
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a black/vhite student ratio is frequently imposed to assure that the desired

integrative effect is achieved. In those circumstances, a magnet school pro-

gram may be prohibited because it could result in the denial of a studs-nt's

application if his or her admittance was inconsistent with the racial ratio

set by the court for that particular school. Thus, despite Its voluntariness,

the magnet school concept could result in the exclusion of students because of

race. Less difficulty my inhere in the unrestricted use of a lottery system

for student assignments because the rcndomness of the selection process Vould

seem devoid of racial overtones. As in the previous example, however, if a

student's actual admission to the school is subject to a racial ceiling or

other numerical limitation, the lottery system would likewise appear to violate

the amendment as involving a forbidden racial exclusion.

Beyond its impact on judicial use of student assignment and transfer tech-

niques to desegregate schools, the Mottl Amendment speaks generally in terms of

the racially based assignment of "any person" and would presumably reach such

practices as they relate to teachers and other educational personnel employed by

a school district as well. Traditionally, the courts have held that during the

desegregation process, staff member vho work directly with students and profes-

sional staff on the administrative level must be hired, assigned, promoted, and
5/

otherwise treated without regard to race, color, or national origin. This prin-

ciple has led to widespread judicial acceptance of the so-called 'Singleton

rule" that staff must be assigned so that the resulting ratio of black to white

staff in each school is substantially the same as each ratio is to the staff in
6/

the eptire school system. By prohibiting the assignment or exclusion of "any

5/ See, Rogers v. Paul, 382 U.S. 198 (1965); Bradley v. Richmond School Board,
381 U.S. 103 (1965); United States v. Jefferson County Board of Education, 372 F.
2d 836 (5th Cir. 1966).

6/ Singleton v. Municipal Separate School District, 419 F. 2d 1211 (5th Cir.
1969).

person" to the schools because of race, however, the )tottl Amendment would

appear to effectively bar the Federal courts from employing such affirmative

race conscious means to achieve faculty and staff desegregation.

It is hoped that this will be of assistance to you.

Charles V. ale
Legislative Attorney
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THE POSSIBLE IMPACT OF THE EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1981 ON ACTIVITIES THAT HAVE BEEN FUNDED

UNDER THE EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT

INTRODUCTION

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) has been the Federal Government's major

program of financial aid to school districts undergoing school desegregation. I/

Under the provisions of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA)

of 1981 (Title V, Subtitle D of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981,

P.L. 97-35), ESAA is repealed effective October 1, 1982 and its programs included

among the various activities that local educational agencies (LEAs) can carry

out with an education block grant. 2/

This paper provides an assessment of the impact on school desegregation of

the consolidation of ESAA. Following two overview sections'describing ESAA as

it exists for the 1981-82 award period and the specific provisions of the ECIA

that affect ESAA, is an assessment of the possible impact of the consolidation

through analyses of (1) ESAA program evaluations, (2) the role of the ESAA eli-

gibility process in securing school desegregation, and (3) the financial impli-

cations for LEAs of the ESAA consolidation.

1/ ESAA was enacted by the Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) and
was added to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-10, as
amended) by the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561). Its predecessor,
the Emergency School Aid Program, was established under discretionary authority
by the Commissioner of Education in 1970 and funded by appropriations legisla-
tion for the Office of Education.

2/ The ECIA as it relates to ESAA is described in subsequent pages. Chap-
tar 2 of the Act consolidates ESAA and other education programs.
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In general, the following analysis concludes that the moat significant. i-

pact of the consolidation of ESAA may be the termination of non-discrimlnatory

requirements that ESAA applicants have had to meet as a precondition of their

eligibility for funding.

ESAA--A PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 3/

The ESAA authorizes financial assistance to State educational agencies

(SEA.) and LEAs, and nonprofit organizations for the following two purposes:

1. To meet the special needs incident to the elimination of minority
group segregation and discrimination among students and faculty
in elementary and secondary schools; and

2. To encourage the voluntary elimination, reduction, or prevention
of minority group Isolation In elementary and secondary schools
with substantial proportions of minority group students. 4/

In recent years, ESAA funds have been awarded for the following authorized

programs: a program of Basic Grants to LEAs under which the total funding going

to LEAs within any single State is controlled by a State allotment formula, and

a series of categorical programs awarded through national competition (these

include a group of Special Programs and Projects, and Nonprofit Organization

Grants). 5/ To be eligible for funding, a LEA must meet specific requirements.

3/ See Bob Lyke, "Guide to the Statutory Provisions of the Emergency
School Aid Act," Congressional Research Service, December 4, 1979, for a
description of all authorized activities, including those not recently funded.

4/ Section 602(b) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. "Minor-
ity group isolation" occurs when more than 50 percent of a school's enrollment
is minority group children. "Minority group" is defined as including American
Indians, Alaskan Natives, Asians, Pacific Islanders, blacks not of Hispanic
origin, Hispanics, Fradco-Aaerlcans, Portuguese, and persons from a foreign
language-dominated background who, as a result of language and cultural barriers,
do not have an equal educational opportunity.

./ Two additional categories of grants, not funded in recent years, are
Metropolitan Area Project Grants (to be awarded to LEAs which in conjunction with
other metropolitan area LEAs work to maintain integrated schools) and Follow-the-
Child Grants (to be awarded ,to LEAs for compensatory education for students no
longer receiving such education under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act as a result of school desegregation).
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However, ineligibility resulting from failure to meet certain of these requIre-

ments can be valved by the Secretary of Education under exceptional circumstances.

Basic Grants

Funding for Basic Grants is allocated among the States on the basis of each

State's share of the total number of minority group children aged 5 through 17

in the country.- LEAs apply directly to the Department of Education (ED) for a

determination of eligibility and subsequent funding, if any. Among the kinds of

activities which can be funded with Basic Grants are staff training; employment

of additional staff; development of new curricula for teaching children from all

racial, ethnic, and economic backgrounds; development of new educational and

extracurricular activities in which minority group and other children jointly

participate; community relations; and activities to prevent or ellalnate contin-

uing problems resulting from a desegregation plan. Basic Grants have generally

constituted a major portion of the ESAA annual appropriation.

TABLE I. Basic Grant and Total ESAA Appropriations
(in millions)

Fiscal Year Basic Grant Appropriations Total ESAA Appropriations

1973 $134.5 $288.0
1974 146.9 236.0
1975 133.5 215.0
1976 137.6 245.0
1977 137.6 257.5
1978 1. 7.6 300.5
1979 137.6 300.0
1980 107.8 248.6
1981 33.4 149.2

Source: Department of Education, Annual Evaluation Report, Fiscal Year
1980, Volume 1I, page 75. Amounts for 1980 and 1981 have been adjusted to
reflect recent budget actions. Note that a $3 million appropriation was made
for the transition quarter between 1Y 1976 and FY 1977.
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As is described below, the Secretary of Education has discretionary funding

under the Special Programs and Projects which is used to address certain uuaet

needs in the Basic Grant Program.

Nationally-Competed Grant Programs

The categorical programs authorized for ESAA fund a wide array of actlvi-

ties. Under the subheading 'Special Programs and Projects," the statute auth-

orizes grants to carry out the purposes of ESAA. Among the authorized activi-

ties are: (1) planning, designing, and conducting programs in magnet schools; 6/

(2) pairing schools with colleges and businesses; (3) developing plans for neu-

tral site schools; 1/ (4) helping to meet the needs of minority group children

of limited English-speaking proficiency; and (5) developing and producing inte-

grated children's television and radio programs of educational value.

Grants can also be made under this authority to SEAs for planning, encour-

aging, assisting and training in connection with voluntary desegregation plans to

eliminate or reduce minority group isolation. In addition, from the appropria-

tion for Special Programs and Projects, grants can be made at the Secretary ot

Education's discretion to meet the general purposes of ESAA. These funds have

been used for a variety of activities: awards to districts required to Imple-

ment a desegregation plan too late to apply for Basic Grants ("out-of-cycle

grants"); awards to districts with recent plans eligible for funding under the

Basic Grant program, but not funded due to limited appropriations ("severe unmet

needs grants"); grants for desegregation planning; pre-implementatlon assistance

to districts getting ready to Implement a plan; unexpected desegregation needs

:/ A magnet school Is one offering a special curriculum to attract volun-
tary enrollment of students from different racial backgrounds.

7/ A neutral site school is one accessible to students ot different racial
backgrounds.
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arising throughout the year ("special assistance"); grants for multicultural

arts; and assistance for the Territories. Finally, a portion of the Special

Programs and Projects funding is used for evaluations of ESAA-funded programs.

FY 1981 funding levels for the Special Programs and Projects are provided

below.

TABLE II. Special Programs and Projects FY 1981 Appropriations
(in millions)

FY 1981
Appropriations

Kagnet schools, pairing and neutral site schools $ 30.0
Educational Television and Radio 4.5
E valuations .5
Out-of-cycle grants 11.7
Severe unmet needs 59.0
Local educational agency planning .5
Pre-implementetlon assistance .8
Special assistance .4
Multicultural arts project 1.6
State educational agency incentives 2.0
Territories 0.0

Total $111.0

Source: Department of Education, Emergency School Aid Act Fiscal Year 1981,
October 20, 1981 (revised).

Nonprofit Organizations Grants

These grants support the development or implementation of qualifying deseg-

regation plans. 8/ Eliible recipients are public and private nonprofit organi-

sation, agencies, and institutions, but not LEAs. Funding for nonprofit orge-

isation grants in the past two fiscal years has been $5.0 million in each year.

/ ot below for a dgee1eie ON "t eetit e I qol", dseegf.ates
pU.

Program
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Eligibility

To be eligible for ESAA f!ids, an LEA must meet four specific non-

discrimination requirements and be implementing a qualifying desegregation plan.

An LEA is ineligible for ESAA funds if after June 23, 1972, it engaged in any of

the following four activities:

(1) transferred property or provided services to a nonpublic school
or system without first determining that it is not racially
segregated and does not practice discrimination;

(2) discriminated in hiring, promoting, or assigning employees;

(3) assigned children to or within classes so that minority group
children were separated for a substantial portion of the day;
or

(4) discriminated in any other way such as limiting activities in
which minority group children may participate.

The investigation to determine compliance or lack of compliance with the four re-

quirements is conducted by the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) of ED. The Secre-

tary offers an ineligible LEA an opportunity for a hearing to show cause why the

ineligible status should be revoked.

A separate waiver process is available to an ineligible LEA (with or with-

out a "show cause" hearing). The LEA's application for the waiver must contain a

statement of why the LEA was ineligible; assurances that any violating practice,

policy, procedure, or other activity has ceased; and provisions to ensure that

such practice, policy, procedure or other activity will not reoccur. A waiver

can be approved only in writing and only by the Secretary of Education. 9/

Depending upon the precise reason for the ineligibility determination, the

LEA must supply the following additional information. For transfer to discrimi-

natory nonpublic schools, the LEA must include such information as a list of all

9/ Although authorized by law, the waiver process is largely defined by
ESAA regulations, Title 34 CFR Part 280. The description which follows is
drawn from the regulations.
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property or services provided to the nonpublic schools, the names and addresses

of these schools, a description of the benefits received in exchange, evidence

that the transfers have been rescinded and a statement of how the LEA will pre-

vent such transfers in the future.

For disproportionate dismissals or demotions of minority group personnel,

the LEA must provide an affirmative action plan that will restore minority group

personnel to their relative status prior to the disproportionate dismissals or

demotions, and a statement of how the LEA will prevent such disproportionate

dismissals or demotions in the future.

For discriminatory dismissals or demotions of staff, the LEA must provide

evidence that such dismissed or demoted staff have been offered their former

positions and financli compensation, and a statement of how the LEA will prevent

any future discriminatory dismissals or demotions.

For discriminatory assignment of teachers, the LEA must provide evidence

that it has assigned full-time teachers to schools so that no school can be iden-

tified as being for students of a particular race, color, or national origin. If

such an LEA is implementing a required plan (see below) which includes faculty

assignment, the non-discriminatory assignments must comply with that plan. If the

LEA is not implementing a plan which covers faculty assignment, the LEA must make

assignments so that the proportion of minority group teachers at each school

falls between 75 and 125 percent of the systemwide proportion.

For classroom segregation, the LEA must provide evidence that minority group

children are not separated from non-minority group children for more than 25 per-

cent of the school day's classroom periods, except for ability groupings, and a

statement of how the LEA will prevent such segregation from recurring.

For denial of equal educational opportunities to national origin minority

group children, the LEA must submit an educational plan to address the effects
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of the denial and meet the special educational needs of all national origin.minor-

ity children for vhom the LEA Is responsible;

For providing facilities or services to a group or organization that discrim-

inates against minority group children, the LEA must provide evidence that shows,

among other things, that activities are no longer permitted and any previous agree-

ment has been rescinded.

For educationally unjustified assignment of students to racially or ethnic-

ally identified groups, tracks or classes, the LEA must provide evidence that the

students have been reassigned without discrimination. If the discrimination in-

volves services to handicapped students, the LEA must provide evidence that the

students have been evaluated and placed in accordance with P.L. 94-142 (the Edu-

cation for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975), Section 504 of P.L. 93-112 (non-

discrimination against handicapped individuals in federally-assisted programs or

activities) and any regulations issued under these statutes.

Finally, an application from an LEA can be approved by the Secretary of Edu-

cation only if the LEA is developing or implementing one of the following eligi-

ble desegregation plans:

(1) a plan requiring desegregation of children or faculty pursuant
to a final court order or order of a State agency or official;

(2) a plan for desegregation of children or faculty as approved by
the Secretary of Education under Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964;

(3) a voluntary plan for complete elimination of minority group iso-
latlon In all of its minority group Isolated schools; or

(4) a voluntary plan for reducing or eliminating minority group iso-
lation in one or more of its minority group isolated schools, or
for reducing the total number of minority group children in such
schools, or for preventing minority group isolation in those
schools with between 20 and 50 percent minority group students.
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Planning for the implementation of these plans can be funded through a Special

Programs and Projects grant. Developent of required plans can be funded under

the Basic Grants.

These are additional factors used by the Secretary of Education to rank ap-

plications that clearly affect eligibility. For example, more recent desegrega-

tion plans receive a funding priority, and the more net change in minority group

isolation provided in a plan the higher its funding priority. Also, the degree

'to vhich an application will address the educational needs that arise from the

mplementation of the LEA's qualifying plan helps to determine whether the Secre-

tary will fund an application.

CONSOLIDATION OF ESAA--GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Chapter 2 of the ECIA (Title V, Subtitle D of the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-

tion Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35) consolidates the program authorizations of several

education programs, including ESAA Into a single authorization. Although the

purposes of these programs continue as authorized activities under the Chapter 2

consolidated grant, SEAs and LEAs are free to choose from among these activities.

Funding to the States Is besed on shares of the 5 to 17 school-aged popula-

tion. The SEA must allocate at least 80 percent of these funds directly to LEAs.

The allocations to LEAs are based on the relative enrollments in public and non-

public schools within the school districts, adjusted by approved criteria to pro-

vide higher per pupil allocations to LEAs with the greatest numbers or percent-

ages of children whose education imposes a higher than average cost per child.

Local school officials are required to develop a plan for use of the funds, but

they have complete discretion In determining local priorities within the purposes

of the legislation.
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Three broad categories of activities are authorized: Basic Skills Develop-

sent, Educational Improvement and Support Services, and Special Projects. The

Educational Iprovement and Support Services category authorizes, among Its

activities, those which were formerly authorized by ESAA. These specific acti-

vities are described as programs to address educational problems arising from

the isolation of minority group children, to develop and implement desegregation

plans, and to meet the needs of children In schools under going desegregation

(section 577, ECIA).

Effective October 1, 1982, the statutory authority of ESAA Is repealed.

The Chapter 2 program is effective beginning July 1, 1982. Funds appropriated

under the ESAA (or any other act consolidated Into Chapter 2) for use after

July 1, 1982 shall be used in accordance vith the Chapter 2 legislation rather

than the antecedent act (section 514(b)(2), ECLA).

CONSOLIDATION OF ESAA-POSSIBLE IMPACT ON SCHOOL DESEGREGATION ACTIVITIES

In this section; the possible impact of ESAA's consolidation on school

desegregation activities Is assessed through (1) an overview of the effective-

ness of ESAA programs as measured by various evaluations, (2) an analysis of

the role that the ESAA pre-grant review and waiver procedures may play In

securing school desegregation, and (3) a consideration of the funding implica-

tions of the ESAA consolidation on various LEAs currently receiving ESAA funds.

Evaluations

There appear to be at least three groupings possible of ESAA-reated pro-

gram evaluations. The first Includes the evaluations of ESAA's predecessor, the

Emergency School Aid Program. The second group covers the period from ESAA's

enactment in 1972 through the Education Amendments of 1978. The third group
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would cover the post-Education Amendments of 1978 period. According to ED, none

of its evaluations of this last period has been completed.

Although the most relevant period for which there are completed evaluations

is the 1972-78 period, many of the changes in ESAA made by the Education Amend-

ments of 1978 were responses to concerns identified in these evaluations. As a

result, it is not entirely clear that any wholly adequate assessment of the ESAA

programs consolidated by ECIA can be made given the absence of evaluations of

them in their present form. The review of findings from the 1972-78 period pro-

vided below does suggest some of the ways ESAA activities affected LEAs and may

have continued to do so following the Education Amendments of 1978.

ESAA program evaluations can address at least two issues-the extent to

which the administering Federal agency, the SEAs and LEAs, and any nonprofit or-

ganizations being funded have followed the authorizing statute and regulations;

and, the degree to which the activities funded by ESAA achieve their goals. The

latter is the more difficult to 'ssess given that the purposes of the program

(see above) are not easily quantified. As a result, ESAA evaluations have con-

sidered the impact of the program on such things as academic achievement and

factors intended to measure to the racial climate in schools.

Among the findings of the evaluations between 1972 and 1978 are the

following:

(1) The first two years of ESAA funding had little measured posi-
tive impact on schools. By the third year, ESAA-funded elemen-
tary schools had higher per pupil spending, higher spending on
reading and math (subject areas found to be associated with
higher levels of achievement), and greater amounts of remedial
staff time devoted to reading and math. Achievement gains were
recorded for the elementary schools. 10/

10/ Coulson, John E. Overview of the National Evaluation of the Emergency
SchoolAid Act. System Development Corporation. July 1977.
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(2) Targeting of ESAA funds was a problem. For example, older deseg-
gregation plans were being supported. Also, the State allotment
process for Basic Grants could preclude concentration on districts
with the greatest desegregation needs. ll/

(3) Assistance was primarily being used to overcome educational disad-
vantage of children, rather than assisting districts with reas-
signment or integration process needs. 12/

(4) Some increase in the use of ESAA funds for human relations
activities was noted in the late 1970s. Such activities have
been associated with improved intergroup relations. 13/

The Education Amendments of 1978 addressed some of the criticisms of ESAA.

Among its provisions, the Act (1) deleted one of ESAA's purposes--to aid students

in overcoming the educational disadvantages of minority group isolation; (2) re-

duced the amount of funding distributed under the State allotment formula; and

(3) made the recentness of desegregation plans a primary eligibility factor.

With the consolidation of ESAA, school districts will still be able to pur-

sue activities formerly authorized by ESAA. A review of ESAA evaluations sug-

gests that the activities Parried out under the act have had an inconsistent

impact. As a result, if districts choose not to undertake such activities with

their consolidated funding, the effects on school desegregation are not readily

evident. To an unknown extent, the Education Amendments of 1978 may have af-

fected the assessment of ESAA's relative impact.

Pre-grant Reviews and Waivers

As has been delineated, applicants for ESAA funds undergo reviews by the Of-

fice for Civil Rights (OCR) to determine if they are in compliance with specific

11/ Smith, Stephen H. An Assessment of Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)
Program Operations. Applied Urbanetics, Inc. 3 Volumes. September 1978; U. S.
General Accounting Office. -et-ter Criteria Needed for Awarding Grants for
School Desegregation. January 20, 1978.

12/ Ibid.

13/ Department of Education. Annual Evaluation Report. Volume II. Fiscal
Year -T80.
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non-discrminastory requirements and if they are Implementlug an eligible plan. A

district nay have its eligibility waived if it undertakes specific desegregative

actions. Clearly, an assessment of the Impact of ESAA on school desegregation

must consider the effects of the review and waiver process. 14/ The key question

is the extent to which school districts modify their behavior in order to be eli-

gible to receive ESAA funds.

Perhaps the most obvious indicators of the opportunity for applicants to

change their practices are the statistics on the number of applicants declared

ineligible and those which seek and receive waivers. As described earlier, an

Ineligible district can be granted a waiver of that Ineligibility only If it

provides assurances and evidence that specific steps have been taken to remedy

the specific violations. Thus, to the extent that OCR vigorously enforces and

monitors this process, the granting of waivers should mean that the LEAs in

question have addressed their violations. As is shown in the table below for

FY 1975 through 1981 (the years for which we have data), approximately 69 per-

cent of the net number of ineligible applicants ineligibles minus those whose

ineligibility was revoked) sought and received waivers. These are the districts

which presumably modified their practices, policies or procedures to conform to

the program' s non-discriminatory requirements.

14/ One evaluation of ESAA notes:

Of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (Office ot Edu-
cation) programs concerned with equal educational opportunity
(Title I and bilingual Education Title VII, Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act), ESAA is the only grant program that requires
a pre-award review of an LEA's civil rights compliance status.

hub h, An ofeesmes the fergee7 eftl A44 Let (SAKI ?wegmeo
Operation@* t. 30.
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TABLE 111. ZSAA Ineligible Applicants and Waivers. 1975-1981

Number Wbose
Fiscal imber Ineligible Status Not Waivers Percent of Net
Year lnelislble Was Revoked* Ineligible Granted Inoellible Waived

1975 84 3 81 1 42 522
1976 134 23 Ill 84 762
1977 168 26 162 110 682
1978 171 18 153 106 692
1979 92 7 85 57 671
1980 86 8 78 62 792
1981 66 5 61 41 672

Total 821 90 731 502 692

* An ineligibility determination can be revoked if the applicant demonstrate& that the
determination was in error.

Source: Office for Civil Rights. Department of Education. Unpublished annual tabula-
tions of statistics on ineligible applicants.

The number of applicants reviewed annually by OCR in the last 3 years has

been sonwhat less than 700, meaning that the number of applicants required to

rmedy violations in the waiver process has been less than 10 percent of the

total number of applicants. 15/ OCR has found the majority of applicants at

the time of their application to be in compliance vith the non-discriminatory

provisions.

The precise impact of the waiver process cannot be measured solely by the

amber of districts valved. The granting of a waiver should mean that the

school district involved addressed its discrimination violations. This process

apparently does translate into actual steps to end discrimination. For example,

during FY 1974 and FT 1975, the Accomplishments of the pre-grant review and waiver

15/ Office for Civil Rights. Annual Operating Plans for 1978, 1979, 1980,
and 1981. Published in the Federal Register.

88-140 0-82--48
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requirements were said to have included the reassignment of some 244,000 children

from racially-isolated classes. 16/

Another aspect of the pre-grant review and waiver process meriting atten-

tion is its effectiveness as a desegregation tool in comparison to OCR enforce-

ment proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting

discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in federally-

funded programs. The ESAA procedure, according to OCR staff, is capable of

securing prompter LEA action on a discrimination violation than is the Title VI

procedure which involves a more extensive hearing process. 17/ Under ESAA, OCR

need not be concerned with the intent behind a school district's discriminatory

actions as it woulA in a Title VI proceeding. The disproportionate impact on

minority group individuals of particular policies, procedures, or practices

is sufficient for a determination of ESAA ineligibility. 18/ By applying for

ESAA funds, a school district itself initiates the OCR review process. In

addition, compliance can mean Federal financing of certain of the district's

activities. The role that this financial "carrot" plays in securing compliance

is not measureable, yet it is not inconceivable that the prospect of securing

ESAA grants of several hundred thousand or even several million dollars has

16/ Testimony by David S. Tatel, then Director of the Office for Civil
Rights. Hearings before the House Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education, Part 4: Emergency School Aid Act, June 14, 1977.

17/ Discussions with OCR staff during December 1981.

18/ Board of Education of New York City v. Harris, 444 U.S. 130. In this
Supreme Court decision of November 28, 1979, JustTc-i-'§Tsckmun, for the majority,
wrote:

It does make sense to us that Congress might impose a stricter
standard under ESAA than Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. A violation of Title VI-may result In a cutoff of all
federal funds, and it is likely that Congress would wish this
drastic result only when the discrimination is intentional.
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prompted LKAs to comply more readily to these desegregation demands. According

to the former Director of OCR, David Tatel,

In requiring compliance with specific civil rights provisions as a
precondition to the award of Federal financial assistance, the ESAA
program.has a significant role in the prevention and elimination of
unlawful discrimination.

He concluded,

It is our judgment that the pre-grant conditions of the kind contained
in the ESAA statute are among the most effective ways of enforcing non-
discrimination provisions of law and ensuring equal opportunities for
the beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of Federal financial
assistance. 19/

The financial "carrot" is not the only incentive for compliance with ESAA

standards. As stated above, a school district voluntarily applies for ESAA funds,

but once that application is made the district has in fact triggered more than

a review by OCR of its compliance with the ESAA non-discriminatory standards.

Under court order, OCR must review the compliance with Title VI of the Civil

Rights Act of 1964 of any district found ineligible for ESAA and not waived. 20/

Compliance with Title VI is initially sought on a voluntary basis. If OCR fails

to secure voluntary compliance, it must start proceedings for mandatory com-

pliance. At stake is a school district's eligibility for all Federal funding.

In practice, the performance of OCR in carrying out the pre-grant review

and waiver procedure has apparently not been wholly consistent or effective.

19/ Testimony before the House Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education, Part 4: Emergency School Aid Act, June 14, 1977,
pp. 31-32.

20/ In 1977, the Adams v. Callfano suit along with several others charg-
ing HN with non-enforcement of its civil rights responsibilities was settled
by the order of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. That or-
der provides that if a district is found to be ineligible for ESAA and either
does not apply for a waiver or is not granted one when it does apply, the Depart-
ment has to enforce Title VI in that district in accordance with a specified
time schedule.
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In a aeries of case studies for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

(HEW) in the mlh-1970s, Applied Urbanetics, Inc., analyzed the experiences with

ESAA of selected school districts in New York and New Jersey. The Applied

Urbanetica researchers found that one case study district had been declared eli-

Bible for two years when none of its schools were being affected by a desegrega-

tion plan. In addition, the regional OCR office recommended that for FY 1977 all

but one of the case study district be sent letters of ineligibility; but the

central OCR office failed to authorize those letters. Instead, the regional of-

fice sent the districts letters of findings listing the discrimination originally

found by by the regional office and requesting that the districts justify this

discrimination ms the result of sound educational policy. All districts receiv-

ing a letter of findings from the regional office were eventually round to be

eligible for ESAA funding. The Applied Urbanetlcs study ultimately concluded that:

Although the [OCR) eligibility review caused the case study districts
to change district policies to remedy past discrimination, the pro-
cedures used by OCR to determine plan eligibility and civil rights
compliance are not always reliable. 21/

In summary, the consolidation of ESAA terminates the pre-grant review and

waiver procedure, which as established by law and regulation, requires school

districts to take certain desegregative actions as a precondition for funding.

In the future, districts undertaking ESAA-like activities with their ECIA funds

will not have to demonstrate in advance that their practices meet specific non-

discriminatory standards. It is not known to what extent districts have in fact

been prompted by ESAA requirements to modify their practices, but the impetus

contained in ESAA for such change has been eliminated by ECIA.

21/ Ferrara, Lynette at aI. The ESAA Basic and Pilot Programs in Region
I. Volume Il--Case Studies. Applied Urbenetics, Inc. November 1979. p. 52.
For another assessment that OCR is not consistent In its application of the
ESAA standards, see General AccountinS Office, Better Criteria Needed for
Awarding Grants for School Desegregation, pp. 5-6.
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Financial Implications of Consolidation

As is shown in Table II above, funding for the ESAA between 1973 and 1980

was never less than $215 million nor more than $300.5 million. Rescission, in

1981 cut ESAA funding to $149.2 million. One clear impact of the consolidation

of ESAA is the elimination of these funds specifically targeted to the purposes

of the program. In their place, ECIA provides a general pool of funds not tar-

geted to specific purposes, but available for a variety of uses as determined

by SEAs and LEAs. The question pursued below is whether the districts which re-

ceive sizeable amounts of ESAA funding will be able to finance their ESAA acti-

vities in future years at these same levels from their ECIA funds, if they so

choose. No definite answer is possible given the flexibility SEAs have for fash-

ioning the formula for alloting a State's ECIA funds to its LEAa. Nevertheless

as is delineated below, at a minimum some districts will not be able to carry

on their present ESAA activities at their current levels using ECIA funds. To

the extent that the various authorized activities under ECIA are pursued with

relatively equal levels of spending, ESAA activities as but one set of such

activities will lose funding because ESAA was one of the largest programs in

terms of annual appropriations consolidated under Chapter 2 of ECIA.

The FY 1982 Further Continuing Appropriations Act (P.L. 97-92) provides

$490 million for the Chapter 2 consolidated program less approximately 4 percent

in an additional budget cut. When the ECIA State allotment formula is applied

to this funding level, State-by-State distributions ot ECIA funding can be eati-

mated. These State allotments can then be compared to the total ESAA funding

for selected LEAs in those States.
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TABLE IV. ESAA FY 1981 Funding for Selected Districts Compared to
Statewide ECIA Funding for FY 1982k

Total FY 1981 Estimated FY 1982
School District ESAA Funding ECIA Statewide Funding

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Los Angeles
San Diego
New Castle County (Wilmington)
Detroit
Kansas City
St. Louis
Buffalo
Rochester
Cleveland
Columbus
Philadelphla
Austin
Dallas
Harlandale
Seattle
Milwaukee

$ 6,958,231
2,954,339
3,276,218
3,334,817
3,256,597
4,690,122
6,574,127
2,692,693
3,954,820
3,171,562
2,909,555
1,819,455
1,770,012
1,414,730
3,874,805
6,866,250

'$40,889,000
40,889,000
2,187,000

18,805,000
9,110,000
9,110,000

33,178,000
33,178.000
21,122.000
21,122,000
21,655,000
25,974,000
25,974,000
.25,974,000
7,134,000
9,293,000

(California)
(California)
(Delaware)
(Michigan)
(Missouri)
(Missburi)
(New York)
(New York)
(Ohio)
(Ohio)
(Pennsylvania)
(Texas)
(Texas)
(Texas)
(Washington)
(Wisconsin)

.* These are the districts -receiving over $1 million in FY 1981 Basic Grant
awards. The total funding levels shown include not only Basic Grants but Out-of-
Cycle Grants and Magnet School Grants as well.

Source: Department of Education. Emergency School Aid Act Fiscal Year 1981.
October 20, 1981 (revised); end Congressional Research Service estimates of State-
by-State distribution of FY 1982 ECIA funding.

Clearly, the New Castle County, Delaware school district which includes

Wilmington will not be able to maintain Its present ESAA activities with ECU

funds because its FY 1981 ESAA funding exceeds the estimated ECIA allotment for

Delaware by 50 percent. Table IV also indicates that other districts may have to

resort to alternative sources of funding as well as If they intend to continue

their present ESAA activities. For example, St. Louis and Kansas City received a

combined $7,946,719 In FY 1981 ESAA funding. That is more than 85 percent of the
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total estimated FT 1982 ECA allotment for all of Missouri. 22/ Rochester and

Buffalo, according to the figures In Table IV, may also fall into this category.

Tbeir combined FY 1981 ISAA funding Is 28 percent of the estimated FY 1982 ECIA

allotment for all of New York State. Other such districts are Seattle, Washing-

ton, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Given that funding under ECIA is likely to be

distributed among all of a State's LEAs, and that ESAA activities muat compete

with a boat of other authorized activities, it should be anticipated that school

districts making major use of ESAA funds will have to turn to non-Federal sources

of funding if they intend to maintain those activities. It must be noted that

many more districts inclined to undertake ESAA-like activities may find them-

selves able to do so with ECIA funds because such funds will be more widely

distributed among school districts than was ESAA funding. Also, ECIA does pro-

vide a mechanism which, if larger annual appropriations were to be made avail-

able, could enable districts with large ESAA programs to maintain them If they

so choose.

22/ The St. Louis situation is particularly important as an illustration
of a problem that may attend the consolidation of ESAA. In the litigation
known as Liddell v. Board of Education of the City of St. Louis, a Federal dis-
trict court approved a desegregation plan for the city schools (491 F. Supp.
351, May 21, 1980) and made the city school board responsible for paying half
the costs associated with that plan (the State was required to pay the other
half). Although a sizeable portion of the city's share was to come from a build-
Ing service fund, the remaining portion was to come from ESAA and from other
Federal programs. On February 13, 1981, the Court-of Appeals rejected appeals
from the lower court's decision. Appellants contended that the lover court
erred in not finding that the United States contributed to the city* school
segregation and, as a result, should be required to pay a substantial portion
of the desegregation costs. The Court of Appeals affirmed the lover court, argu-
ing, at one point, that there was no need to order the United States to pay for
part of the desegregation plan because in 1980-81 it provided over $7 million in
hSAA funds to St. Louis and "the evidence in the record gives us no reason to be-
1leve that similar funding will not be available to continue Implementation of
the plan for the fcrseable future." (Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals, No. 80-
1458, February 13, 1981).
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CONCLUSION

The ESAA has distributed over $2 billion since FY 1973 to help school dis-

tricts meet the special needs attendant upon the desegregation of their schools.

It Is the major Federal grant program supporting desegregation activities. Ef-

fective October 1, 1982, ESAA ceases to exist as a separate program and its acti-

vities are included among the activities authorized for funding under Chapter 2

of ECIA.

Any definitive statement about the impact of ESAA consolidation Is highly

problematic. As Is delineated above, the various activities funded by ESAA have

received mixed evaluations In terms of their effectiveness. What renders any ef-

fort to assess the impact of the ESAA program.particularly difficult is the very

brief period for which ESAA has functioned as modified by the Education Amendments

of 1978. In essence, what Is being consolidated are various programs whose pre-

cise impact is unknown.

ESAA's impact on school desegregation may rest less with its programs and

more with the conditions which applicants have to meet to be eligible for funding.

In the eyes of some observers, the ESAA pre-grant review and waiver procedures

have been effective desegregation tools for the OCR to apply In the affected

school districts (a relatively small proportion of all school districts). To

others, OCR implmentstion has been unreliable. Nevertheless, ECIA eliminates

this mechanism for seeking school districts' compliance with specific,

congresslonally-mandated non-discrimination requirements as a precondition for

fundlbg.

Finally, the consolidation signals for qome districts a change In funding

sources or a cut-back In ESAA activities. The dimensions of this impact remain

unclear at this time, but the structure of the consolidated grant program sug-

gests that ESAA activities will be hard pressed in competition with other outho-

rized activities for limited funding.
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Congressional Research Service
The Library of Congress

Washwgton. D.C. 20540

January 5, 1982

TO t House Judiciary Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights
Attention: Janice Cooper

FROM : James B. Stedaan
Specialist in Education
Education and Public Welfare Division

SUBJECT : Private Elementary and Secondary School Enrollment,
1970 to the Present

In response to your request on this subject, we have prepared the following

memorandum.

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the total

enrollment in private elementary and secondary schools in the 1970-71 school year

was 5,143,182. The most recent NCES survey shows 5,028,865 students in private

schools on October 1, 1980. Enrollments in the private sector as measured by

NCES apparently dropped by slightly more than 100,000 students or 2 percent over

the decade.

Several points should be made about these figures. First, data collection

from the private elementary and secondary sector is difficult at best. Some

groups of schools refuse to provide statistics. This is particularly true for

certain fundemntaliet religious schools which, according to sae reports, are

experieaciag substantial growth In their number of students and schools. Efforts

te gte@er national data for tMAo gtp of schools have bee waftedd by school

leaders' senltivity to say involvement with goverment.
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Second, different groups of schools experienced markedly different rates of

enrollment change over the decade. Particularly important are the major enroll-

ment losses in the Catholic sector in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Catholic

school students constituted an estimated 84 percent of the private scb, ol stu-

dents in 1970 and only 63 percent in 1980. In the decade of the 1970s, the Cath-

olic sector lost over a million students, a drop of some 27 percent. Given the

marginal decline in the total private sector enrollment for this same period, it

is evident that enrollment in the non-Catholic schools in the private sector has

been growing.

Finally, it should be noted that the public sector has been losing enroll-

ment in recent years at a faster rate than the private sector overall. Between

1970 and 1980, public schoolrenrollment dropped 11 percent while private school

enrollment fell by 2 percent. Thus, the private share of total elementary and

secondary enrollment has been growing. It was approximately 10 percent in 1970,

and now stands at approximately 11 percent.

If we can be of additional assistance, please call.
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Travel to School: October 1978

INTRODUCTION

The means of travel from home to school have changed
drastically during the past 50 years because of school
consolidations, the growth of population in areas sir-
rounding cities, and the availability of the automobile. The
major change has been the increased use of school buses for
transportation to school. According to information provided
by shool systems, the proportion of public school students
transported so school at public expense, i.e., by bus.
increased gradually from only 7 percent in 1929 to 55
percent i^ 1976 fse appendix A). Future changes in the
means of travel and the distance traveled to school may be
affected by changes In the growth of population in non-
metropolitan areas, decreases in family size (causing the
dosing of some neighborhood schools), or charges in energy
usage The redistribution of children to achieve racial balm "
in school systems may also affect the number of child n
who travel to school by bus rather than by walking or by
other means of public transportation.

This report is the first statistical study published by the
Ccnsus Bureau to describe the distance, time, and mode of
transportation of students enrolled in school from the
nursery school level through college, as well as for those in
vocational schools. Previous reports have been published on
commuting to work only. The information was obtained
from members of households who were interviewed in the
October 1978 Current Population Survey and is presented in
this report by characteristics of the student, such as grade
level, race. metropolitan residence, and type of school. These
statistics may be useful in discussing efficient energy usage
and understanding the relationship between residential living
patterns and choice of school transportation. They should
also be useful as a basis for comparison of changes in
transportation patterns in future surveys as the number of
children in school changes during the 1960's. A summary of
the characteristics of students who use each mode of travel is
shown in ta6e A.

In October 1978, 61 million students under 35 years old
were enrolled in some type of school: nursery school.
kindergarten, elementary school, high school, college, or
vocational school liable 1). This number is three-fifths as
large as the United States labor force. While 4 million students
lived at school, some means of transportation from home to
school was required for the 57 million school students who
lived at home. About 20 million students arrived at school by

school bus, 18 million students were driven, or drove, to
school in an automobile; about 2 million took a public bus;
and less than a million students rode a b"cycle (table 11.
About 14 million students were able to walk to school.

Most students lived very close to the school they were
attending ard thus spent relatively little time traveling to
school. About 31 percent lived within I mile of school, and
only 12 percent lived 10 miles or more from their school.
About one-hall of the students wspent less than 15 minutes
traveling from home to khool; however, about 7 percent of
the students spent 45 minutes or more each day traveling one
way to school. These distances traveled and time spent
traveling to school are much less than the average for workers
traveling to their jobs.

t

Mode of transportation, travel time, and distance to
school are very different for students in lower grades than for
those in higher grades. For example, nursery school children
were usually driven to school (78 percent), whereas etc
mentary school students first through eighth grades) and
high school students usually rode school buses. About
one third of elementary school children walked to school.
but around one-fifth of high school students walked. A very
high proportion of high school students arrived at school by
car (31 tietcentl compared with students in other grades
(e.g. 14 percept of the seventh and eighth grades). probably
because of the greater distances to high school as well as the
ability of many students of high school age to drive
themselves to school. (According to a 1969 survey conducted
for the Department of Transportation, 7 percent of high
school students drove themselves and 20 percent were driven
by someone else.) At the college level, 21 percent of the
students lived on the campus and required no means of
transportation other than that provided on campus, Of the
college students living at home, the automobile was the chief
mode of transportation to college (80 percent); only If
percent traveled by public or school bus. College students
spent much more time traveling to school than did students
in grade school. The median travel time for college students
was 23 minutes, while the time for elementary school
students was len than 15 minutes. The median distance was
9 miles, while the distance for elementary school students
was 2 mitet Although one-third of the college students lived
within 5 miles of a college campus, II percent commuted 25
miles or more to campus.

'"The Journey io Work in oha United States 1975." C1171t
Pewletlin Rep rts, P 23, No. 99
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Table A Mode of Travel to School by Characteristics of Elementary and High Schoo Students

i'umbers In thousands. Civilian noninstttutionsal population. For mean Vg of symbols, see text)

iTotalS' h-.1I PublicCharacteristics Toai bus Walk Car bu a

Total population ..................

Race:
whIte.. ..........................
Black.............................

Spsolish origin .............

Age:
3 to 5 years ...........................
6 to 13 years ..........................
14 to 17 yean .........................
10 years and over ......................

Residence:
In central cities .....

in 8554A'sa of I million or core ...

in SMSA'n of less than 1 million .....
Outside central cities .. . .......
.onmetropolitan ........................

Level of school:
Nursery school .........................
Kindorarten........... ..
Eiw"'rtry.. . ......
Igh school .......

Coantr'.i of ..cho.'l:
publi c .................................
Private ...... .I...............

Distance traveled to school:
] I te or less .........................
2 to 4 ellen ...........................
5 to 9 miles ...........................
10 miles or more.......................

Time traveled to sch..xl:
Less than 15 minutes ...................
15 to 29 minutes .......................
30 minutes or more.....................

48,775
100.0

82.7
iS.2
6.3

10.0
57.0
30.9
2.1

66.3
13.3
13.1
39.9
33. 7

3.7
6.1

58.4
31.7

87.3
12.7

45.0
30.0
15.1

7.6

53.2
27.9
16.7

19,749
300.0

54.5!
14.0
3.1

h.6
62.8
29.6

3.1

55.3
4.0
7.9

43.3
44.7

0.9
5. 7

64.2
29.2

9j.7
6.3

16.2
43.9
25.8
13.4

27.2
38.7
33.4

13.978
300.0

77.3
20. 2
10.3

7.3
68.2
23.2

1.3

78.5
23.7
16.6
38.2
21.5

1.3
5.6

70.0
23.0

92.3
7. 7

95.8
4.0
0. 1

77.2
19.8

2.8

11,637
300.0

89.6
8.1
6.8

20.6
38.8
37.0

3.6

66.4
10.2
17.3
38.9
33.6

1,578
300.0

52.7
42.0
10.1

3.2
26.4
63.6

6.9

91.9
62.6
13.1
16.2
8.2

12.0 1.2
8.6 1.9

39.6 26.9
39.9 70.0

71.8 81.2
28.2 18.9

35.8
15.1

7.1

64.9
21.4

7.7

ITotal includes some types of transportstlon (suck as bicycle, 715.000) not sown separately.

CHANGES IN THE MODE OF TRANSPORTATION
SINCE 1960

The changing residential patterns of tfe population and the
gradual consolidation of small schools into larger districts are
ele primary reasons for the widespread use of the bus as a
means of tiansporting children to school. For example. the
number of elementary schools declined from 238.000 in
1929 to only 63,000 in 1975 mainly because of the losing
of many single teacher schools (in appendix A).

Undoubtedly, other factors have had some effect on the
increased reliance on public transportation to schools during
the 192975 period. For example, lower birth rates in the

1960"s and early 1970's forced some school systems to close
neighborhood schools which wre within walking distance of
children enrolled in primary grades. Residential patterns of
Blaks and Whiles were also responsible for an increased
reliance on busing as a means of transporting children to
racially balanced schools during the 1970's; slthough. if any
increase in the use of busing for integration purposes
occurred. it cannot be reliably distinguished from the
increase in busing for all other purposes. The movement of
the population from cities to outlying suburbs during the
1960"s mnht also have contributed to the heater reliance on
public school buss since other means of public trans-
portation were not as available in suburbs as in cities.

88-140 0-82--49
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I 1969, die 8ne.ssa Ot Olse C-nsus conducted a sludxy ot
transportation of school children for the Department of
Trtsls)ortation. The survey jsrvicik- statistics on the mock,
distance. ard time traveled to school. These data were
collected in the sstnie manner as the 1978 CPS date used in
this report and can be compared with that survey to examine
whether changes in transportation of school children have
resulted in greater distances traveled or merely a shifting of
the mode of transportation (see table 8). During the period
between these two surveys, the number of children enrolled
in kindergarten through sixth grade declined from 29 million
to 24 million students because of the declining fertility levels
of the 1960's and 1970"s. The proportion of these ele-
mentairy school students who arrived al school by school bus
increased from 37 percent in 1969 to 43 percent in 1978. A
slight increase occurred in the proportion of elementary
school students who were driven to school in en auto-
mobile. A smaller percentage walked or rode a bicycle to
school in 1978 than in 199, 36 percent versus 49 percent.

There is some evidence that junior high school students
(seventh end eighth grades) were more likely to take a school
bus to school in 1978 than in 1969. but smiler proportion
waked. At the high school level, no significant increase in
the proportion using any mode of tavel occurred during the
period.

The changes in the mode of transportation to school from
196 to 1978 are reflected in the distance school students in
kindergarten through the sixth grade lived from school. The

3

IxOirttiio of the studenrs in kinderipritn thrruijh the sixvh
grade who lived 3 miles or more from school increased from
25 pr-rLnt in 1969 to 32 perciri in 1978. while the
proportion who lived within I mile from school or within
easy walking distance remained the same (45 percent).
Because more students lived farther from school in 1978
than in 1969. a higher proportion required bus or automobile
transportation.

Surprisingly. however, changes in time spent traveling to

and from school appear to be almost insignificant. The travel
time of children enrolled in the elementary grades was
usually less than one-half hour in both 1969 and 1978. only
about 15 percent of the children reportedly took one-half
hour or more to reach school in both years. There appeared
to be a small increase in the proportion taking an hour or
more, however. Thus. while children were spending only a
relatively short time traveling to school in both 1969 and
1978, en increased proportion of elementary school children
traveled longer distances end spent more time traveling in
1978.

The distances traveled by junior high and senior high
school students in 1978 were not greatly different from
those sn 1969.

METROPOLITAN RESIDENCE
The distance traveled between home and school is shorter for
persons living in areas of population concentration, such as in

Tie . Mode of Tranhporttion, Distance, and Time Traveled to School by Grade Level: 1978 and 1969
(.embers in thousands. For meaning of symbols, see text)

Made. distance and time Kindergsrten to 6th grade 7th and 8th grades High sth~xo

of travel
1978 1969 1978 1969 1978 1969

Number enrolled .......... 24,026 28,951 7,453 8.113 15.475 14,553
Percent ................ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mode of transportation:
School bus ................... 43.0 37.3 48.7 42.3 38.3 37.7
Publi transportation ........ 1.0 0.8 3.1 2.7 7.3 8.1
Car .......................... 19.1 12.2 14.3 12.3 30.9 27.4
Walk or bicycle .............. 36.6 49.3 33.5 41.6 22.8 26.4
Other mode ................... 0.3 0.4 0.4 1.1 0.7 0.4

Distance traveled to school:
Less than 1 mile ............. 4.9 45.2 30.2 26.3 20.3 16.6
L.0 to 1.9 miles ............. 11.1 17.6 13.1 18.9 12.2 16.6
2.0 to 2.9 miles ............. 12.3 12.4 16.1 17.6 17.2 19.8
3.0 miles or more ............ 31.7 24.8 40.5 37.2 50.3 47.0

Time traveled to school:
Less than 30 minutest ....... 85.0 85.1 80.2 76.7 79.6 77.0
lass than 15 minutes ....... 60.0 (NA) 45.9 (NA) 43.7 (NA)
25 tn 29 minutes .......... 23.8 (lA) 32.5 (NA) 33.3 (NA)

30 to 44 minutes.. ........... ... 10.1 10.8 12.5 16.5 13.2 15.9
45 to 59 minutes ............. 3.2 3.5 4.8 6.5 4.1 5.7
60 minutes or more ........... 1.8 0.6 2.5 0.3 3.0 1.4

Source (1969 data): U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Nighey Planning, Nationwide
Personal Transportation Study: Transportation Characteristics of School Children, Report No. 4, 1972.
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cities end suburbs, than for those living in the more sparsely
populated ionmrtropolita areas. Cpporluniies for the use
of public transportation are also more common in the cities.
Thus. the area of residence very strongly determines the
choice of transportation available to students and the
distance they must travel to school. In 1978, regardless of
residence, almost all elementary school children traveled to
school by school bus, by automobile, or on foot-the choice
of mode depended on whether the student lived in a city,
suburb, or nonmetropolitan area (table Cl. For example.
among children who lived in central cities of metropolitan
areas with a population of I million or more, over three.
fr,,is walked to school and nearly one-flfth took the bus;
among those in nonmetropolitan areas, three-fifths rode a
school bus and one-fifth walked.

The distance traveled to school was considerably longer
for those living in nonmetropolitan areas than for those in
other areas (table 4). The median distance traveled to school
was about 3 miles for elementary school children in
nonmetropolitan aeas, about 2 miles for children living in
suburban areas, and less than 1 mile for those living in central
cities. Only about 6 percent of the elementary school
children reported that they traveled more than 10 miles to
school. Since the respondents were instructed to estimate the
distance actually traveled, and not the direct distance
between home and school, some of the persons reporting
these large distances may have used a school bus, or other
means, through districts surrounding their neighborhood.
Others who reported this distance may have been traveling
long distances to schools outside their neighborhood to
achieve racially integrated schools.

Type of residence also affects the transportation of high
school students since they are more likely to use public
transportation, such as a public bus. or to travel by car arnd
less likely to walk than are elementary school children. High
school students who lve in central cities of large SMSA's are
very likely to travel to school by public bus (37 percent)
while only a few of them 110 percent) travel by schoo bus.
In nonmetropolitan areas, only I percent of the high school
students ride a public bus, w ereas 48 percent travel by
school bus.

RESIDENCE AND RACE

Black children comprised 15 percent of all elementary school
children in 1078. however. Black children accounted for 35
percent of the elementary students tho rode a public bus
and 20 percent of those who walked to school. Blak
children accounted for smaller proportions of those who
rode a school bus (13 percent) or who traveled by car (9
percent). Some of the differences in the choice of trans-
portation for White and Slack elementary school students
can be attributed to the higher proportion of Blacks who
lived in central cities and used public buss more often than
school buses to travel to school. Overall. Black elemetary
school children were less likely tan the White children to
ride a school bus. but Black students living in central cities of
metropolitan areas and in nonmetropolita areas were either

a likely or more likely than White students to take a school
bis Itable CI. While children in these areas were mre likely
than Black children to be driven to school by car.

Black students in high school were w likely as their White
counterparts to ride a school bus, but were more likely to
walk or to ride a public bus, and less likely to ride in or drive
a car. About one-third of White high school children were
either driven to school or drove s car to school themselves.
compared with only one-ninth of the Black high school
students.

The frequent use of a car as transportation for White
school children at all grade levels compared wth Black
school children may result from more automobile ownership
among White families rather than from their residence in less
densely populated are; White children were more likely
than Black children to be driven to school in each residential
area shonsin table C (except for children living in the central
city of metropolitan areasI.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL

Children who attended private schools were less likely to live
near the school or to have school-bus transportation than
were public school students (table D). At the elementary
level, the median distance from home to school was 2.4 miles
for private school children end 1.7 miles for public school
children (table 2. About one-third of children in private
elementary schools lived within 1 mile of school compared
with 42 percent of public elementary school children.

Students in private high schools lived farther from their
schools than those enrolled in private junior high schools or
public high schools. The median distance traveled for
children enrolled in private high schools was 5 miles
compared wlth 2 miles for those in the seventh and eighth
grades of private schools and 3 miles for public high school
students. The distribution of distances between home and
school were significantly different for private high school
students and other students. Only about 28 percent of the
school children in private high schools lived within 3 miles of
the school they attended, compared with about one-half of
the public high school studens. The proportion of private
high school children who lived at school was the largest of
any category of students below the college level. 9 percent.

The greater distances traveled by private school students
probably affected their mode of transportation to school. For
example. fewer private school children than public school
children could easily walk to school The mode of trans-
portation was also determined by the size of the community
in which students were living since private elementary school
students were much more likely to be living in the central
cities of metropolitan areas than were public school students
143 percent compared with 24 percent).

Choices of transportation for public and private school
students living in differing midential areas eae shown in
table 0. Private school children living in the samn type of
residential peas as public school children were less likely to
walk or to take a school bus to school than were public
school children and much more likely to drive or be driven to



.766

Table C. Mode of Trarnaoittlo to Sdwoo kow Elementary and Ho Schol mudents. by Race and ResWdnc
(Numbers Is thousands. Students living at home)

Metropolitan areas

Node of transportation, Central cities

grade, and race In NMSA's nt In SUM'An ., C L,.dn. N.n.f.t

United I million less than central politan
States Total, or wore I million rtio. ara.

NUMBER ENROLL D

Elementary (gradca I to 8):
All races ...................... 28,490 18,710 3,790 3,689 13,?32 9,780
White .......................... 23.524 15,040 2,099 2,751 10,191 8,484
Black .......................... 4,357 3.221 1,528 877 016 1,135

High school:
All races ...................... 15,475 10,315 2,096 .1,952 6,267 5,160
White .......................... 12,897 8.423 1,169 1,488 5,765 4,474
Black .......................... 2,276 1.660 844 417 399 615

PflRCLT WALKING 10 SCHOOL

Elementary (grades I to 8):
All races ...................... 34.8 41.9 64.0 45.2 33.4 21.1
White .......................... 32.5 38.8 61.4 45.2 32.4 21.3
Black .......................... 46.4 55.9 68.9 45.7 42.3 19.8

High school:
All rares ...................... 21.4 24.3 31.7 26.3 21.2 15.6
White .......................... 20.4 23.0 31.0 23.5 21.2 15.6
Black .......................... 26.6 31.1 33.4 35.3 22.1 15.0

PERCENT TAKING SCHOOL BUS

Elementary (grades I to 8):
All races ...................... 45.0 37.6 13.8 27.7 48.9 59.1
White .......................... 46.4 40.0 13.3 24.2 49.7 57.7
Black .......................... 39.7 29.0 14.5 40.0 44.5 69.9

High school:
All races ...................... 38.3 32.8 10.4 22.8 43.4 49.3
White .......................... 38.5 34.2 10.3 20.2 42.7 46.5
Black .......................... 38.9 27.3 10.9 33.5 55.0 69.4

PRCKN r TRAVELING BY CAR

Elementary (grades I to 8):
All races ...................... 16.4 16.3 15.8 22.9 14.4 16.4
White .......................... 17.5 17.5 20.3 26.4 14.5 11.4
Black .......................... 9.7 10.1 8.8 11.4 11.3 8.6

High school:
All races .......... . .. 30.9 29.8 17.2 42.0 30.2 33.0
lihte ............ . . .. 34.3 33.6 26.3 47.9 31.4 35.7
Black...... . . . .. 11.7 10.6 3.0 20.3 12.2 14.8

PERCDT TAKING PUBLIC BUS.

slementary (grades 1 to 8):
All races...................... 1.5 1.8 5.2 1.9 0.7 0.9
White .......................... 1.1 1.2 3.7 1.51 0.6 0.8
Black .......................... 3.5 4.4 7.1 2.6 1.3 1.0

Nigh scho l :
All races ...................... 7.3 10.8 38.4 6.7 2.8 0.6
White.......................... 4.4 6.5 28.9 5.5 2.2 0.6
Black .......................... 22.4 30.7 50.3 10.8 10.2 0.3
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.6

TAble a blode of Traportatlan to scho for Pubc and Pfvate Elementary and High School Students, by
Residence

(Numbera in thousands. students livlg at hoe. For meaning of symbols, see text)

Metropolitan areas

C'ent ral ICities
Mode of transportation, grade,

and control of school In SMA's of In SMSA's of Outaide Nonmetro-

United I million les than cntral pi Itan
State Total or more I million cities arc-ab

KUIii R EN4OLLU

Elementary (grades I te 8):
Public ......................... 25,252 16,011 2,954 3,147 9.909 9.242
Private ........................ 3,238 2,700 836 541 1,322 538

High school :
Public ......................... 14,231 9,245 1,783 1,723 5,739 4,986
Private ........................ 1,244 1,070 313 229 528 174

PERCENT WALKING TO SCHOOL

Elementary (grades 1 to 8):
Public ........................ 35.8 44.1 69.4 48.4 35.2 21.4
Private ........................ 27.0 29.1 44.7 27.0 20.0 16.5

High school:
Public ......................... 22.4 26.1 34.9 29.0 22.5 15.8
Private ........................ 8.5 8.2 13.0 5.5 6.4 10.6

PENINfkT TAKING SCHOOL BUS

Elementary (grades 1 to 8):
Public ......................... 47.2 39.7 14.5 28.7 50.7 60.2
Private ........................ 27.7 25.2 11.2 21.4 35.5 4U.3

Nigh school:
Public ......................... 39.7 34.0 10.6 23.5 44.3 50.1
Private ........................ 22.2 21.8 9.0 17.0 32.2 23.8

PERCENT TRAVELING BY CAR

Elementary (grades I to 8):
Public ......................... 13.3 12.4 10.3 188 11.0 14.9
Private ........................ 40.2 40.0 35-. 5 46.6 40.1 41.5

High school:
Public ......................... 29.3 27.8 14.5 38.7 28.6 32.2

Private ........................ 49.7 48.1 32.8 67.0 49.0 60.3

PERCENT TAKING PUBLIC BUS

Elementary (grades 1 to 8):
Public ........................ 1.3 1.6 4.7 3.7 0.6 1.0
Private . . . . . ... 2.9 3.4 7.2 2.6 1.4 -

High school:
Public ......................... 6.5 9.8 37.7 6.4 2.2 0.6
Private ........................ 17.2 19.7 42.1 9.2 10.2 0.7
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school. The differeeces in mode of transpmtaton for puble
and private school children were greatest in suburban and
nonmetropolitan areas, perhaps because private schools in
those areas wer lets likely to provide bus transportation.
The greater reliance of private school students on automobile
travel in every residential area shown in table D may also be
due to a higher income level of the families of private school
children.

COLLEGE STUDENTS

In October 1978. approximately 9.8 million persons under
35 years old were enrolled in college and another 2.1 million
persons were attending vocational schools. Of these 12

million crAI and vncatiivial sclint ietKX isknis. 86 million
usae living at home aid cumrnuted to sdrsot for classes.
Anothet 3.4 million lived at school and required no daily
transportation from home. Most college students who
traveled to school went by car 480 percent); the median
distance traveled was aftut 7 miles, and the median time
traveled was about 23 minutes.

The median number of miles tuaveltej from home to
college for full-time first- and second-year students in a
4-year college who were living at home was about the same a
foe those attending 2-year colleges lull time 18 miles).
However in determining this distance. the I million full-time
4-year college freshmen and sophomores who lived on
campus vile attending school were excluded.
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Tabie I. Mode of Transportato Distance and Time Traveld to School for Students 3 to 34 Years Old:
October 1978

(I1. I thm1aaS. CaviElI caluti33.e1 popslatios. Fo mnoai of .my41., a" test)

ffviiIIr.,ery 11ato- -0 red.; 1' id gTotal I :acbeol 1 T ton I 1 E d s a" a" jn o

M6e of Tns8portltion

Ts0.3, sooslIS Is ...... 48,109 ,624 2119 4919 7,453 35,475 9,458 2,00
Trsi , II.La *0 how. . 5,50 1 7 ,949 2 3 1 ,9 ,5 7,234 ,04 4.415 I?;

Vall ............ ,..,................ 4,6.34 182 787 9,791 5,055 2,472 2,264 ,218 403 5
C .. . 1.........,5 ,395 993 4 ,605 5896 60 ,053 4,.42 5,292 1.406
$4bo) 488..,................39,310 183 274 ,970 ,13 ,57 ,76 51 10
431b a .......................... 4 30 423 10o 89 127 3105 711 126
Y I .............................. 359t 3 1 570 282 171 193 09 71 2

Other no" WW a8 rp8 rte .......... 449 11 10 93 46 20 24 1o 87 249
Livg aay boe ..... 4,213 28 48 235 111 14 319 434 3.0)3 155

fsO.. t 0. . 1109 & some 000.9 100.0 100.0 100.8 100.0 100,8 100.0 100.0 100.0 380.0
"i13............................... . 25. 19.1 26.7 34.3 34. 34.1 30.9 23.4 4.1 2.9

. 3 .. ..... 4 2.7 35. 16.3 8.5 14. 14.3 00.9 00 72.3
888533 18. . . 3. 1 31.1 43.0 42.7 4S.7 46, 43 . .

Pu*l U ......... ............. 4.3 01 58 1.3 0.8 1,3 31 7.3 0.7 4,4
icy. . . . . . . . 5.5...0.2....2.8.1.4.2.3 2.7 1.4 1.3 0.1

05.s .4 o44.d3 r0 t ....... 5 .1 0.6 8 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.2 17.0

00.1.44. 7.835154l

4r0.50, ..... 300.0 100.0 100.0 50. 00.0 10.o 50.9 o 100.0 100.0
Loose Man n .0..... 50.7 27.7 6... 40.3 44.4 42. 30.2 20.0 0.3 17.71 sill................... 18.3 12.3 019 1. 11.2 10.8[ 33.5 32.2 4.0 4.0SIte ....... 3 1 3.3 32.5 52.5 14.1 37.2 7.3 7.

34 e... ....... 15.6 16.4 0 4. .7 3. 7.4 1 .9 146 05.2
5 o 9 ....................... 14.2 7.5 3 3.6 14 55.5 19.3 24.3 22.5
18 to 14 i1.s ..... . . 4.2 3.3 4 . 7 2.9 5.8 4.4 55.4 37.3
15 to 24 e. ..... 4.2 2.7 . .7 2.4 2.1 3.4 15.0 32.3
35 sis * e . ......... ... . 0 .4 0.0.4 0.2 6.5 0.6 10.6 9.7

T.e4 01 (le) ..... . . .. 2.6 2.6 1.4 1.8 . 1..3 7 2.6 2.0 9.3 6.0

T w. Trawtol

P n 100.0 108.8 100..0 300.0 500 10 0oo .5 300 .0 1003 3001.0 IO.8
51o2 4. 15 .1 8.... 3. 4 5.6 546 41.7 57.2 469 45.2 29. 41:.5

15 Os 29 ...... .29.7 19.5 23.9 24.1 00. 23. 6 3.3 34.6 34.9 V.4
320 lato 1 a .... . ....... 10. 40 3 30.6911.8 025 10.036.9 340

4 t9 ........ ... 4.2 1.4 3.0 3.9 4.6 4.3 i.e 5.1
40 to .0s . ... 02.4A 0.6 1.3 1.3 1.5 16 23 2.7 5.3 3.

r0 4150 .............. 0.4 . 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.4 3.5
AWL" 5350ute) ...... I. .. .. .1 5 15 1$5. 5 15 15 34.4 17.1 23.2 18.9

O.ds of Tro ap9rt3ti

Totl, oo1 d in school ...... 50,667 0,45 2,.42 23,524 13 5 5,740 169 13,897 .14 1,02
78051, It1306 a ho3 e 6... 4.. ,052 1,4)7 2,423 23,249 11,500 5,495 4.544 13,541 5.o7) 1.6.

N5lk ................................ 11.12 I 400 2,548 3,873 1,897 0,790 2,5A0 S)A 44
C ..... 14 1,221 440 4,09 a.266 44 954 4 303 4,745
855.4, 6.. . . 16,734 106 933 3 0,603 5,0701 2,3714 3,4(14 4,9 31 54
Pul1c b3 ............... .. . 2 7 21 246 70 5 322 55 42? 2

icyc Is... O .... 6 1 534 190 142 194 64
Ot3s48 . ;;w ; ,t re : ted .......... 54 50 8 73 38 28 90 71 I 0

L6v3 1 r from ho3 e.,........ 3,316 U t 26 107 46 4 55 154

vFtc0Ot 0 Is livt 4t 11 1000 0.0 1 00.0 10 0.0 500.0 100,0 100.8 100.0 100.0 100.03.24 ..... ,............ 22.6' ,4.2 246 3.51 03.3) 29.4 20.4 ,.4 2I.4
walk ................................ 4.9 81 1. N 5 ., 7

o. o.1 1. 8 . . . . ., 7.4I 29.3.4.494.1 7 9.4 38.5 o D 0.5
public ........................... 2.8 0.5 4.9 1.5 0.6 1.0 2.0 4.4 7.5 9,'
34/l... .. o............... 8|.7 0.4 . . 1.7 2.8 3.0 3.5 1.0 0.3
0t. sd 3,2 repo. .... . . 1.2 0.1 03 '.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0. 8.1 15.3

Sere t0..I wW, .2 table.
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Table 1. Mode of Transportao. Distance and Time Traveled to School lo Students 3 to 34 Years Old:
October 1978-Cootinued

cmaar. iU e tb&mm1md4S. CII mUiitim.1 F24ies. Par 0ml4 of aypols, ... text)

Iioeeeay "boot.
taod. diaom, M. .t.s.
inn vS ro ary uSger- rode Grsde. Crud.. Nigh Iatetiessi
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ibis t Mode of Transporlation, Distance and Time Traveled to School for Elementary and High School
Student 3 to 34 Years Old, by Public and Private School: October 1978
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40370 . . ...... . . 31 4 .3 9 0 33.3 70.3 33 3 131 1 31..,
59 m1 . . ............... . 3.4 4.0 2.1 .7 17 .It. 4.3 A

a98I801:. t.......:... . I. . 27 3, 1 7 34t 3.4 3.77 3.9 2.4 2.5
't- or "" .. .. ............. .o - .3 0 2 2 0 1 U2 03

o480t0l ) ... ........ .. ... <35 Is i '3 .3 5 Is 1 3 4 3 Ih

O 0000011 70

". 08,033.4 1 .14 3 4 9 17 473 3,338 32 u 14
3............................ 701 467 853 4007 209 248 97

3.. .. 2 3,.4 759 1,177 774 .10 2' .

m.............. . , 4 81 8 4.3 19 1 .25 d5
b . ....... .. 291 30 3 93 303 9 295

74 4L2 3 9 25 ;'P

'reen of to.. 31 1 4,31o 3tlgoo 00.0 30.7 37777 0 301)0 It ,07. 377) 77 7 K7) 7

. ..... ... .... ... . .. . .... 11. 1 5 0 1 ., d . 1
37.4 ll ra ~ .... 1 58 9,J 7.7 .7..). 23. 7)7 0

...... .... .... ........... .8 40 1 4

0.. . . . .. 30.8 5.3 34.4 23 1, 2 0. 24.4 0 I'm ?

........ .. 3 ........ 1 . 3 - 21.1 2 $ 7.3 0 7
.W3 *od 0 09 r d ......... 0.3 . ; I O., 7 1 0.5 f.7 b 1.0

foonotmt 11 08o fta4lble.
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'Table Modse of Transportation. Distance and Tim Traveled to School lor Elementary a nd Hih School
Students 2 to 34 Years Old, by Public and Private School: October 1978-Continued

| 1hIbOAs to tboksunU. C€lVtL.. Wonl2stit2ti.1 populti... for n.aLg .0 .yb.l, se test)

Coatrre|of mb"I , so".Q ditome,

.a n 0.pe h-i-r- Graies u.. ca.. *Ifl
Total l sol *tet Total G t 4 3.a p | ad .

F IVATV SCN=DL--C40t &&4wd

koot. . .10. 2000 100.0 1000 10. 100.0 200.0 100.02ees ilia• 2 *2 .......... 24.0 34.0 2.. 33.0 31.2 31.3 34.1 3.2
1 ... ....... 20.7 13.0 23.3 11. 3 i.3 .3 11.9 2.4

312 . ........ 2 4.2 28. 31.0 33.3 23.9 37.3 23 0 23
3 to 4 a| . ....... 27.2 00.0 23.3 23.1 13.8 14.2 36.4 21.3
I to a 1o. . . . 2.1 22. 30.0 13.4 13.7 28.2 13.4 24.2
10 t1. . ...... 7.2 3.2 7.0 4.4 4 .3.0 3 .
13 O 34 i ........ . .. .1 . 3. 3.0 4.1 .0 . 7 .
f5 115 " .ss ...... ... 1.0 0.3 4.3 0.3 0.1 - 0.0 3.4

kl s (Milts) ....................... .0 2.71 2. 1.4 3.3 2.4 2.3 3,1

Tto. TnnlSd'

mt. ........... 200.0 000 200.0 200.0 200.0 100.0 100.0 L00.0
.s i s . ................. 3.3 30.2 23.4 37.1 $.3 $8.7 11.4 33.4

Is3 to0 sIZU"lta ..... 5 .3 20.2 34.2 20.7 39.4. 00.2 33.2 32.2
30.44 tse . . . .. .4 2.0 . 1.2 . ,5 1 3 5 15.4
4512* so Nste.......... 3.3 0.4 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.2 5. a.
20 2,to 0 r I t ................... . .0 0.3 6.8 2.3 .3 0.2 3.0 3.3
900.2.st,.o mor..,......... 0.3 2 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.0 031
01 t, (010.18) .................... <11 (21 <13 <20 <13 (21 <1) 01.0

pltete and tia.. tra.e are .2m for tho. rally repoted.
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Table 3 Mode of Transportation to School for Elementary and High School Students 3 to 34 Years Old,
by Age and Race: October 1978

1 90ber .,orde 1Ct'lin nlstttatmal. popultoo)

Tot aI,
t..181.rt ,d r- i to 34 3 to 5 to 9 10 to 13 14 A" 1 16 and ll 18 9 34

year. old r r .4d 1 yrs ld I. .3# years pld old old o1d

Nw~ber ,,f $t*&-Pntm living at hmel

All r-9 .. ......................... 47,43 4,821 132439 J16.061 7781 890] 942
39,69L 3,.a 2 1.140 I.71 8,523 S,721 8

ie...................,......7,240 793 2.001 2,070 1.121 1,002 252
... ...... ... .......... 1.032 30 91 828 3D 498
-. 1vn Ik t .i e i niI :

Al1 r . ......................... 29.2 21.31 3.7 93.7 24.2 19.6 19.0
WIit ......................... ... ... 27.2 L8.6 33.3 32.4 27.1 I8.7 LS.8

U2.8 . . . . 3.9 21.3 47.9 83.1 30. 0 24.2L 28.7
Sp.14 tl .. .... . .. 47.1 42.9 57.9 52 8 83.1 29.3 2.0

f0nt.8s*li-1 be-,
A l cI ............................. 81.2 27.8 42.9 47.1 41.) 9 3 22
i ......... . .... 42.8 . 44.2 48.8 44.2 32.8 20.4
I . ... ............ ... 8.9 29.0 37.8 40.8 42.3 40 0 27.9

Spanish ... .... ... .. .19.1 17.9 17.6 24.8 7.2 29.7 8.0

lr'. ................. 2.3 4.9 19 14.0 22 o 44.
o.. 0............................. 2.3 3. 00.0 2. 2 42. 5.2
i .. ... .. . . .23.0 3.8 12.1 7.2 1.9 22.4 29.7

. 39. 8. 2. .2 ... 2......8.347 41.4

Al . ra ......... ................. . 3.3 I.l 0.9 2.2 8.3 7.4 12.4
vh0 ........................... . 2.1 0. 0.9 .3 4.0 4 5 3.9
1284 ....... .. 2.4" 1. ,3 18.4 2).2 21.1
S. o h . ............. .. . .2[ .0 1.3 1.9 12.5 13.7 2.4

*trsm80 ml Sp,ix, i rliin no, beL -t f Any ro ce,
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Te k 4. he of Trinspeboe. O ine sad The Tr#vee to UdW fr ElMe etaqd a 0S be tudem,
hy Reiec and Race: Ode 1978

(*iabe 36 sbh"*ab . C1.3511" ii0l3it0I0 p Istia. 7 ova..lste nO.io. S. too)

IN raw.L sot5314f.WACID10 ono

__ilo _he It'e _O _ _ _ Ifou Totall~ h-Ml

ala e1"1 a l t-

DAB o tI: p I ",I toebo

al. 30490 1to3 its 2 I.9 1,ll loo10.0lo I"......... O

t ..... Go 1.09 #4241.1 012 31" 1.04

00.2 0 ~ 2242 494 113 26 l,0a 3.420 1. 12 L

P c ..... ............... 2 . 1 9
sco ... ... a .......... 1....... 10 a to

0ir, ""'. is 44 toru It..... "1 :8

.3. i .f .bo Sol M ........... 434 3. 41 . I. 092

l tto too ::ib el o

C ................................. . 19.2 24. 39.0 1.0 32. 34 16.2
00ai Ia.............. .44 3 1 1.4 2. 4.

..11. I .... I.S.3.1.'. 13 1 1.4 9...0.0
2.0rel 4.0 3. 9.9.0 31 .

00k" .4..0 2 n..3 . 0.3 0.4 0.4 0. . 0.4
U1.8 M u M .....1. . ... 3 1.3 1.4 1 .4 22 0.9

liitooce trlIeOd; I

2 .t3.. ....... 3 3 100 13 13.1
Ls *m I l............... 34 9 92 26 3. T 01 3.1

I 44l 9.........1 ............ 333 9. .2 16 . l'~

I . 54 ......... 4.1.2.1.3.2.1.)....1.2 6.9I t*s ol. ...... 3.4.1.3...2....3.2 . t.3

S to I0 1s1 d . ....................... .. 5..

o. 14 1to ..................... . .. 4.6I i, t - .................... .. 3..

14.111120.9i 03 2.1.....10.3...32.1...36.4... .................. . .. 2.0 3.3 2.0 1.3 3.3 0.9 2.2

3052 *t 3041 2I LOD .0.to3I7t , 0 l 5. . .t ........... 2334 2,044.9 309 322 033 049.6

5 01 T. . . . . . . . 2.340 1,761.1499.3.3....2..244 .291

.t . W Qll ..................... 42 94

3o 
230. 

. . . . 100 1u944 .91..........1,032.6 
.1

Tot.

U'lo .......... . .... .2 334.. 26. 44 is 61 2:4

1:0 1.. .4A .4 Aft 497.. . . . .2 60 0p I7 l .0. ............................ sa" o 300. 1 30 1 1 30

ilt0 cl* ................................ 1 6 32.0 21.3
Oth,. . .s0 3. Sl r. .2............ 1 3 .
k, may . . . . . . .1d M9 ........... 14 39 1 2 4

,Tl ,~e *.' I I "I I "'.: l 2

ll................... ................ 1.. 3...
&C1 1 .... ................ ............ U .9 14l

311i ..... ............. . . . 2. 0. 1
3 t2 . to 3 2..2.. 2.

24,3.13 poor fro30o0 1A. 100 ........... 3 130. 30

.. ha 5 . . . . . 4~.3.33 i1. 12.3 1.05
.5 .......... ..... 3 3.9
* t3..4 16.0123.9.. . .01 lil ............a......... 341 3120 00.3 1

1 4 4430 .. . . 314 . .. 6. 32. *04
0 14, .. 4. ....................... .3 5 3.1 3.9 1.1 4.2

1 213222 ........................... . 1.9 0.1 (3.0 '.3

T3.2 37,024I

24,3.20.e ........... . 30.0. 00 3. .0.0 3064

3... 0440 .....a ........... 43. 2J
S.............. . .2. 1 1.0 2.9 22.3 23 3

sIo t.ot, o . .ad ... 3ab3.
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Tam 4. Mle Ta aefwlf Owen" "l Time Tuswii f ft"h fw E bftr sad HMW thi0 tuls"
y *"lompw el adbf: Osisko W-CsbsS

If .l I . kilo C.l11.6 90nile . 0 , 1ii0., i S iM It sI.. Ow 8.0
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81

8

10.
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Is.
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it.)

01
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1.3
e.l
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113,o
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Tmheq 4L MNo. of TromgpsuafW.m C0Ase OW T~i TraeWei t hk Odw m Ehentny sod MOO' kh1 hudeaf
I Rld eos oo Roes: Odeber lSfl-Cnotund

Mighta t &..ae.. aillIE. m..ma t12Sl1 qE3 0 m..ia a rwftollm. a I$,.el

ora. rem. 0 o..t

1.. .A.D. . .El,11 Tm o N 116 Ir1 I I€d11 'Mao

me" to $do",fla 4 034

I II.... .... .... ... .............. - ,1 .lI M91 I I }I I II Im3 .......... . ............ . . 03 to? s 634 I'M743 4.54o4 , low1 ........ E ........... I ........ 4,. ,.,,o 111, M ,w .o0
C a t •II ............... 4,+) 3,+4 90 294 449J 7 8.71 3.4

Pl tob .............................. loss 130 336 79 323 U
. . . . . .......... 4. , 3) 1i 1 16 I 32

L 9 1104 . .Iran ~ ILL ........... Us 11ts 33 34 *7 27 SO
a .. mp tS 4 43 33 8 04o0 3

................. 100.4 100.0 .ICA 10. 0 00.0 2O.O 0.
1 .................................... 0.4 U.1 33.3 30. 12.7 *0.4 1.3

a.. ...... ... .. 10 3.3o 1.3 3. 33.4
144.e kI .. ...... 11.1 35.1 01. 00.4 39.1 4.4 , 411 4

Fio ........................... . . 1.1 1.9 3. 0 . .61 1 0.6
ClamorOa i " P 11 ol r od ............ m n 0.7 0. 3.1 1. 1.1 9.0 A.
ML3im als fraw mo ad MA ........... 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.0 3.4 3.3 3.0

Dfielbort ltrveL.4 1

,,. 1.. ....... 100.4 10.0 300.0 300.0 3.0 300.5 0i.0
iaai tmama 2 m,. ..... 30..... .. . I.3 52.3 23.4, 3.1 31.0 10.0 16.1

21.6 1.1 23.6 07 14.0 2.0 9 £I 1 l ................................. "1I "'Al 1$.4 IM * l14A 3+.2 9
a l .1.......2............ 7.7 10.1 32.3 30.7 13.3 29.8 132

38.4 I .M...... 3.4 I.0 30.5 I.1 34.3 1.3 37.0
3 8. 9 6l ......................... 3.0 17.3 23.9 1.1 22.9 16.9 24.9
30 to 34 s. ...................... . 6. 4.8 3.4 4.4 41. 3.5 9.9
I ,al m yI . t...................... I. a 2.3 2.0 3. 0.7 3.3 7.3

S l . ................. 3.0 3.6 2.3 3.4 2.4 I.3 0.9

.. . . . ................. 10.01 100.0 30.0 1oo.0 1OO.0 I .O 100.0
I,. m1 .... .. .......... . 47.4 4.7 30.6 43.1 17.4 47. 43.4
3i3 . 2 liis..3.1.......... 3.9 3 3 3.3 34.3 307

4 3 .................. 0 .4 3.6 13.4 2.4 0. 31.6 20.

1F Io of t tol~ll ftlKo,0411Tod. t...... ........ ........42ll 1.+ .Il I4 •9 ll I
.1.............. ..... 2.37 ,0 3,34 412 199 4

S" .Soo..........1.........41 7 E
211 . ......... 4 ill 27 131 44 0

e ............. . 031 431 233 0 34 31
,labut 4. . . . . . 493 437 3 43 40
......... y............... ... 1
al. .iea~l d mo, .ent 3 ...... I 3+ 1 O 1

P-ru €oBIillriol-l
7 .... . ........................ 100.0 100.0 200.0 100.4 300.0 100.0 24N.0

21.4 10.3 97 4.9 29.4 . 5.0 I4.
9111-t lo. ... .................... .. 37.6 Z.4 17.7 23 3. 5 .3 l.1 46.

3Ib.2 . I ........... 33..4 39.1 33.9 43.4 35.3 30.5 0.
m........... .0.3 0.2 - 0.1 0.

,It a- t..0 4 .. l MA ........... 3.4 3.3 3.? 3.4 4.3 1. 3.2

Moot-r ITIvv'IC1
r .t . ... . . ....... 100.0 200.0 100.0 300.4 100.0 270. n I M.7

. .. .................... .. 00.2 21.0 24.2 Z4.0 '4.4 3.4 3.9
I ol ..... .. .... 14.3 84.3 67.3 81.3 34.0 134 6.

I 4 11 ...... .. ... 23.11 0.9 10.5 2.0 34.3 22.3 34.2
1 " 4-mo m ....................... . 2.5 33.0 17.4 34.4 34.3 19.9 30.4

20 s. 14.2..l . .. 35.0 3.9 3.7 3.0 4.3 1.3 10.2
I mtt.. or ..... .4.9 3.0 3.1 .0 3.4 4.1 9.9

413 2Im .. ................... .. 3.1 3.7 2.4 3.4 3.3 4.

1000 2 . 0 00030...............0 20......... 40. 30.9 31 10.0 109.0 200.0
a " 6m 1d-1...... 32.2 33.4 00.1 4.3 3).I 39.7 27.4

25 . IV at. . . . . 37.6 37.9 30.# 34.7 3".3 34.11 37.4
10 Wo 3.. 3 . . . .... 24.3.33....34. 30.3 19.3 1.0 taps

at ........... 3.0 36 4. 14.. 3.4 3.1 PA

0+ mtevs , w. iow ..t24. am more tr he1" t.11 . parud.
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Table I. Mode of Traptlo, Disn and T Traveld to Sh ow oft , and Vocationl u(
14 to 84 Y ld. bt ReIdeec: October 1978

(ilin ti hOa nsl. civltl Om lsstttnim puItaf. ts. seIn ef 1yism. on tont)

Omnrop.) 0..so..

loto sae s 1a.1.o1ma.. sit *
I4 0105*0 [J5tJfI m .* momma sot
9"t0". "gal 10Tot 1ofta ssIhmi" t"i

0OUJ8 AND0 I0CTMAL STURNN,

Totl. . . 18.94L 5.82 11.11 2.039 1.l) 1.1
h o s. . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0L8, ,. a -.. ........................... 1.7 74.0 S 0 .7 8).6 7. 70.0

3. 6 3 3. 3.4 0.8 0.0 2.0
C ~ ~ j' 5.0 375 53.261 38 3.

ta (. . . . ... s. p..is )....... 7.8 9 24.4 3 .3 4.3
s I ... . 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.4 8.8 0.4
Ot@ m sod .o ord ............ 3.7 2.9 2.7 2.7 3.8 3.3

ediae distance ............ ...... (mile).. 7.3 .3 8.1 0.0 4.0 9.4m It ..........0. ...... .. l . 21.4 33.9 38.0 26.8 10.4 23.7

'6= 4 - ":g . ............. 17.3 83.0 I8.7 9.3 &4. 8 I0.

D.t - ou .... . . . .. 1 0.4 0.1 7.4 0.0 .6 11.3

Total t.i...... .. 4 21 2.104 8.147 1.049 3.024
Nst... ........ 10.0 100.0 800.0 800.0 100.0 100.0

LvoSl In g .*......... . .. .3 40.2 40.7 74.9 44.1l 134
8: dl:............ 0 4.7 4.0 7.4 3.8

C................. 48.5 42. 42.4 30.4 40.0 43.4
sn (tb-o sod public) . . . .. 0.4 80.0 80. 0 30 .3 38 4.4

Itc rlsyola ... . . ..... 0.8 0.9 8.1 0. 1.6 9.5010,, ma sod sot np.,l t01....... 0.7 0.8 0.7 8.8 0.3! 0.8I

Mtd a ,tl5 .... ................ (slat e).. 23.3 34.3 33.2 W0. A.0 33.4

Pr"lrs IoI-j" 'a 0eo. ...... 3 9.4 26.7 20.3 10.4 24.3 31.4
IN'ott lto".saosy 704. O
0*t a clpos........................... . 14.8 3.8 10.1 8.& 11.4 13.8

Nfl-Tilt 02W.Ot 0130003

l.. s ....... 3, 3,30 8.005 3m 4b8 I.311
..... ........ 100.0 800.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

moving I b.r... . ... 93...93......0....0 I.4 $3.3
walk ............................ . . . 2.0 3.1 32 2.0 3.8 1.
C2, .......... 0.8 0.8 .7 09.1 4.3 .'4
son Osooi A ,s11 .............. .3 .4 1.3 2. 3 2.a

0.3 0.0 0.1 0.8 1 .3 0.4
0ther i041 0d 0. 5 r0r0....... 1.3 8.0 0.0 8.1 0.4 8.3

Ndlsa dln .................. ( ).. I. F. 3 5.0 4.1 3.04 10.4
eAdian iii ................. . (0 Isoa.3.. 23.1 33.1 38.9 34.7 19.0 2).9

N'Coon I108( oh ... ............. 0.9 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.4 0.5
pore"t v,1 111 ". em saw,.
tot .oi coma... .......................... 3 .2 3.3 44 4.3 4.9 3.0

4I0(ATI08AL 51010i037

Tos. . . . . .. 103 8.333 0 344 311 5902
, .. . ....... 100.0 100.0 800.0 800.0 109.0 800.0 17

Li ossjvn s . . . . . .. 03.3 93.4 93.4 93.9 95.) 98.5 45*35....... .... 2|.7 5.0 4.2 4 8 4.4 1.0Cl................ 04.9 4 4.4 .3 73 70.3

piscoboo I.4 p(so ) . ..... 4.0 0.4 83.3 20.3 4.0 . 3.G
1tIo €I* ................................ . 0. 0 0.0 - - - 0.3
.1aZ md. md not reported .............. 16.6 I 8 3. 10. 44 14. 3

Oodlis 4IOlln-. ..... ....... . .. ).. 4.0 S.0 3.3 3.0 4.9 7.0
d s 1 ...... ........... sn m). 13.9 89.1 19.0 23.0 i5.9 a9. 3

....t ]log .4 sep15.. . .. .5 8.7 3.0
Noro V , v1~o.ain k,..
&.'. omapo................ 3.3 4.8 4.4 30 4.7 1.3
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Tablo Mo of TroNomtotioe Disane and Tim Trvlled to fSeel low Coege &ad V ,eimal Skdnts
14 to 34 Years Old, by Yew and Typo of Co~ : Octabt 197S

$ta I atmeodm. Civliam mmalotleleael g lltio., fma mims m *fgrowm. se test)

Velm, lag It Few as O"lRag Sa ll
Nil -t.' sta t, itme. Sdtons. a €lie1116 m a" All ' 44 a I Al
samI atf robmt Wstaml ming 8 -pes 4-pam Ot I m4e 4th W al

sts j mist. %tml
1

m meiW d a aoe aStmee

Allt e.t.. . ...................... 1 2, 4 2,216 2.3300@ 1160 2, 0)
L ..g at am.e .4 ..................... . 3.4 2.02 1,417 2,96s a.424 s a 1

mat .439 663 a42 62 44 239 1it 5a
Sa... . . ,4 229 2.114 1.19a 50 1.sfl a.alt b,406

aa takct ill a"d Pul rll . .......... 900 142 40 149 ta1 t 40 aas 138
,ae, ... ............ ... 71 1 p is , aots m p

fh.....a.d.m e .. .... ... 436 1 17 22 a3 21 25 Itt
Ll"" .. ... ..... .... 1,330 : a. in si 22 ea" 9 1
ua aear p by s , tO tm pea.. 1.244 3.120 .12, so 16 224 13 Itm

L.... .t...............9 0 1 ill (?OBc k
at ........... ( ,) a2 14 a ap 4 )

W. "l'. :::: li ,tl ll . ...... u1 345 1 i o11 62 "1 r
. ............ (a) A 2."2 a. 24 2 1" 626 oil 2 "2 ,A),,m ( ,-l t a d ...........a.............. (1A) 5 324 127 U 200 1 A)

m aCy..... .... ) 1 24 2 p4 to ,
1st.r me. ca mci reea :d . . (A 2:: 'I 1 21 .11 12 I If 5
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Part sW . . . . . .... . . . 22 aA) 1 1 a1.I L1.9 p. ). t. ' M)

hTotml $mmlhas 234.000 stea t 1 mtt type£of mtes! met rearmd.
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Appendix A. Data from Other Sources

w and Pwcnmt of Public School students Transpored st Pubik Expeme &d Numbw o
E:emenawr School: 192930 to I9?576

.ra to thousandA. for moantnra of symbols. sca t4xtl

SA dCAtI lexport Public elmmmtary schools

I yvar public

studontl Nuber of total Total One teacher

6 ................... 41,274 22,757 55.1 63 1
4 ................... 41,438 21,347 51.5 65 1

? .................. 42,254 19,474 46.1 66 2
U ................... 41,934 18.199 43.4 (KA) (NA)
8.................. 40,A?7 17,331 42.0 71 4
6 ................... 39,154 15,,37 39.7 73 6
4 .................. 37.405 14,476 38.7 78 10
2 ................... 34,682 13,22. 38 j 82 13
I ................... 32,477 12.-22-5 37.6 92 20
I ................... 29722 10,862 36.5 95 25

', ................... 27,740 9,696 35.0 104 35
4 ................... 25,(44 8.41 ' 12.8 11I 41

. .................. -6 i "t. 1 7,1.97 29.0 124 51

. . .. .9 6IQ47 27.7 128 60
1 ................. . ? .Q4.1 1 5,it54 24.4 147 75

................... 23, 3) 5,057 2J.7 2601 8?

................... ' 1,2 7 4,512 19.4 17N 96
.: ................. 24,562 6,503 18.3 183 208
................... 25,434 4,144 16.3 ((A) 114
................... . 25 975 3,769 14.5 222 121
................... 26,367 3,251 12.3 232 131

................... 26,434 2,795 10.6 236 139

................... 26, ?75 2,419 9.2 233 143

................... 25,678 3,903 7.4 238 149

': Dlt.lt ." ltdualtl,, Slatlal ices: 1977-78, U.S. D.parlalasi #I
, NitorlJC''4+1. * M wr aihi'.ll,n 51 l m l a'., I b/q'a 35 aInal 9.

IIvalth. EdutatLun, and

88-140 0-82---0
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Appendix B. Definitions and Explanations

Peoislam ewaage. The figure shown we for the civilian
noninstitutlonal population.

Metooliasssonmeepdusas reddence. The population
melding in standard nietropolitw statistical arias ISMSA'sl
constitutes the m.tropolitan population. Except in New
England. an SMSA ir a county or group of contiguous
counties wich contains at least ors city of 50,000 n-
habisants o more, or "twin cities" with a combined
population of at least 60,000. In addition to the county, or
obuntiet, ontaining sch a city or cities, contiguous counties
are included in an SMSA if, according to certain criteria, they
we essentailly metropolitan in character and are socially and
economically integrated with the central city. In New
England SMSA's consist of towns and cities, raher than
counties. The metropolitan population in this report is batd
on SMSA's as defined in the 1970 census and does not
include any subsequent additions or changes.

Central cities. Each SMSA mug include at least one central
city, and the complete title of an SMSA identifies the central
city or cities. If only one central city is designated, then is
must have 50,000 inhabitants or more. Theareasitle may
include, in addition to the largest city, up to two city names
on the basis and in the order of the following criteria: (1)
The additional city has at least 250,000 inhabitants or (21
the additional city has a population of one-third or more of
that of the largest city and a minimum population of 25,000.
An exception occurs where two cities have contiguous
boundaries and constitute, for economic and social purposes,
a single community of at least 50.000, the smaller of which
must have a population of 1t least 15.000.

Age. The age class4fication is based on th age of the person
at his last birthday.

Ram. The population is divided into three groups on the
basis of race: ite, Slack. and "other races." The last
category includes Indians. Japanese, Chinese, and any other
race except Mhile and Black.

Spanish origin. Information on .ii descant was ob-
lamed by asking "Whar is (this pe. w sgin i-' descent?"
Responses generally refer to a person. sceivei national or
ethnic lineage and do not necessarily inscate the country of
birth of hirrill OF his parents The category Spanish origin

includes persons of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Central or South
American, and other Spanish origin.

School anvolleeent. The school enrollment statistics from the
current survey$ are based on replies to the Pnumerte'%
inquiry as to whether the person was enrolled in school.
Enumerators were instructed to count as enrolled anyone
who had been enrolled at any time during the current term
or school yes in any type of wraded public, parochial, or
other private school In the regular school system. Such
schools include nursery schools, kindergartens, elementary
schools, high schools, colleges. universitiet, and profestona1
schools. Attendance may be on either a full-time or pert time
basis and during the day or night. Thus. regular schooling is
that which may advance a person toward an elementary or
high school diploma, or a college, university, or professional
school degree. Children enrolled in nursery schools and
kindergarten are included in the enrollment f igues for
"regular" schools, and we also shown separately.

"Special" schools we those which are not in the regular
school system,'sudh as trade schools or business colhiirs.
Persons attending "special" schools are not included in the
enrollment figures.

Persons enrolled in ;lasses Which do not require physical
presence in school. such as corespondence courses or other
courses of independent study, and in training courses given
directly on the job. are also excluded from the count ol
thow enrolled in school, unless such courses are being
counted for credit at a "regular" school.

Vocational school enrollment refers to students who were
enrolled in class during October 1978 to take training lot
occupational purposes, such as in business. vocational,
trade, or correspondence schools. They were not atlendimg
schools which were plrt of the regular school system.

College anrolmesst The college erollnent stasis' a- r aye
bad on replies to the enumerator's inquiry as to whcthe
the person sw attending or enrolled in college Enume Ploi %
were instructed to count as enrolled anyone who had errn
enrolled as any time during the current term or school year,
except those who have left for the remainder of the term.
Thus, regular college enrollment includes those persons
attending a 4.yesr or 2-year college. university or pro.
lessional school (sucs as medical or law school), in courses
that may advance the student toward a recogntoed college, O
university degree (tg. BA or MA). Attendance my be cthr
full time or part time, durnrj ihr ILy 5L iii.iii
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Tlse sw 4y41: aeiege. Students enrolled In the firs 3
wana of college wes asked to report thther te college In
which they wre enrolled wee 2-yeew college (junior or
torniuniiy cotlegel or a 4-yew coltegs or university,
Students in the four aradomic year of college or hifir
were asismed to be hi a 4-yor colege or university.

Level of hool. The statistics on evol of shool indicate the
rumber of persons enrolled at each of five levels: Nursery,
kindergarten, elemnlay rtool (first to sWth grades), WO
ecIod (ninh to twelfth grades), and college or professional
school. The lat group includes graduate students in colleges
c u0miverMities, Persosl erolld in hshlor high tool through
the eighth rde are daslfied as in slmenwy tool end the
other as in high school.

NurMy o A nuese tool l df'md at a group or
data tt Is organized to provide educational experience fir
children during , Va or Mee Weding kilergisrn. It
incuie Instruction t an Imortant end inlsgral phea 1 Its
program of child car. Private homes in tkh'ossntlally
custodial care I provided we not mlMred numrery t1oolsL
,-)idma tfanding nursery tool am dasified at ksf-dn
toting either part ol'the day or the full day. Pa-t-doy
a - -"dance rfMo those o0 attend either in the morning
v in the afternoon, bur not both. Full-day attendance refers
tu thor, who attend both in the morning and afternoon.

"Heed Strl." Children enrolled in 'ed Sart pIograms or
-,milar programs sponsored by local agencies to provide
ieschrol education to young' children ae counted under
* Nuats y" or "Kindergiten" as appropriate.

Public or private schooL In this report, a public school is
defined as any educational Institution operated by publidy
'rcted or appointed school officials and supported by public

ft.tds. P0ivate schools include tOttatioal institutions
;tbtishsed and operated by religious bodies, at well as those

which ait under other private control. In Coe a whee
rnrollment wo in a shool or college wh~ih both
ls Iilv and privately controlled or supported, enrollment
,r, counted according to tether it we primarily public or

it vats.

Ful-time and part-time attondenee. College students we
¢wisitdk, in this report, according to whether they were
aiter-aing chool on a futl-time or part-time basis. A student
was rwiorded as atlending college ull time If he was taking
12 or more hours of classes during the average school week,
.wid part time if he wes taking less than 12 hours of classes
tki. ing the average school wek.

.I. .'e of iransportation Th, *'Iis...'a means
oi trans ltration to schus - .: utlulsts.dents who
lived at thr. address of the interview. (See item 73 of

sestlonnalre belos. II mor ta one method we used, the
metf used most o e chosenn. If two or more methods
wee useed equally often. then the one that tied the mon
distance we chosen. "Walk" wa chowen o* for tho e to
seeked the entire distance fiom home to school (since
everyone welkspt wy to their school rooms).

Obtniee to ehoa The onseey distance actually traveled to
to wu reported uo the dost mile. eIopondents ware
instenctod not 1a report the direct distance if the mehs of
transportation required a circuitous route. See Ilm 74 of
questionnaire below.l The best estimate possible was
obtained by the interviewer If the spondent was not certain
of Vth distance.'

Titos of vel The total time traveled one way between
hom end o we reported to the closest minute. (Se
liem 71 of quesslonnalip below.) Sx time Intervals wee

ickled: lees dtan IS minuses, 16 so 29 minutes, 30 to 44
nutes, 45 to U mlnule, I hour to I hour 2 minutes, and

I hour 30 minutes or more.

Pilde ero u ........a.. . e(Akp3.v M, Z din..wv6

"2. Whet is.. . pritist m oltemoro to school?
WaIksonly *
C&,. truck. %on

- Pb. Strtar,. trai,. ,ubvoc or oeAted
* Tas~ted

74. Whet is the cneaw disance from hem to... ' school?
Lmi Otwa eme rnMS
t Mse 61o 9 us
23mm to to 14 M.i
3 1wim1 IQ 24 MtZ ,lmS
Cvi4 *.W 25rsItoorrr~

7, Hm Icing does It Wks.. to -e to s sooP
Las Man IS m ts I hour to I hous 29 mOlu

30 to 44 mnuto
45 IQ 511 mn (Go to est r vtd

ISlmols. A dash "-" represents zero or rounds to zero. anl
the symbol "'" masiC that the base for the deved fig re is
less than 75,000. Three dots "... mean not applicable, 'WA"
meant not available, and "<" denotes less than.

Rounding of estimates. Individual figures are rounded to the
newest thousand without being adjusted to group totals,
whih are Independently rounded. With taw exceptions,
percentages are based an the sounded absolute numbers.
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Appendix C. Source and Reliebility of the Estimates

SOURCE OF DATA

The estimates in thin report we based on data collected In the
Currant Population Survey (CPS), ond the Nationwde
Personal Transortation Survey.

The source of date kI a table other tn the Current
-Population Survey Is Identified at the bottom of that table.

Brief deciption of the sources from and is procedure, by
wNch data of the Bureau of the Ceus mre obtained e
presented below.

Cwatt Pepulatlee s vey WS). The CPS estimate, In this
report we basd on data obtained In the October 1978
survey. Oueatone relating to Wlbof force participation are
asked about each member 14 yeas old and older in each
sample household and. In addition, questions afe asked about
onwwy distance avel d to school, time sent treveling to
ahool, end mode of Utrnportation for each member in each
snple household.

The present CPS m wm Initially selected from the
1970 cerAus file and Is updated continuously to reflect new
construction where possible. (See the section. "Nonsempling
Variabiity below.) Previous sample designil used, ass basit.
files from the census most rrcsntIy Completed at the time
and updated for nw construction. The following table
provides a description of sora e pects of the CPS sample
designs in use during the refereid data- otlection period.

The estimation procedure use I for tlr monthly CPS data
involves the inflation of weighted sample results to in-

dependent estimates of the civilian loninstitutit-st Poiu.
lotion of the United States by age, race, and sex. Thea
Independent etimtsn are based an statistics from decennial
censuses; statistics n births, deaths, Immigrlion. and
emigration; and statistics on the strength of the Armed
Fore".

Notkiosmie Persend Trmuporwel"S urvey. Data foe the
Nationwide Personal Transporation Survey were collected in
1OW70 by Ohe Bureau of the Census for the Federal
HighWay Adnnsirketion of the Department of Tra i
portation. This survey was desilghed to obtain up-to-dat'
information on notion* patterns of travel and the data was
collected in the same manner as the 1978 CPS data. The
survey was based on a mul-stale probability sample of
housing units located in 238 sample great, comprising 485
counties and Independent cities, reproenting every State and
the District of Columbia. The 2 sample areas were seleced
by grouping all the national counties antI independent citi i
into about 1,900 primary temple units (PSU'il and furthcr
formn9 235 strata containing one or more PSU' that %r.aic
relatively homogeneous according to socio-economic cis.,.-
terstice. WithIn esh of the strata. a single PSU was sert.ct d
to represent the stratum. Within each PSU. a prohJli;t
sample of housing units was selected to represent the civiliari
noninstitutionta population.

The households in the Nationwide Transportation Sarrey
comprised two outgoing panels in the Ouarterly Housing
Survey (OHS) conducted by the Bureau of th: criasus 01,

D ucet of the Currit Popu"kw Survw

Households eligible

flCe P55rtod number of .ot i .icc, nol

sample aresl
5  

interviewed Interviewed clIglh l(

October 197 7 8 .................... 614 54,000 2.500 .0C
October 19773 .................... 614 53.500 2,500 9, 00,
October 1972 ............. 2 ....... 461 45,000 2.000 8,0ok,
October 1967 ..................... 1149 48.000 2,000 8.500

Th se a-reo were chosen to provide coverage in each 8tate and the District of Caslusbia.
'Thea. are housing units which were vieLted but were found to be vacant or otherwise not clilih~c.

for Interview.5
A supplcentary sample of'hiasing unite in 24 Statee and the District of Columbta %%s nvorlcirnrd

with the monthly CPS to produce October 1977 data.
4A coverage Improvement sample was Incorporated beginning in October 1978 in order to prno i,

better representation of mbile hoaes and new construction housing units.

21
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lwvs! wri iiivrewid in April. Aly. and Oclobot 199 and
January 1970; the second panel ws ntarviewed only nce In
Ampist 1960.

RELIABILITYl OF THE ESTIMATES

since the estimates In this report ae based on a ample, sthey
aay differ somewhat from the figures that would hve been
obtained if a complete census had bn taken using the san
aclhedulet, instructons end enumerators. There re two types
of errors possible in an etirasa based on a sample
survey-ampling and nonsam ing. The standard errors
provided for this report primarily Indicate the magnitude of
the sampling error. They also partially measure the lfecflof
some nonsampling errors in response and enumeatlon, but
do not measure any systentic biases in the data. The full
extent of the nontempling error is unknown. Consequently,
particular core should be exercised In the Interpretation of
figures based on a relatively small number of came or on
small differences between estimates.

tomsampling verdablity. Nonsampling errors in surveys can
be attributed so many sources, e.g.. inability to obtain
inlormasion about all 1 cs in the sample, definitional
difficulties, differences in the interpretation of questions,
inability or unwillingness of respondents to provide correct
information, inability to recall information, errors made in
colkction such as in reasmding or coding the data, errors
made In processing the data, errors made in estimating values
for missing data, and failure to represent all sample house-
holds and all persons within sample households 4under.
coverage).

Undercoverage in the CPS results from missed housing
units ard missed persons within sample households. Overall
undercoverage, as compared to the level of the decennia
census, is about 5 percent It is known that CS tinder-
coverage varies with age. sex, and race. Generally, under-
coverage is larger for males than for females and larger for
blacks and other races than for Whites. Ratio estimation to
dependent age-sex-race populition controls, as described

previously, partially corrects for the biases due to survey
urdercoverage. However, biases exist in the estimates to the
-,xlent that missed persons in misrd households or missed
arrsons in interviewed households have different charac-
teristics than interviewed persons in the same agesexrace
poup. Further, the independent population controls used
iv not been adiusted for undercoverage in the Ig70 cosss,

i was estimated at 2.5 percent of the population, with
liferentials by age, sex, and race similar to those observed in
' S.

dimpling eriabilty. The standard errors 'given in the
following tables are primarily measures of sampling vearl-

ibhty, that is, of the varisti6ns that occurred by chance
because a sample rather than the whole of the population
as surveyed, The sample estimate and its estimated standard
,trw enable one to construct interval estimates that Include
he average result of all possible samples with a known
robebility. For example. it all possible samples we
elected. eachof these surveyed under Identicalconditions and

in estimate anal its esti iat stand d A:rF -r e cakrulmael
from each -. f, then:

I. Approximately 68 percent of the intervals from one
standard error below the estimate to one standard error
above the estima e would Includa the average result oall
Possible samples;

2 Approximately 90 percent of the intervals from 1.6
standard errors below the estimate to 1.6 standard errors
above the estimate would include the average result of all
possible samples;

3 Approximately 95 percent of the intervals from two
standard errors below the estimate to twostandard errors
above the estimate would include the average result of all
Possible samples.

The average rsult of all possible samples may or may not
be contained in any particular computed interval. However,
for a particular sample one can say with specified confidence
that the average result of all possible samples is Included
within the constr acted interval.

All the statements of comparison appearing in the test are
significant at a 1.6 standard error level or better, and most
are significant at a level af more than 2.0 standard errors.
This means that for most d. ferences oted in the text, the
estimated difference is greater than twice the standard error
of i difference. Statements of comparison qualified in
some way e.g., by use of the phrase. "some evidence") have
a level of significance between 1.6 and 2.0 standard errors.

Note wien sin small estimates. Percent distributions are
shown in the report only wdenthe base of the percentage Is
75000 or greeter. Becase of the large standard errors
involved, there is little chance that percentages would reveal
useful information when computed on a smaller base.
Estimated totals ae shown, however, even though the
relative standard errors of, these totals are larger than those
for corresponding percentages. These smaller estimates are
provided primarily to permit such combinations of the
categories as serve each user's needs.

Comparablity with other dit, Oate from sources other, than
Census Bureau may be sublject to both higher sampling and
nonsempling variability. In addition, data obtained from the
CPS ar not entirely comparable with data obeelned from
othe sources. This is due in a arg part to differences In
interviewer training and experience and in differing survey
proc es This is an additional component of error not
reflected in the standard error tables. Therefore, caution
should be used in comporing results from these different
sources.

SlWeri eror tables end tol ei usa. In order to derive
standard errors that wul be applicabW to a large number of
estimates and could be prepared at a moderate cost, a
number of approximations ware required. Therefore, instead
of providingf an individual standard error for each estimate,
generalized sets of standard errors are provided for various
size of estimated number and percentages. As a result, the
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safs of standard errors (elog with factors provided gve ar.
Iedlicatoe of the order of mepirluds of the standard error of
at estimate rather than IM precise standard error.

The figures presented in tattles CA and 02 aem apsiox.
MatlOns to gneraaized standard errors of estimated numbers
and estimated percentages. Estimated standard errors for
pqclfic.dweacterlttics cannot be oblined from atstr.s C-1

and C-2 without the use of the factors in fabWe C-3. Thew
factors moss be applied to Oe generalingd standard rrors in
order to ldjust for the combined effect of sample design and
estimation procedure on the value of the crararteristic
Generalized standmlrd errors for intermediate values of
estimates not lhowin In tables C-I and C-2 may be approxi-
mated by interpolation.

Two parameters- 'a' and 'b*- that are used to calculd,,
standard errors for each type of characteristics are presented
in table 04. These parameters were used to calcrlate the
standard errors in table C1 and C? ed to calculate factors
in table C-3. They may also be used to directly calculate the
standard errors for estimated numbers and percensarjrs
Methods for direct computation are given in the following
sisitnons.

tandar amon of etimeted numbers. The approxmate
standard error, o, of an estimated number shown iii this
report con be obtained by use of the formula

ox Ifo Ol

23

In tlis I hlr lola f It she .4olu 5 iitv fao loIlr firl talh C 3 alI
is ti e stanorlrwf 4.irrm of ihe esrmah ,AIlaji,-d Itim tnt.t-

C-I. Alternatively, standard erFois may bic appioximatd bv
the following formula 121, use of which will provide mooe
accurate results than the use of formula 1) ahore:

121

Here x is the it et the estimats. r l a and Ii 5i ,, fh.c
rilatllevers in labie C 4 associated with tire iaitriulil I 'lc of

characteristic.

Standard errors of estImat"d percentages. Tho- rehlolty #A
an estimated fiJiceritaqi, computed by usinq sample data for

kici iiittovia..ir anii ilk-noiranratui, dli-mi s (iii bthf thei siu
of IW.- i frr.ia, arid the sie of tfe intal uliim wvhir.h this

jfirvlrtasdJ- is based. Estimated percentages are relatively
moii reliable than the correstoslinq estimates of the
nrrmerators of Pit. li'icorntaues, pa Iculai ly if the peoctrot rp'
are 50 percent or more, The approximate s$1adard error,

oIx p)) of an estimated percentaqe. p. can be obtained by use
0a t formula:

';(x~p) •f4) 13)

I. this formula I is the ap opr rate actor from table C 3 antl
o is the generalized standard error for the percentage ir table

Tabl C-1. Geewwlzed Stndard Efr. EFstomated Numbers
(Numbers In thousands)

Size of estlimte Standard vrlor gI.e ol estimate Sitidrd i,

23 ............................ 10 2,500 ........................ 103
5 ............................ 15 5,000 ........................ 144
75............................ 18 7.00 ........................ 175
100 ........................... 21 10,000 ....................... 201
250 ........................... 33 25.000 ....................... 306
500 ........................... 46 50,000 ....................... 403
750......0..................... 56 75.000 ....................... 454
. 0 ........... 0 . 65 100,1000 ...................... 47

Table C-2. Generalized Standard Errors of Estimated Percentages

11114, of Estimated percentage.
estimated peestage 1 ......
(in thousands) I or 99 2 or 98 5 or 95 10 or 901 25 or 75T _50

75.......................
100.......................
250 ... .. .........
500 .......... ..............
1,000.. ..... .... ...........
2,50.00 ....................
3,000 ....................
10.000....................
25,000 ...................
50,000 ....... o.............
100',000...................

2.4
2.1
1.3
0.9
0.6
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.13
0.09
0.06

3.3
2.9
1.8
1.3
0.9
0.6
0.4
0.3
0.18
0.13
0.09

5.2
4.5.
2.8
2.0
1.4
0.9
0.6
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.14

7.1
6.2
3.9
2.8
2.0
1.2
0.9
0.f
0.!

10.3

- 6

4.0
2.p
1.11

11.9
I.

0.
(I I

it-.-

31.3
2.1
1.

.---
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C-2 When the numerator and denominator of ft percentage
are in different categories, use te factor indicated by the
numerator. Alternately, the standard errors may Jbe appoxi-
med by the following formula 14) from which the standard
errors in tabie C2 ware calculated; direct computation will
give more accurate result than use of the generalized
standard error Sable and the factors.

0oIx. p) 'J (P, I IOO ' p) 14)

Here x is the basei of the percentage, p is the percentage
O<p< 1001 and b is the parameter in table C4 associated

with the particular type of characteristic in she numerator of
the percentage.

IllNltseato of un of sItesded error tables. Tades 4 of this
report shows that 171,000 Slacks living in metropolitan
areas. enrolled in high school, were either driven or drove to
their schools. Interpolation in table C-1 shows the standard
error (00 of1 an estimate of this size to be approstiretaly
26,300. The factor in table C-3 for Blacks is 1.32; thus using
formula (1) the standard error is epproximately
1.32 x 26300 A 35.0003. The 68 percent confidence interval
as shown by the data is from 136.000 to 206,000. Therefore,
a conclusion that the average estimate derived from all
possible samples lies within a range computed in this way
would be trrt for roughly 68 percent of all possible

'Formua (2) gv"s a in ocwd error of 3S.000.

Table C-& T Faets to be Applied to Generalized

Standrd Enr in Tabes C- and C.2

T.pe of characteristics 't' factors

WOOL, TIMS AND DISTANCE OF
TRANSPORTATION TO SCtOOL

Total, netropclitan-non-
metropollitan:
TO4 Ls or White .................. 1.00
Black and other races........... 1.32
Spansh origin ................ 1.33

Students living at hoe:
Total ur White .................. 1.00
Black and other races ........... 1.32
Spaniash origin ................ 1.33

School enrollmentJ:
Total) or Whtte .................. 0.70
Black and other races ........... 0.81

NATIOOSIOE PUSONAL TRAVEL SURVEY
1110, TIME OR DISTAICE TRAVELED
t0 SCHOOL:
All races ....................... 3.30

IFlr school enrollment croa-tabulated

by Metropolitan-nonnetropolltas residence,
, tliply the sbov. factor by 1.41.

Table C-4 "a and "b" Parameters for EsImated
Numbers and Percentages of Persons

Type of rhsracterisittc

NODS, TIl][ AND DISTANCE OF
TRANSPORTATION TO SCHOOL

Total. etrnpolitan-on-
met rojouI i ta:
Tot:: or White .............
Rlik and other races ......
Spanish origin............

Stusdlts 11alng at home:
Total or White .............
Slack and other races ......
Spanilh origin .............

School enrollment' :
Total or White .............
Slack and other races ......

MATIOS1[IDE PERSONAL
TRAVEL SURVEY

Hide, time or distance
traveled to noiho]
All races ... .......

Pn r u. I 'r.

a I b

-0.0(X)020
-0 .(M' K)8

-0.000043

-0.000020
-0.000.106
-0.000043

-0.000016
-0.000186

-0.000543

425
1402
7469

4253
7402
7469

2064
2792

4f0J91

IFor school enrulaent cross-tululattd toy
astropul it n-vnstw'lropuitan residence.
multiply the above parameters by 2.0.

samples. Similarly, we could conclude with 95 percent
confidence that the average estimate derived from all possible
samples lies within the interval from 101,000 to 241.000,
i.e.. 171,000 t 12 x 35.0001.

Table 4 also shows that out of 1,660.000 Blacks, residing
in metropolitan areas and enrolled in high school, 171,000 or
10.3 percent were either driven or drove to their schools.
interpolation In *ie C2 shows the standard error of 10.3
percent to be 2.2 percent. Consequently, the 68 percent
confidence interval is from .1tO 12.6 percent and the 95
percent confidence interval is from 5.9 to 14.7 percent.

Standard error of s difference. For a difference between two
somle estimates. the standard error is approximately equal
to the square root of the sum of the squared standard errors
of the estimrc'es

. oIy . 51

where o. and oy are the standard errors of the estimate x
and y; th estimates can be or numbers, percent, ratios, etc.
This will represent the actuel standard error quite ac.
curetely for the difference between two estimates of the
same characteristic in two different areas, or for the
difference between separate and uncorrelated characteristics
in the tnse area. If, however, there is e high positive

I
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(negative) correlation between the estimates of the two
charmceristics, the formula will overestimate (underestimatel)
t true standard error.

Illstratin of the conmpultatee of the standard ere of a
difference between percentates. Table 4 of this report shows
that In metropolitan areas. 10.3 percent of all Slack high
school students (1,660,0001 lving in their homes traveled to
their schools by cars whereas 30.1 percent of these Black
students walked to their schools. Thus, Ihe apparent
difference in percents between these two groups of Slack
students is 19.8 percent. Using formula (6), the standard
error of the estimated difference of 19.8 percent is about

,r2.21'+ (3.2 j 3.9 percent

This means that the 9Gpeicett co idence interval wound
the difference is from 13,6 to 26.0 percent and the
95-percent confidence interval is from 12.0 to 27.8 percent.
Thu's. we can conclude with 95-percent confidence that in
1978 there was a significant difference between the percent-
age of Black students who walked to school and the
percentage of those Black students who were either driven or
drove to school by themselves.

Standard ror of a median. The sampling variability of an
estimated median depends upon the form of the distribution
at well as the size of its base. An approximate method for
measuring the reliability of a median is to determine an
interval about the estimated median, such that there is a
stated degree of confidence that the median based on a
complete census lies within the interval. The following
procedure may be used to estimate confidence limits of a
median based on sample data:

1. Determine, using the standard error table and an appro-
priate factor or formula (4), the standard error of an
estimate of 50 percent from the distribution.

2. Add to and subtract from 60 percent the standard error
determined in step I.

3. Using the distribution of tbe characteristic, calculate the
68 percent confidence interval by finding the values
corresponding to the two points established in step 2.

26

A two-$tandard-error confidence interval may be
determined by finding the values corresponfding to 50
percent plus and minus twice the standard r irot determined
in step 1.

Note: When combining two or more clo tIbutions. the
medians of the distribution must be coensiled by lhe user.
The median is the estimate for the person at the center of the
distribution and my be approximated by linear inter
potation within the group which corlainis this peifson.

Illstrat f the computation of a confidence interval for a
median. Table I of the report shows thdt the median time
spent by White college students 14 to 34 years old is 22 7
minutes. Table I also indicates the base vf the distribution
from whcli this median was determined is 5,072.000.

1. Interpolation in table C 2 shows the esti iateI standard
error of 50 percent On a base of 5,672,000 is about 1.4
percent.

2 To obtain a 95-percent confidence interval on an estimate
of a median, add to and subtract from 50 percent twice
the standard error found in step 1. This yields percent
limits of 47 2 and 52.8 percent.

3. From table I of this report 31.0 percent of White college
students spent less than 15 minutes and 37.1 percent
spent 15-29 minutes traveling to college. By linear
interpol"aton the lower limit lof the 95 percent con-
fidence interval) on the estimate is found lo-be about

15.30-15) (47.2 -310): 21.5
I 37.1 /

Similarly, the upper limt may be tound iy linear inter.
polation to be about

/528-3.0\ 23.815 + 130- 15) 52.83. ).3.

( 37.1

Thus, the 95-percent confidence interval on the estimated
median is from 21.6 to 23.8 minutes.

its GOI SRWtsENTflINTiFO Cc 119- 21142 see



787

Of every 10 pelCe In the werrld tOday, lout live in
eisev Osina ov Indi. Add Jthe Sovet Union end
te Unitd SPtt, wnd hal ie Worlds population
it covered. The other h fll of te wrlds people
distributed among the remaining 196 countries
aind territo~ries. Ttseos~lo the world. a per-
Ofpliee depneo In pophelion trowh ratis hai
begun to omerge, wIhM the prsistent escepion a1
Arc. In ste teis the deaenese it lubstatil, in
o ered, inchpient; in genral the ecrlsee i
longer qiesthronele. Ovte 70 percent of te

world's population lives in countries vwhe the
growth rate was lower In 1976 than in 1966.

This publication presents reported and estimated
demographic data for the 200 county of the
warId with a population o at aI east 50001 I m, s.
and lot world regions Benchmark. or hard, data
lot each country irclude the rnumieard a l
adjusted population from the latest ce v. -,
survey. birth end death rates, annual r i,0
growth, tife expectancy at birth, infant niawllhly
rate. percent o1 popuitior undri ;i, 15. en.rla,
age ol mother, median birth order, percent urban.
aid percent 01 labor lorce in agicul uire A
projected estimate of the population of eacth
country fSr 1977 as well as birth and de-ath rates
"nd the arnnul tate of growth lot 1976 ate shown

Ail benchmark data artd projected estmats are
annotmed. and major sources are hid Also
included lot each country are population igurrs
lot each census taken since 1950. and as annual
aeris of Population estimates for the yean 1950
to 1977.
This report was prepared under a Resources
Support Seic Agreement wits the De
velopmenl Supui' Bureau. U.S. Agency for In
ternational Development.
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APPENDIX 3

Statement for the Hearing Record of the
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights concerning

School Desegregation

October 5, 1981

HON. JOHN F. SEIBERLING

I conoiend the Chairman for holding these hearings on the subject

of school desegregation, and particularly school busing.

Although busing has been recognized by the federal courts as a

means to enforce school desegregation where patterns of enrollment

effectively deny students access to equal educational ooportunities,

busing-of school children continues to be a subject of controversy

for public officials and of concern for parents of school-aoed children.

I think these hearings will go a long way to dispel some of the mis-

conceptions about school busing, and perhaps will point us In new legis-

lative directions for guaranteeing children equal opportunity in education.

In my district of Akron, Ohio, the school system several years aqo

voluntarily undertook to consolidate and update the school system by

closing older, energy-inefficient school buildings with under-enrollment

and reassigning pupils to other schools, with the intention of improving

the majority/minority student ratio in the school buildings and classes.

Transportation is a key ingredient in the "Akron Plan," since 5,000

students are bused daily to their schools. The "Akron Plan" does not in-

volve court-ordered busing for desegregation, but is trying to use busing

voluntarily as a tool to redesign the school system to better reflect

the ratio of majority and minority students in the city. The transportation

is supported by the Akron Corrunity Trusts and the Roush Foundation, two

philanthropic organizations in the community.

Although the U.S. District Court recently found certain asoects

of the Akron Plan unconstitutional and ordered the Board of Education to

submit a revised plan, the court found that the system was not illegally
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segregated. Both rulings are now on appeal.

School busing, whether voluntary or "forced," does not address

the underlying causes of segregation among'neighborhoods in a city,

and segregated housing patterns tend to compound problems of racial

imbalance in public school systems. However, it seems to me that

rather than prohibiting busing as a means to desegregate schools,

the Congress should be helping local school systems develop voluntary

alternatives to restore racial balance within school systems while

improving educational opportunities for all students.

I would like td enclose, for the Committee record, letters and

statements expressing somewhat divergent views, frm;, Dr. Juliet Saltman

of the Department of Sociology at Kent State University, Conrad Ott,

Supreintendent of the Akron public schools, and Cazzell M. Smith,

President of the Akron Branch of the N.A.A.C.P. The letters follow

my remarks.
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KENT STATE
UNIVERSITY SOCo, ANoANTMROPO OGY

kENT. OHIO 44 242 111 R7.-?S6b

July ]0, 1981

The Hon. John Seiberling
Federal Building
Akron, Ohio 44308

Dear Congressman Seiberling,

I appreciate the opportunity to comment of school
desegregation and the Akron Plan for decommissioning schools
and improving racial balance.

There are several serious problems in the current
Akron Plan. First, the primary burden of transportation
falls on the minority children.whose schools weri closed.
Second, thete are inadequate provisions for those children
to participate in after-school activities. Special late
busses have not been provided for this, which would allow
the children to participate in after-school events and pro-,
grams. Third, the largest racially imbalanced school clus-
ter (the Buchtel High School cluster) is not included in
any plan for voluntary desegregation, leaving it as the
single most impacted cluster in the entire district. Though
a magnet program was instituted in Buchtel High School, it
began when the school was already 84% Black, and has not been
able to reverse its image as a Black school, despite millions
of dollars allocated for its Urban Model magnet program.
Some of these issues have been addressed in the pending lawsuit
(Bell vs. Board of Ed. of Akron) which is still awaiting a
'decision from the 6th Circuit Court of Appeals.

The prime issue is not "forced bussing" but rather the
historically forced and maintained segregation in our schools,
and what can be done about it. Across the country it is be-
coming increasingly evident that there is a reciprocal rela-
tionship between school desegregation and housing patterns,
and that the two should be addressed simultaneously for max-
imum and lasting effectiveness.

The League of Women Voters acknowledges this critical
relationship -in its article showing the positive effects of
school desegregation ("School Busing Passes The Test", The
National Voter, Summbr, 1981 , pp. 18-22.) The Los Angeles
County Commission on Human Relations also recognized this
school and housing desegregation relationship in its recent
conference "Neighborhood Integrationi A Positive Approach
To School Desegregation" (April, 1981). At that conference
it was revealed that a number of communities with wise leader-
ship avq alreadfound that schoo1jesq regation glans can
leag o integraeu neighborhoods sLGasvaIle, Ky., nashville,

Tenn., Riverside, Cal.).

More and more urban planners throughout the nation are
beginning to see that integrated housing patterns and school
racial balance are intertwined and must be dealt with to-
gether a unified complex issue. Positive 'esults are
evident iW those communities that have implemented sound
policies for the desegregation of schools and neighborhoods.

Sincerely yours,

Siet Saltman, Ph.D.
Professor of Sociology
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AKRON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
AOMINISIIATION BUILDING . 70 NORTH IROADWAY A RlON, OHIO. 44303

August 25, 1 981

omen @9

The Honorable John F. Seiberling
House of Representatives
1225 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear-Congressman Seiberl Ing:

Dr. Juliet Saltman has forwarded a copy of her letter to you--dated July 10, 1981--to
Mrs. Mimi Steiner, President of the Akron Board of Education. Mrs. Steiner has transmitted
the letter to the other members of the School Board and to me for comments. Dr. Saltmon directed
her statement to the House Judiciary Subcommittee an Civil Rights (July 29, 1981).

Dr. Saltman notes that the Issues addressed in her letter are the subject of ACLU litigation In
Bell v. Board of Ed-scation; this case was decided favorably for the School Board by the United
Stotei District Court for the Northern District of Ohio. Since that matter is still under appeal,
as Or. tman states, detailed discussion of the Issues--which she raises--is probably Inappro-
priate. For the record, however, Dr. Saltman testified as an expert witness on behalf of the
ACLU plaintiffs in that action, and was, perhaps, the leading force In causing the action to be
filed originally.

However, certain statements, mardy by Dr. Saltmon, are Inoccurate, and should be corrected.
First, children being transported--due to the decommissioning of school buildings--include both
block and substantial numbers of whites. Moreover, all of the buildings now closed received
the expressed approval of the Federal Court for closure without objection from the plaintiffs In
Bell.

Second, "late activity" buses ore provided in oll cases so as to enable students--being transported--
to participate in after-school activities, notwithstanding Dr. Saltman's contention to the contrary.

Third, schools in the Buchtei Cluster have been Included In the Akron Plan, with positive effects
on rociol balance. Dr. Saltman notes the highly successful Urban Model Program which has been
conducted at Buchtel over the past several years; this program has hod the effect of stabilizing
and eveni Improving its racial balance.

I hope that these comments will be helpful. We continue to be proud of Akron's record In the
field of race relations, and we will continue to make every effort to maintain and Improve the
quality of the education being offered to students of all races in this system.

Thank you for sharing this letter with members of the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Civil
Rights.

Sincerely,

Conrad C. Ott

Superintendent of Schools

CCO/skr
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0 ! iT RON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Oil TRAIION eULtOING . 70 NORTH IROADWAY . AKRON. OHIO, 44308

October 14, 1981
Ovcs OF

The Honorable John F. Selberling
House of Representatives
1225 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Seiberling:

I wish to provide the following statement for the House Judiciary Subcommittee on
Constitutional Rights. Specifically. I wish to rebut the testimony of Mr. Cazzell
Smith. Sr. of P .ron, Ohio; Mr. Smith has provided misleading information concerning
the Akron Plan.

The testimony of Cazzell M. Smith, Sr., concerning the Akron Plan, is correct, insofar
as it states that the decommissioning of school buildings permitted the Akron Public
Schools to enjoy greater efficiency in the use of its faciitiei and had the incidental
effect of permitting racial balance among the City's schools to be improved.

However, Mr. Smith is entirely wrong in suggesting that school buildings were selected
for closure on the basis of race, that blacks share a disproportionate burden in con-
nection with school decommissionings, or that they are denied the opportunity to
participate in after-school activities.

Mr. Smith has noted that issues pertaining to the Akron Plan were litigated before the
United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio. While the Court found
the closure of Robinson School to have been improper, every other feature of the
Akron Plan was upheld. The closure of Robinson was immediately reversed by the
Akron Public Schools, and no appeal was pursued on that point. Other schools were
subsequently closed with the approval of the plaintiffs in that case.

Thus, with Robinson re-opened, it is entirely correct to say that the legality of the de-
commissioning of every closed building in the Akron Public Schools has received
explicit approval by the Court, and in virtually every case, without objection by the
representatives of the plaintiffs in that case.

That being true, Akron has no need to defend further any aspect of the Akron Plan,
which has been overwhelmingly beneficial in many respects. It should be added that
contrary to Mr. Smith's statement, transportation is in fact provided to accommodate
participation in after-school activities.

We appreciate your consideration of this additional information in connection with

Mr. Smith's testimony.

Sincerely,

Conrad C. Ott
Superintendent of Schools

CCO/skr
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Rekirding the Akron Pian to Dcroemlsaion 547hwnoln2:

1. The Akron M-wr of Education took th: initiative in trying to addre.

a. f.nlclniug enrollunt in the School S.;.tcm
b. Cost of operating .hool hui1dioxgs in the

School System 1.4. nnorly, aje of buildings and
rela ted cost

c. Cr-ot a better racial balance in the School .Syntem

The are.v.i that the Aron Rmoor of Education rafnml to address. vera:

4&. in AiccAziskninp. oldor rncheols and creating a bitter racial
balance, the Akron WBar ' nf Miduatka ktelw that the bulens anI
lnonvenionco would be dtsproportionately hared hy blacks (05%
of the atwient-3 busted were black).

b. Age of buildings WaII cira as one of the 6sao v' fur shool clonsarca;.
However, the age of buildings appear .d not to be a ct'itical actor;
WrKi uildin wef located W, th. critical factor - in predominately
black neighborhoods.

ej CoAntitutional requjiramonts rtigasding rafcial isolation in pubtr.

rur year) tho Courts have oonsistnntly euled that in a Voluntary
or Court OrIer Plan, the burden Pwrt he pronrtionatety shared by
both miwrity and majority families.

On Jantwry 13, 1978 six plaintiffs (E-r from ta.t Akron) kiled a
S'TLt in UJ, . pit.trict Court, chargfng the Akron bi, S.hool
with intentional ra..ial snnregation. The S;uit nought ang other
thinsI thn Aonegregation of Arn PiblLic School: and that School
closings be done on the basis of ,ga, condition and caPtacity o"

* the building and not on the bduis o! whoer the rc.olO a3 wasoatod.
The Suit ought to kaep Rohinnuom Elementary Scheol open an] pa-ir
it with on or D )rev cA ian sch,-al.

in April of )IAO, U. S. Ditrict Ju4go .roy Contie rUleA th't the
Akron Plea wa3 uncnatittio=l because it plac4 eirn unfair h':ricn
of bIsinS on bl*).ks. Howver, six (5) predoirataly black schools
were elonarl aod only one (1) pmiomnl=stely White V.hool was :l1osed.
Ouly Robinson rlemnt-ary Sehol which was initially a part of thu
Ak-rn PLin remained open.

Aftsrf~th of the Akron Plan

-The Akron Plan to (iainsion Scho ol provided for integration inth
Akron Public. Sc:hools3

-The burden of a better r.aial balac.e wms ,ispr%-,orti0utcly plal:d on
h I ..

-nlacks still rha the brunt or the deoomissiontng - they are SorC.tin-S
denied the opportunity to part i pate in after school Actite bac-us.,
or very little or no provisions to accoenad-'te tOe need. (No transpor)tati

fraftar school activities).
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TOM RAILSOACK

Congr% neog ofttW OrOate5- - I oue ir~pr~nttit

a., . .I ngtaN.C. 20515

"1L1ICTCO M M JT TIC[ON

NAMCOTNI AMUSE AND i

October 8, 1981

The Honorable Don Edwards
2307 Rayburn HOB
Washington, D.C.

Dear Don:

Earlier this summer I received a letter from Peter Rodino
informing me that your Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights
would be holding hearings on issues associated with school desegregation.
He asked for comments from knowledgeable spokespersons from our districts.

I contacted several school superintendents for their views,
and I received a response from James Hopson, Superintendent of the
Rock Island Public Schools. I am enclosing his letter so that you may
include it in the, hearing record. I hope that it is helpful to the
Subcommittee in their consideration of this issue.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,

TOM RAILSBACK
Member of Congress

TFR/ahw
Enclosure

88-140 0-82-61

i .*79s a, C'ol$

Ft, S- "a-1SI

61tol.uu',. l
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"l ROCK ISLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
James A. Hopson, Superintendent

Administrative Center
541 Twenty-first Street
Rock Island, Illinois 61201
(3091 794-0131

July 29. 1981

The Honorable Tom Railaback, Congressman
19th District of Illinois
Room 2104
Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C.- 20515

Dear Congressman Railsback:

This is in adsver to your letter of July 20 concerning the impact
of school desegregation.

It has been about five years since the Rock Island/Milan School
District reorganized junior high schools so that all students from 7th
through 12th grades were in racially balanced schools. Tfie following are
subjective consents based on our experiences during those first few.years.

There were many parental complaints, particularly from parents of white
students who were reassigned to racially balanced schools. Some complaints
continued for as much a three years, often stated in terminology which appeared
to be an attempt to hide racial bias. Some complaints continue to this day.

- One interesting result was that the administrators in those buildings
which had~forqerly'been almost totally white but which received a significant
influx of minority students were criticized concerning their building management.
Some parents said that they did not have control of discipline. Others said
that they were not evenhanded with discipline. Some parents of children who were
punished felt that their discipline was too severe. They were also accused of
not "shaping up" their teachers.

Several years later we find that those same principals'are considered,
by most parents and others, as anaSing their schools very effectively. Ws
have no more complaints than from other schools. Several causal factors could
be noted, but we have no data to prove any of them.

There is much greater acceptance of students, teachers and parents who
are "different" than there was before the reorganization of our junior high schools.
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There still remains, however, a great deal of parent prejudice among some
people in each group. It should be noted, also, while we have moved toward
greater desegregation in certain schools, integration has not always occurred
among the various groups. Students, and to a lesser degree staff members,
still tend to congregate with those of their own race, neighborhood and sex.
Of course, it is only natural that those who live near each other and walk to
and from school together would be friends. This sometimes includes biracial
groups, but not as much as we would like.

The situations where there is greatest integration occur where there
is a comorn goal and cooperation is needed. Athletics, music and certain clubs
are illustrative of this. A group of basketball players seem to truly become
color blind when they are attempting to win their ball game through all working
together. Even in these situations, however, prejudice sometimes arises.
particularly when an athlete or an athlete's parent feel that he or she is
not playing enough.

We have never been under a court order to desegregate, balance
enrollments racially or to bus students. In fact, we do not bus our regular
students as there is a fine county bus system which our students use. There
would be no reason to duplicate this system,' and we certainly do not have the
money to buy all of those buses and hire the drivers to operate them.

If we can be-of any further aid in this matter. please let usknow.

Sincerely,

es . Hopson

Jil: Js
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A PEDIX 4

ance mn
3Dhod rnnmbrn
& ccmmunily
rgkiti s 12 34 TermialTower 0 Cleveland, Ohio 44113 *Phone: (216) 522-7300

February 3, 1982

Congressman Don Edwards, Chairman
Subcommittee on Civl and
Constitutional Rights
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Edwards:

I am responding to your letter of December 1, 1981 in
which you requested my views on the school desegregation
process in Cleveland, Ohio.

First, some background:

(a) The Cleveland Public School System enrolls
about 81,000 students (February 1982), approximately 68%
of whom are Black. Of the 81,000 students, about 37,000
are transported to school, most but not all of them
because of the desegregation plan. General operating funds
for 1981 total approximately $228 million. At present, the
School System employs a total of 11,000 staff-, including
about 5,500 teachers and other educators. The Schobl
System is governed by a seven-member Board of Education
elected at-large, and a Superintendent appointed by the
Board.

(b) The Cleveland Board of Education and the Ohio
State Board of Education were found liable by the U.S.
District Court, Northern District of Ohio for unconstitutional
segregation of the Cleveland Public Schools. The Liability
Opinion was handed down by the Court on August 31, 1976
after a lengthy trial. A District-wide desegregation
plan was approved by the Court on February 6, 1978. Both
the Liability Opinion and the desegregation plan have been
upheld by the U.S. Court of Appeals, Sixth Circuit.

. .To observe, assou. and report on the progress of the desegregation of the Cleveland Public
Schools and to foster public awareness and understand ng of the desegreation pmss"

Order of U.S. District Court May 4.1978
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(c) Reassignment of various school staff for the
purpose of desegregation took place in 1977. Reassignment
of students under the desegregation plan took place in
three phases between Fall 1979 and Fall 1980. The balance
of the desegregation plan consists of a number of educational
improvements and remains in the process of implementation
at this writing.

(d) The Office on School Monitoring & Community Relations
was created in 1978 by Order of the U.S. District Court as
part of the remedial process. The basic mission of the
Office is "...to observe, assess, and report on the progress
of the desegregation of the Cleveland Public Schools and to
foster public awareness and understanding ot the desegregation
process." As director of this Office, I am an appointee of
the Court, and I have served in this capacity from the time
the Office was created nearly four years ago. Since 1978,
this Office has produced more than 60 reports and other
submissions to the Court on the full range of educational
programs and school support services covered by the desegre-
gation plan. In June 1981, this Office produced an
organizational study of the Cleveland School System which
concluded that the School System "is in a state of organiza-
tional crisis, years in the making and now of great depth."

Although the desegregation process in Cleveland is still
incomplete, there have been enough events since the Liability
Opinion was issued more than five years ago on which to base
some conclusions. The following conclusions, in my view, are
worthy of note:

1. School desegregation in Cleveland has been
peaceful. That is, Cleveland has not experienced an
upsurge of school incidents of a racial nature as
a by-product of school desegregation. This result
stands in contrast to the anxiety and fear that were
pervasive in the pre-desegregation period from 1976
to 1979.

2. The public promotion of a peaceful, non-
violent acceptance of school desegregation was led
by churches, human service agencies and other
private-sector groups. The Cleveland School System
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did little work of this kind, except for an
eleventh-hour effort just before the first students
were assigned for desegregation in Fall 1979. The
School System's attempts in community relations
have increased markedly since 1980, but problems
remain, and the absence of an intensive information
program for parents, public, students and school
staff in the pre-1979 period is an immeasureable
liability with some negative effects that may never be
overcome.

3. The first result of desegre2ation in
Cleveland has been the elimination of one-race
schools. Before desegregation, one-race schools
Ti.e., schools with student bodies 90% or more White
or Black) were the norm in Cleveland. Since desegre-
gation, all schools #re bi-racial and, in'racial
composition, generally reflect the racial composition
of the School System's enrollment as a whole. Thus,
bi-racial schools now represent the commonly held
expectation--they are the new norm. The fact that
individual schools are majority-Black in enrollment
is not a sign that desegregation failed or is without
meaning. Rather, it merely means that the individual
schools reflect the majority-Black character of the
School System. What is significant is that Cleveland
no longer has Black schools or White schools, but just
schools.

4. School desegregation has not triggered massive
student flight from the School System. Although
desegregation undoubtedly caused some families to remove
their children permanently or temporarily from the
public schools, the available statistics do not support
a theory of massive flight--by White or Black families.
Specifically:

(a) The percentage of Black students in the
System's enrollment has not risen sharply with
desegregation. Black students represented about
57% of all students in 1970, 64% of all students by 1979
at the time of the first student reassignments for
desegregation, and 68% of total enrollment now--a rate
of increase with desegregation comparable to the
pre-desegregation years.
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(b) According to data from the Catholic schools,
there has been no great shift of Opublic school students
to Catholic schools. This year, the net loss to the
public schools via transfers to Catholic schools was
447 students. To a public School System of 81,000
students, a loss of 447 students represents a factor
of less than 1%.

(c) Shrinkage in total enrollment of the Cleveland
Public Schools in recent years is part of an enrollment
trend that long preceded desegregation. Enrollment
peaked at about 150 000 students in 1970. Each year
for the ten years since then, enrollment has fallen.
The annual shrinkage has not dramatically increased
during the years of desegregation since 1979. Tne enroll-
ment pattern in Cleveland, incidentally, is very much
a part of enrollment trends nationwide.

5. It is still too early to conclude whether
desegregation in Cleveland will have the intended effect
of improving educational quality. The reason is that
the educational-improvement components included in the
desegregation plan have not yet been implemented completely.
At-least three points nonetheless are relevant:

(a) The School System has serious educational
problems, and these problems were present before
-desegregation. The main problems include reading
achievement, student attendance, discipline, and
dropouts' Perhaps the single most revealing
indicator is dropouts. The public high schools of
Cleveland in the three years immediately preceding
desegregation (1976, 1977, 1978) produced a total
of approximately 18,000 graduates and more than
13,000 dropouts--a dropout rate approaching 40%.
Significantly, the School System, these figures
notwithstanding, has not made dropout prevention
a high priority.

(b) The Court-adopted desegregation plan is
heavy with education-improvement-requirements. The
plan includes requirements in reading, counseling,
teacher training, extra-curricular activities,
student training, student discipline, community
relations testing, magnet schools and School
System-private sector partnerships. The
desegregation plan thus is a school-improvement
mandate as well as a desegregation mandate, and desegre-
gation therefore represents an unprecedented opportunity
for the School System to update education.
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(c) As with any desegregation plan in any
school dLstrtct, results ultimately depend on
school officials' performance in translating a
plan into action and programs.

6. The issue of school finances has overshadowed
the school desegregation process in.Cleveland, betT slowlnq
and complicating the process. At least these poInts
are relevant

(a) The financial distress of the Cleveland
schools is real; i.e., the problem is spending in
excess of revenues, not cash flow.

(b) The problem took shape before desegregation;
i.e., desegregation costs did not cause the School
System's financial problems.

(c) The problem involves both budgeting and
financial controls; i.e., a long-term solution
demands the development of internal finance systems
which have been absent or ineffective in the past.
In this connection, a financial oversight body,
created by the State of Ohio, is now in place in
Cleveland for the purpose of controlling School
System spending and also qeneratLng new spending
controls.

(d) Desegregation costs in Cleveland have been
defrayed by Federal grants that would not have come
to the School System except for desegregation. From
1977 through mid-1982, Cleveland received approximately
$27.5 million in grants under the Emergency School
Aid Act. Any analysis of costs of desegregation should
include consideration of ESAA revenues.

7. Five years into the remedial phase, School System
organizatTon and management have emerged an shaping sues
in the Cleveland school desegregation case. Organizational
issues and management problems began to crop up in the
school desegregation case shortly after issuance of the
Liability Opinion in late 1976. From then to the present,
the record of the Cleveland case is laced with reports,
testimony and Court orders which deal with matters of
School System organization and management. On two
occasions the Court has ordered the appointment of school
administrators to handle desegregation--one served for a
period in 1978, and the other served from August 1980

*State liability in the Cleveland case may mean the State will share
in desegregation costs, which would benefit Cleveland. This issue is
scheduled for Court hearings this month.
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to the present. Thus, in Cleveland, desegregation
has been controlled both traditionally (by School
System administrators) and untraditionally (by
Court-appointed administrators). One result is that,
on the surface, desegregation appears to have
burdened the School System with new organizational
complications and new management problems. Close
analysis shows, however, that desegregation simply
has had the effect of revealing old and serious
internal deficiencies in organization and management,
much as desegregation has brought old financial
problems to the surface. At present, the Cleveland
School System is under Court order to reorganize
itself in Fall 1982, as a result of a Court-ordered
organizational study of the School System by this
Office completed in June 1981.

8. The extent of Federal Court intervention in
School System decision-making in Cleveland correlates
with the System's unresponsiveness to desegregation
orders. Cleveland, in my opinion, illustrates a
trui: Once a Federal Court orders desegregation,
the less responsive a school system is, the more
orders it will receive. Contrary to the thesis of
"activist" Federal Courts, the record in Cleveland since
1976 shows a flood of Court orders not initiated by the
Court but, rather, set off by an unresponsive or
ineffective School System. Analysis of key steps in
the desegregation process, from construction of a remedial
plan through phased implementation of the approved plan,
reveals a standard scenario in which the School System's
failure to act at all or failure to act effectively
is followed by a stream of Court orders intended to
overcome the failed response and thereby to keep a
desegregation process moving forward. At present, the
Cleveland school case counts nearly 2,000 submissions,
including more than 300 Court orders, about half of
which have a continuing effect on School System operations.
Similarly, the size and nature of what may be described
as "Court machinery" correlates with School System
unresponsiveness to desegregation requirements. In
Cleveland, the Court since 1976 has made use of one
Special Master, two Experts, a monitoring body, services
provided by the U.S. Community Relations Service and a
national non-profit office of desegregation planners, an
accounting firm, and two school administrators placed
inside the School System with desegregation responsi-
bilities. This unusual array of Court-created instruments,
in my view, reflects nothing more nor less than the felt
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needs of a Federal Court to generate machinery to
move desegregation forward once illegal segregation
had been determined and given unresponsiveness on
the part of the School System.

9." A mythology which makes desegregation the
cause of School System problems and which begs for
simple, quick-fix solutions to School System defects
continues to be an obstacle to School System improve-
ment in Cleveland. Because serious School System
problems--financial, managerial, educational--have
risen to the surface during the period of desegregation,
these problems are associated in time with desegregation,
and desegregation is thus linked by association to all
of the problems of the schools. Desegregation, thus is
made to appear as the culprit--the cause of budget
deficits, shrinking enrollment discipline and truancy
problems, reading achievement problems, administrative
problems, and so on. Similarly, simple solutions--more
money, better public relations, fewer Court orders, more
time--have the effect of deflecting attention from
internal systemic ills which demand corrective action.
The documentation on the Cleveland school desegregation
process is as detailed and deep as on any school case
since 1954, and far deeper than on the vast majority.
And the facts show a School System that is a casualty
of its own internal defects--weak management, thin
planning, and myopic educational vision. Two points:

(a) Positive educational results from an
educationally enlightened desegregation plan depend
on what amounts to organizational reform of the
Cleveland School System. In other words, the School
System must make itself organizationally effective
in financial management, personnel management, school
management, and educational planning before the
School System can be expected to produce effective
education in a racially non-discriminatory setting
on a consistent basis. For this reason, the
reorganization which the School System is required
to carry out in the near future is crucial not
only to desegregation results but also to the future
of the School System as a whole.



805

(b) Opinions that incorrectly blame desegre-
gation for various School System problems will
probably harden into place unless and until public
officials, including School System officials, make
a concerted effort to inform the public of the facts.

I am enclosing four documqts that substantiate and
amplify the above conclusions.'7

1. The educational-improvement features of the
Court-adopted desegregation plan are summarized in
the pamphlet entitled, "The Educational Components
of the Remedial Order."

2. A detailed analysis of the origins of the present
financial problems of the Cleveland Public School
System is contained in the report entitled, "A School
System in Distress", by Michael J. Hoffmann. (June 10,

3. A detailed analysis of organizational and management
problems in the Cleveland Public School System is contained
in the report entitled, "Office on School Monitoring and
Community Relations' Report -- Organizational Study Of
The School District." (June 1, 1981) (I have enclosed
both the full text of this report and an executive summary.)

4. A description of selected administrative problems
caused by organizational deficiencies in the Cleveland
Public School System is contained in the report entitled,
"Fall 1981 School Opening." (November 4, 1981)

I hope I have been responsive to your request for infor-
mation. With my best wishes.

Sincerely,

Leonard B. Stevens, Ed.D.
Director

LBS/sk
Encls.
cc: Daniel R. Elliott, Jr.,

Chairman, OSMCR Advisory Commission

*These documents are on file in the offices of the Subcommittee on Civil and Constructional Rights, House
Committee on the Judiciary.
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Introduction

Purpose of the Report

This report identifies several strategies that seem to be effective

in fostering the attainment of one or more goals of desegregation. it

synthesizes information from several different sources in an attempt to

provide judges, lawyers, legislators, educators, parents and other inter-

ested citizens with some guides to actions that seem likely to enhance

educational equity and quality of desegregating or desegregated schools.

It is widely believed that school desegregation has not "worked" and

moreover, that it is not likely to "work." The results of this study, in

contrast, carry a more positive message. This report, however, does not

focus on whether desegregation has been effective overall (see Hawley,

1981a, for this evidence). Its purpose is to identify what can be done

--and has been done in most cases-to improve the benefits and reduce the

costs of desegregation. Much of what we have found is not at all surpris-

ing. What is surprising' is that so few school systems seem to be pursuing

many of the relatively obvious policies and practices that seem to hold,

promise for increasing the positive effects of the desegregation process.

The Goals of Desegregation

Desegregation has many different objectives, depending on which court

order or plan one reviews or whom one talks to in any given community.

Thus the "effectiveness" of a strategy depends on the goal one has in

mind. Some strategies help attain some goals and not others. Moreover,

some strategies--but not many--enhance the achievement of some goals while

impeding the achievement of another. We identify such conflicts in the

discussion of specific strategies.
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The strategies we have identified relate to the attainment of one or

more of the following purposes:

A. Ending Racial Isolation

1. Among Schools. The literature talks about racial isolation

among schools within the sm districts in two ways: (a) in

term of racial balance-the similarity of the racial mix of

schools with the district-wide norm, and (b) the proportion

of minorities attending predominantly minority schools.

2. Within Schools. The concern here is with a range of practic-

es that result in racially identifiable classes and groupings

with no demonstrable educational necessity. The problem is

how to determine what is a legitimate exception to this rule

both in terms of the averalie amount of time a student may be

in a racially identifiable group and what special programs or

classes, if any, should be further excepted from this stan-

dard. In the literature, and in practice, many of the tech-

niques for ending racial isolation within the schools are the

same as those used to avoid resegregation.

B. Avoiding Resegregation

Resegregation has two aspects: (1) the reversal or diminution of

a district's or school's desegregation status toward greater

racial isolation (this can be measured by regression from the

high point of desegregation) and (2) the racial isolation of

students within desegregated schools. Resegregation can come

about for several reasons:

1. Resegregation among schools may result from:

a. residential exit from the district (flight)
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b. changes in residential or birth patterns within the die*-

trict over time

c. enrollment in private schools (flight)

d. new residents of a given race locating in particular

school zones.

2. Resegregation'within schools

Sources include disciplinary actions, trackingor inflexible

ability grouping, extracurricular activities that do not

involve positive steps to facilitate interracial membership,

and special program selection and placement. The problem

again is to distinguish between benign practices necessary to

attaining shared educational objectives and those which are

discriminatory and otherwise have negative consequences for

students.

C. Improved Race Relations Among Students

There are a substantial number of different measures of race rela-

tions, none of which seems to have emerged as a consensus method.

The proliferation of measures substantially complicates the problem

of assessing the literature. One's measure of race relations is

related to one's expectations and values. For example, one might

set at the most positive end of the "scale," student choices of

work and play partners that reflect patterns of random choices

across races (i.e., "color blindness"). But one might also treat

reduction of attitudinal prejudice and non-hostile interracial in-

teractions as indicators of positive race relations. The former is

seldom found, the latter standard is attained by some strategies.

88-140 0-2-- 52
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In our consideration of the literature on race relations, we dray

attention to hov the findings vary vith the measures of race rela-

tions used (see Volume V, chapter 2).

D. Improvements in Educational Quality

Two direct measures of educational quality that we focus on here

are scores on standardized tests of verbal and quantitative skills.

These measures are not without their drawbacks but they are the

only ones regularly reported in the literature and utilized in

schools.

S. Public Reaction

There are several aspects of public reaction to segregation. Among

these are:

1. Overt opposition to desegregation. Protest appears to increase

the difficulties of implementing desegregation and to foster

white flight. At the same time, peaceful desegregation may

reflect suppressed hostility or the presence of a relatively

modest plan and cannot, therefore, be taken as an indicator of

successful desegregation.

2. Levels of racial and ethnic prejudice in the abstract (i.e.,

generalized attitudes) and in particular settings (e.g., hous-

ing and jobs).

3. Support for schools as measured by citizens' support for finan-

cial needs (e.g., votes on bond i-sues).and parental involve-

ment in school programs.

4. Support for school board candidates who endorse, at least in

relative terms, desegregation.
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These are not the only goals of desegregation. But, if we knew bow

these could be attained, we would be long way toward improving the

effectiveness of desegregation policies.

The goals discussed here do not all derive from constitutional prin-

ciples. They are widely held values that policymakers, including judges,

frequently seek to secure in the process of desegregation. It is assumed

here that the most effective strategy will be one that maximizes each of

- the different goals simultaneously. lew policies or practices do that and

some strategies force one to emphasize one goal over others. As noted, in

a few cases, strategies work to improve the chances of attaining one goal

while decreasing the chances of attaining another. When the evidence

available illuminates the nature .of such tradeoffs, that information is

presented. This report does not assume the primacy of one goal over an-

other. Such choices properly belong to policynakers, not to researchers.

The Study Team

This report is a result of a collaborative effort of a number of per-

sons with extensive experience in research on school desegregation. For

the first half of the study period, the project was housed at the Center

for Educational Policy, Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs,

Duke University. Since August, 1980, it has been located at the Center

for Education and Human Development Policy, Institute for Public Policy

Studies, Vanderbilt University.*

* An important part of the study was conducted, under subcontract, by
the National Project and Task Force on Desegregation Strategies of the
Education Comission of the States. Ben Williams directed this effort.
Other participants in the ECS portion of the study were William Sampson,
Northwestern University; Charles Vergon, University of Michigan; and Carol
Andersen, Education Comission of the States.
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Janet W. Schofield

Mark A. Smylie

Rachel Tompkins

William Trent
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Meyer Weinberg
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Johns Hopkins University, Rand Corporation
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HethodologyC

Sources of Information

This report pulls together information from several sources:

1. !Qantitative Studies. These studies employ various types of

statistical techniques to demonstrate a relationship between two or

more variables. They range from case studies of particular schools to

large national surveys. About six hundred of such studies were re-

vieved. The numerous syntheses of empirical studies (e.g. Kwley,

1984b; Weinberg, 1977) are not included becausethe studies examined

in those syntheses were analyzed directly. (These syntheses are cited

in our presentation where they provide the reader with an economical

reference). Detailed analyses of these quantitative studies are pre-

sented in Volume V of the Project. We continued to add information

from empirical studies until Hay. 1981 so that Volume V does not deal

with all the quantitative material used in this synthesis.

2. "Qualitative" Literature. The literature reviewed here ranges

from systematic ethnographic studies of classrooms and schools to re-

ports about notional trends by informed observers. It is sometimes

difficult to retain the distinction between qualitative and quantita-

tive studies. For example, some ethnographic studies fall into the

latter category because they employ quantitative data in a comparative

way while other ethnographic studies use no data or provide data for

descriptive rather than analytical purposes. About five hundred and

* A more detailed explanation of the methods used to collect and
interpret information on different desegregation strategies is provided in
the introduction to Volume V.
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fifty items of this sort were included in our analysis. The anal-

ysis of this literature is provided in Volume VI. A much larger

number of papers, articles and reports were examined but were not

included because they offered no cause and affect statement about

desegregation and one of the outcome& stated above. For example,

material that represents opinion about the desirability of deseg-

regation is not included in this analysis. Special attention in

this review was given to journals that are particularly concerned

with minority education ad that the perspectives of minority

writers would be represented. In addition, reports on the role of

state governments in fostering effective desegregation were also

reviewed.

3. Surveys of Opinion - Consensus Articles. Consensus articles are

those which represent the collective judgments of informed indi-

viduals. For example, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights' survey

of school superintendents (1976) falls into this category because

it is a study not of superintendents' behavior but of their per-

ceptions. Other reports of this type are the product of con-

ferences or surveys and reflect perceived agreements about the

effectiveness of different desegregation strategies. We review

four items of this sort. An analysis of these studies and reports

is contained in Volume VI. /

4. Court Documents. The opinions from 10 significant cases were

examined in detail. Each of these cases provides evidence and/or

expert opinion on different strategies. In each case studied,

the original plan was amended. The detailed analysis of these

cases is provided in Volume VII. Sections from this volume, which
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was prepared by Charles Vergon, are included verbatim in the

synthesis.

5. Interviews with Experts. Three types of persons knowledgeable

about desegregation were interviewed. We describe then as local,

state and national experts. Sixteen districts were selected

because they had been desegregated for five years or more and

because the strategies they employed were considered to be of

interest by the study team. In each district, a handful of

knowledgeable persons, usually including educators, a journalist

who had followed the desegregation experience, and a

representative of the plaintiff or the leading civil rights group

advocating desegregation, were interviewed extensively by a member

of the study team. In all, 95 local experts were interviewed.

Interviews were also conducted with 40 national experts. These

experts were selected on the basis of their published writing,

their experience as consultants, or their practical experience.

The results of these interviews are presented in Volume VI.

Thirty-seven state officials and persons knowledgeable about

the role of the states in facilitating desegregation were also

interviewed. Since the focus of this synthesis is on local

strategies to facilitate effective desegregation, the information

in these interviews is not used directly in this volume. However,

state strategies that aid desegregation are useful in and of

themselves and are presented in Volume VIII.

One of the serious shortcomings of the literature on school

desegregation is the absence of information relating to Hispanics,

Asian-Americans and Native Americans. While many school systems have
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large non-black minority populations, desegregation plans have seldom

addressed the special needs of such students (as a convenience, following

federal law, we refer to these students at times as national origin minor-

ities-NOMs). To deal in part with this problem we" asked five experts on

the education of NON students to systematically review an earlier draft of

the synthesis. The five consultants, whose reviews represent a.kind of

interview, are:

Thomas P. Carter, California State University at Sacramento

Rosa Castro Feinberg, Miami Desegregation Assistance Center for

National Origin, University of Miami at Coral Gables

-Jayjia Hsia, Educational Testing Service

H. Susana Navarro, Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational

Fund

Lorenza Schmidt, University of California at Irvine, California State

Board of Education

Synthesis of the Information Collected

The different sources of information utilized in this project, taken

together, represent the most extensive evidence on the effectiveness of

desegregation strategies yet collected. To be useful, however, this

information needs to be summarized or synthesized into relatively

straightforward conclusions. Variation in the character and quality of

the evidence, both across end within the different sources of information,

precludes quantitative approaches to aggregation. Instead, all of the

evidence related to a given strategy was assembled and the study team

member most expert on that strategy prepared a draft summary statement.

Different types of evidence were cited in the text and identified by

source. The statement of the strategy was then sent to all study team
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members. The entire study team met together for an extended period to

critique and modify each statement. The statements were then rechecked

against the relevant data, especially the expert interviews, and revised

once again. The draft was further revised and shared with all study team

members, the Advisory Board, and our consultants on the education of NON

students.

We have sought to develop practical advice on how to more effectively

desegregate public schools. The specific proposals should not be thought

of as hard and fast propositions that will work in all circumstances. In

the case of some suggestions, there is little hard evidence available but

we have presented the proposal when there was agreement among those ex-

perts who commented on the issue involved. In a very few cases, where

there was no contrary evidence and when the idea was theoretically sensi-

ble, unanimous agreement among study team members, all of whom are experi-

enced researchers of school desegregation, was considered an adequate

basis for including a proposal. While not all of the evidence relevant to

each strategy is presented in the text of this synthesis, the basis upon

which the conclusion was reached is specified.

The bias of the study team has been to rely most heavily on social

science research whenever the quality of that inquiry allowed. In many

cases, however, the evidence needed to answer policy issues faced by those

who develop and implement desegregation policies and programs is missing

or mixed. We have found expert opinion to be extraordinarily helpful in

clarifying these uncertainties. Thus, the conclusions reached rest mainly

on these two sources of evidence.

There is, we found, remarkable agreement among desegregation experts,

both local and national, about effective strategies for desegregation.
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When we say below that the experts supported or opposed a given idea, we

do not mean*to suggest unanimity. The expertise of'experts is not equally

appropriate to all issues. The interviews, moreover, were mere or lea.

open-ended. So, there is much missing data. Our expert interviews, in

-short, are not treated as an opinion poll and the percentages of respon-

dents offering a given answer is seldom presented. In no case, however,

do ve make proposals about which the research and the consensus of expert

opinion are in conflict.

Using the Information

Our assumption is that research such as this can help to structure

the development of desegregation plans and strategies for implementing

them. This is not a cookbook, for judges, policy makers and front-line

educators. We see this report as a source of ideas that will often re-

quire adaptation to specific local conditions and that may be inappro-

priate or unnecessary in many situations. The ideas presented here may

also serve as a kind of constraint on behavior in the sense that policies

and practices that seem contrary to those we've found to be effective

might be re-examined and their justifications clarified. Similarly, those

who seek more effective desegregation may find that they can use the

information here to raise issues about the absence of certain policies and

practices in their schools and commnities.

We want to emphasize our conviction that the degree to which these

numerous proposals will enhance the effectiveness of desegregation depends

on the sophistication with which they are adapted to fit local conditions

and the energy, commitment, and intelligence given to their implemen-

tat ion.

As we've noted, many of the proposals set forth in this report seem



822

quite unsurprising. We do hope, indeed, that they will be considered

comaonsensical. If many of the ideas presented here ,are intuitively son-

sensible, so such the better. The fact is, however, that many, if not

most desegregating school systems, seem to be doing things different from

those outlined here or sees not to be doing many of the things that hold

promise for improving the effectiveness of desegregation. In some cases,

political obstacles are apparent and a few of the ideas at out here are

financially costly. Such explanations for why these ideas are not more

widely implemented, however, do not account for the infrequency with which

school system adopt comprehensive approaches to desegregation that embody

appropriate strategies suggested in the pages below.

This report would have been more extensive and specific proposals

would have been more detailed had we relaxed our concern for consensus

within the study team. By requiring consensus among ourselves and some

agreement among experts and/or the written literature and court opinions,

we have reduced the level of specificity and speculation that a handbook

of practical advice might be expected to provide. We have consciously

sought to keep this report both comprehensive and brief. The references

cited here and the backup information provided in the other volumes from

this project add examples, evidence and specificity to the ideas presented

here.

There are three other books that appear to provide very helpful

advice to the developers and implementers of desegregation plans to which

the person in search for more detailed advice night turn.

Smith, Downs and Lachman's (1973) book Achieving Effective Desegre-

gation, and Desegregating America's Schools by Hughes, Gordon and Hillman

(1980), provide useful advice on the development of desegregation plans.
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The two books provide details on the proce~es of desegregation planning

that is lacking in this one. But those volumes lack this book's emphasis

on programs that vili change schools and children and comnities in ways

that facilitate attaining the goals of desegregation. Garlic Forehand and

Marjorie Ragosta's (1976) Handbook for Integrated Schooling provides par-

ticularly helpful advice on things thatt can be done within schools to

foster effective desegregation, especially with respect to the goals of

equitable treatment of different races and better race relations. We cite

this study frequently in this text. Not all of our findings are similar

to ideas presented in these three books, but few of our proposals are

inconsistent with the suggestions these other analyses offer.

The Presentation of the Strategies

Our review of the literature, court cases and expert interviews

resulted in the identification of numerous ideas for facilitating the

attainment of the goals of desegregation upon which this study has fo-

cused. The strategies outlined here are what might be called 'middle

level strategies." In most instances, variations on a particular strategy

presented here could be identified. Rovever, we sought to keep this

report relatively concise and to aggregate the evidence about types of

strategies so as to enhance the certainty one might have about the conse-

quences of each approach discussed. The presentation of each strategy

usually has three parts. First, the strategy is described and its conse-

quences are identified. Second, the nature of the evidence relating to

this strategy is discussed. Third, when it adds information or clarity,

illustrative examples are provided. Such illustrations are not, however,

always appropriate to the types of recommendations made, as the reader

will see.
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Developing and implementing an effective desegregation plan involves

several considerations that serve to organize this book. The essential

first step in desegregation is, of course, the design of the pupil

reassignment plan to reduce racial isolation and, to the extent possible,

achieve or set the stage for achieving other goals of desegregation.

School desegregation would be much less controversial and much less

necessary if housing were desegregated. The second part of this book

identifies school desegregation strategies that could lead to reductions

in racially segregated housing.

The effectiveness of 4esegregation depends importantly on the extent

to which the community is prepared for and involved in the process. The

third section of the report identifies strategies to involve and prepare

the community at a district-level so a to build support for and promote

compliance with the goals of the desegregation plan.

School desegregation invariably requires changes in the things

schools do. Simply reducing isolation and heading off conflict will not

be enough to achieve effective desegregation. The fourth section of the

report identifies strategies relating to (1) the organization of school

system at the district level to provide continuing support for desegrega-

tion, (2) structural and curricular changes within schools and (3) nore

effective inservice training for teachers and administrators. Inservice

training is discussed last in this report to emphasize the importance of

seeing this activity as an on-going one rather than something to be done

only at the point of preparation for the initial desegregation of

schools.
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Pupil Assignment Plans

The primary objective of a pupil assignment plan is to reduce or

eliminate racial isolation in schools. The constitutional standard is,

generally, to bring about "the maximum amount of actual desegregation in

light of the practicalities of the local situation" (Green v. New Kent

County, 1968; and Swann v. Charlotte-lMecklenburg, 1971).

The development of a reassignment plan requires that several consid-

erations be taken into account. The@e should comprise a broad range of

factors, including the race, ethnicity and socioeconomic class of the stu-

dents reassigned, the former racial composition and neighborhood of the

schools they are reassigned to, the grades during which they are re-

assigned, the character and continuity of educational programs, and the

distance and costs of transportation.

The decisions uee importantly influence outcomes of desegregation.

Typically the school administration and the courts place primary emphasis

on the logistical and political implications of the reassignment process.

For example, in many school desegregation plans, kindergarteners end first

graders are excluded from the reassignment process solely because parents

are opposed to having their youngest children reassigned. Other features

of the reassignment process are often chosen primarily for their *dmin-

istrative simplicity. Evidence from research and desegregation experts,

however, suggests that the reassignment process has not only political and

economic implications, but important social and educational implications

that judges, lawyers and school administrators should consider. moreover,

such considerations should rest on sore than the views of parsons whose

expert qualifications are verified primarily by their selection a expert

witnesses by the adversaries in a desegregation suit.
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Desegregation Should Begin at the Earliest Possible Grade

It is important that school desegregation encompass at least twelve

grades and it would be even better if it also included kindergarten. Row-

ever, because of parental opposition, most desegregation plans omit kin-

dergarten, and some also exclude the early primary grades. Excluding

early grades from the plan and then bringing the students in when they

reach a certain grade can be harmful to student achievement because chang-

ins both schools and classmates in the middle of elvmentary education is

disruptive. Moreover, racial and ethnic attitudes develop early and ad-

justing to multi-racial or multiethnic environments and avoiding racial

and ethnic stereotypes is much more difficult for older students than it

is for younger students. Excluding students with limited English profi-

ciency may facilitate bilingual education in some cases but would discour-

age achievement, and linguistic and ethnic contact.

Evidence. An extensive review of the desegregation and achievement

literature has been completed and is described in detail in Volume V df

this Project (Crain & Mahard, 1981). Both that review and its predecessor

(Crain & Mshard, 1978) present very convincing evidence that desegregation

begun in kindergarten or grade one will enhance minority achievement east

scores much more than desegregation begun in later grades.

There is very little direct evidence frovi desegregated schools which

allows us to stite with great confidence that early desegregation has a

more positive effect on race relations than later desegregation. There

are, however, a number of empirically and theoretically based ret.ons for

expecting this. Empirical research on the development of racial awareness

and racial attitudes shows that young children tend not to have as clear a

racial awareness, nor to have developed the elaborate stereotypes that



827

older children have acquired (Katz, 1976). Coleman and his colleagues

(1966) found that desegregation at the earliest possible grades was asso-

ciated with better race relations in later years of schooling. This point

was also made by Holt in her expert testimony in the original Brown v.

Board of Education case (Kluger, 1977).

Allowing the early primary grades to remain segregated also has the

effect of encouraging whites to leave racially changing neighborhoods

(i.e., integrated) and move to segregated areas. For the same reason,

omitting any grades from a desegregation plan inhibits minority families

from moving into white areas.

One unintended consequence of a strategy of including early grades in

the desegregation plan may be to produce, at least when they are initially

reassigned, greater white flight. Rossell (1978a), Rossell and Ro.ss

(1979), and the Massachusetts Research Center (1976), found more with-

drawal of elementary white students upon desegregation than of secondary

students.

Comment. This issue has grown in importance since, despite the evi-

dence that this is not in the best interests of the children, the Dallas

school system, the Nashville-Davidson County school system (for 1981-82),

and the Los Angeles school system (from 1977-79) all under court order,

have excluded grades K-3 from busing in response to parental opposition.

Voluntary Plans

Voluntary desegregation plans allow a student to both remain in the

public school system and have a choice as to whether to be reassigned to a

desegregated school. A white student is thus free to remain at his/her

current segregated school, although minorities may be transferred in at

their own request, and a minority child may remain at his/her segregated

88-140 0-82--53
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school, although whites may request to transfer in (highly unlikely unless

the school involved is a magnet school or otherwise exceptional). Volun-

tary plans can be court-ordered (as in Houston and San Diego) or board-

ordered as are the majority-to-minority transfer plans adopted or proposed

in sost school districts with a minority population above 5Z or lOZ.
Voluntary desegregation is not an effective strategy in reducing racial

isolation except in districts with small proportions of minority enroll-

ment. The two most common voluntary strategies are open enrollment, or

!'freedom of choice" plans, and magnet schools.

Evidence. The qualitative and quantitative research (Rossell, 1978b,

1979) indicate a negative relationship between whether a plan is voluntary

and the reduction in racial isolation accomplished because, 1) few, if

any, whites opt to transfer to minority schools, 2) the minorities who

volunteer to attend white schools tend to be mostly blacks (few Hispanics

participate), and 3) those blacks who do volunteer to attend white schools

tend to be disproportionately secondary students. The experts interviewed

indicated that the fact that voluntary plans tend to be one-way, that is,

blacks volunteering to attend white schools but no whites volunteering to

attend black schools, contributes to two phenomena which are dysfunctional

to the long run goals of desegregation: 1) it makes it appear that school

desegregation is a minority problem, and 2) minorities always remain the

"outsiders" being bused in. The courts have been increasingly skeptical

of voluntary plans.

Because they accomplish little reduction in racial isolation and

because whites are not forcibly reassigned out of their neighborhood

schools, voluntary plans produce less white flight and community protest

than do mandatory plans (Rossell, 1978a). Another possible effect of
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voluntary plans might be to protect bilingual education programs that

might be undermined if limited English speaking students were scattered by

a mandatory plan. So-called voluntary plans may not be equally voluntary

for all income and ethnic groups. For example, in San Diego, demographic

and programatic circumstances make it more difficult for some Rispanic

students to leave their schools without experiencing high transportation

costs and losing access to bilingual programs.

Illustrative examples. A desegregation plan proposed for the

Charlotte-Mecklenburg schools in 1965 provided for the establishment of

geographic attendance areas and a freedom of choice option to students

desiring to attend a school other than the one to which they were assigned

on the basis of the area of their residence. The plan was approved by the

district court and affirmed by the Fourth Circuit. An analysis of the

projected impact of the free transfer provision in the first year of plan

implementation led to the following findings: "all or practically all" of

the 396 white students initially assigned to black schools as a result of

the geographical zoning exercised their freedom of choice option to trans-

fer out of the formerly black school and 91 of 1,955 black students

elected to be reassigned from a white to a black school.

Three years later, in declaring the plan inadequate in light of

intervening legal developments, the federal district court observed that:

Freedom of students of both races to transfer freely to schools of
their own choice has resulted in resegregation of some schools
which were temporarily desegregated. The effect of closing the
black inner-city schools and allowing free choice has in overall
result tended to perpetuate and promote segregation. (300
F.Supp. 1366)
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Magnet-Only Desegregation Plans

In a mgnet-only desegregation plan, a certain number of schools are

designated "magnet" schools with special educational program or ap-

proaches to instruction. In most cases, requirements ae established that

magnet schools be racially nonidentifiable, sometimes holding these

schools to a more exact approximation of district racial composition than

non-magnet buildings. Magnet schools have focused on "gifted" children,

vocational education, the arts, science or more traditional classroom

structures and teaching practices. A campaign is launched to recruit both

minority and white student volunteers. It is hoped that sufficient white

students will enroll in these schools as a result of their educational

attractiveness to achieve the racial balance quotas, and thus increase

integration in the school district without placing the burden solely on

minority students as most voluntary plans do. Federal courts have gener-

ally been critical of magnet-only plans in districts with sizable minority

populations.

Evidence. Rossell (1979) finds that only in school districts below

30% minority can magnet schools by themselves accomplish such desegrega-

tion in a school district. School districts above 30Z minority with

magnet-only plans have significantly lower levels of racial balance, and

interracial contact (proportion white in the average minority child's

school) than when they have mandatory desegregation plans. When magnets

are part of a mandatory play they can effectively attract students to

desegregated settings (see below).
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Experts agree that whites are less likely to enroll in magnet schools

located in minority neighborhoods then they are if the school is in a

white, racially mixed or commercial area. Loveridge (1978) found that

parents with students enrolled in a magnet school program were more favor-

able toward desegregation than parents whose children were not.

Illustrative examples. Pursuant to a finding of unconstitutional se-

gregation in the Buffalo schools, the district proposed the adoption in

1977 of the "Buffalo Plan." The purportedly voluntary pupil assignment

plan utilized ten magnet schools as the primary technique for desegre-

gating selected inner-city, minority identifiable buildings, while incor-

porating a voluntary transfer program under which minority students could

elect to attend formerly white schools on the periphery of the city.

Although a substantial reduction in the number of elementary students

attending racially isolated schools was reported between the 1975-76 and

1977-78 school year, (26,173 to 7,845 students by defendant's figures), at

least 15 all-minority schools remained under the plan. The continued

existence of these one-race schools plus the implication of data presented

shoving that the reduction in students attending one-race schools was

largely due to the elimination of all majority schools, suggests that the

magnet school facet of the Buffalo Plan was not particularly effective in

attracting whites to formerly minority schools. The court was also dis-

turbed by the inequity of the plan which in fact made reassignment manda-

tory for substantial numbers of minority students whose buildings were

closed while white participation via the magnet school program was totally

voluntary.
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Four years after the implementation of a court-approved desegregation

plan in Pasadena calling for mandatory pupil reassignment so that no

school vould be more than 50Z minority, the school board petitioned the

court for permission to substitute an integrated zone magnet school

approach. The court rejected as unsubstantiated the white flight thesis

advanced by school district experts and found the evidence introduced re-

garding the absence of educational benefits or inadequacies of the origi-

nal plan "neither persuasive nor adequate" (375 F.Supp. 1304, 1307-08).

in rejecting the proposed magnet plan, the court noted that it would

have to overcome a number of potentially imbalanced schools, something

that Pasadena and "other California districts laboring under freedom of

choice plans have been less than spectacularly successful in achieving

... " In a footnote to its opinion the court observed that freedom of

choice plans in San Bernadino and Richmond resulted in limited (11-15Z)

black participation and a total absence of white involvement (375 F.Supp.

1304, 1307 and fn. 12). The district court's retention of jurisdiction

and rejection of the magnet plan was affirmed by the 10th Circuit and not

considered by the Supreme Court (Pasadene Board of Education v. Spangler,

427 U.S. 424, 1976).

Among the score of proposals advanced to desegregate Wilmington and

New Castle County was one which would establish a system of magnet schools

within each of five city-suburban zones of like racial composition. In

1976, the Court observed, "(Tihe use of (magnet schools) as the sole means

of system-wide desegregation is decidedly unpromising." Notice was taken

that a similar plan operating in Houston, called to its attention by the

State Board of Education, evidenced little success in actually desegre-
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gating the schools and even increased segregation in some buildings (416

F.Supp. 345).

Racine, Wisconsin, and Tacoma, Washington, both with small minority

populations, have been able to successfully desegregate their school sys-

tema with magnet schools. High proportion minority school systems, such

as Houston, however, have been unable to do so. Seattle, Washington tried

to desegregate with magnet schools, but found it too expensive. After one

year, the Board voted to switch to a mandatory desegregation plan. The

experience of San Diego is mixed but magnet schools offering remedial or

compensatory programs (e.g., transition, bilingual education) apparently

will not attract majority students.

Comments. Little is known about the types of magnets that consis-

tently attract students of different races, ethnicity and family back-

ground. Some experts we interviewed believe that ma&%et schools offering

bilingual programs might appeal to a certain number of parents whose

children speak satisfactory English but would like to learn a second lan-

guage. Coral Ways School in Dade County, Florida (Miami) is an inte-

grated, totally bilingual school.

One of the most popular types of magnet schools is one for academi-

cally talented students. The experts we interviewed were nearly unanimous

in their opposition to these schools. They are seen as expensive, and

they may reduce academic programs and the heterogeneity of comprehensive

schools. Academic magnets may also induce flight among parents whose

children apply but are not admitted to the school.

The relatively small size of most magnets and their specialized char-

acter may have the effect of excluding students in need of bilingual edu-

cation. Further, when the targets for racial composition are set, minor-
Z
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ity students are sometimes treated as though they vere all the same.

Instead, racial composition should be set by considering the proportion of

each different racial and ethnic group in the district's population.

Mandatory Student Reassignment Plans

This involves the mandatory reassignment by the school administration

of students from segregated schools to schools vherq their presence villa

increase racial balance. Such plans are termed mandatory because parents

have no choice as to their child's reassignment if they want their child

to remain in the public school system. Mandatory student reassignment de-

segregation plans can be ordered by a school board (as in Berkeley and

Seattle) or by a court, as in San Francisco, Boston, Denver, etc., or by

the U.S. Department of Education (formerly the Department of Kealth.

Education and Welfare), as in Baltimore, Wichita, and Amarillo.

Mandatory plans commonly employ one or a combination of reassignment

techniques. Among the more prevalent techniques are establishing

geographic boundaries where none previously existed, redrawing

pre-existing boundaries, closing old or constructing new schools, pairing

or clustering buildings, reorganizing grcde structures and feeder patterns,

and reassigning students and providing transportation where appropriate in

conjunction with the utilization of any of the above techniques.

When pairing or clustering schools for assignment purposes, such

linking should take into account the special needs of national origin

minority (NOM) students for language and cultural reinforcement programs.

Evidence. This strategy is the most effective method of reducing

racial isolation because although mandatory white reassignment produces a

greater loss of whites to private or suburban schools than a voluntary
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desegregation plan, it still produces a greater proportion white in the

average minority child's school than a voluntary plan (Iossell, 1978a).

Some experts believe that mandatory desegregation plans are desirable

because under such plans schools are more likely to make special prep-

aration or educational changes and minority students are more likely to

have a critical mass of fellow minorities accompany them when they are

reassigned to white schools. A critical mass of national origin minority

students in a school facilitates the provision of effective bilingual

education.

When minority students are mandatorily reassigned to white schools,

but whites are not reassigned to minority schools (as in Riverside and Ann

Arbor), there is a greater reduction in racial isolation than if the plan

is completely voluntary. However, under such "one-way" busing plans, de-

segregation is seen as a minority problem and minorities are the out-

siders. In addition, mandatory reassignment of minorities but not of

whites contributes to the idea that whites have control over their own

fate, but minorities do not.

Mandatory reassignment plans occasion greater white and middle class

flight and more protest than do voluntary plans. However, even where sub-

stantial white flight has occurred, racial isolation has remained signifi-

cantly less than it was before desegregation occurred (Rossell, 1980).

In general, mandatory plans have achieved substantial reductions in

racial isolation in all regions of the country (Taeuber & Wilson, 1979).

This is true even in districts where there has been substantial white

flight (Rossell, 1980).
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One-Way or Two-Way Busin

Pupil assitnment plans which bus minorities into pre-desegregation

white schools, but do not bus white children-at leait not many white

children--to minority neighborhoods, are called one-way busing plans.

Two-way plans require minorities and whites to share the "burdens" of

sending one's children to school outside one's noighborhood. The expert

consensus is that two-way plans are preferable.

Evidence. There is no empirical evidence that one-way busing plans

are harmful to minority students. There is evidence that two-way busing

plans, especially when they involve young children, will lead to substan-

tially more white flight from desegregation than will one-way plans

(Rossell, 1978a). Mandatory black reassignments, whether in one-way or

two-way plans, do not provoke black flight and black protest, relatively

speaking, even when blacks disproportionately bear the burden of busing.

Blacks in most cities (no evidence is available concerning other minori-

ties) have been willing to accept the extra burden of busing (e.g., River-

side, Tampa, Milwaukee, Fort Wayne, etc.) though black protest against

one-way busing seems to be increasing (e.g., in Nashville, Fort Wayne and

Portland, Oregon, see also Alexander, 1979).

One-way busing plans, however, regardless of their effect on stu-

dents, protest and flight, raise equity questions with which each communi-

ty must deal. The experts we interviewed generally advocated two-way

plans because of equity and the long-term support desegregation will have

from minority communities. These plans do provide planners with more

options to reduce racial isolation and substantially change the likelihood

that schools will be closed in black neighborhoods and that new schools

will have to be built. Two-way plans may also facilitate housing desegre-
gation, especially where options for white flight are not great.
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Enriehing Curriculum in All Schools: An Alternative to Academic Magnet

Schools

Although academic magnet schools may reduce the perceived costs of

desegregation to some parents who consider their children academically

gifted, they also may stigmatize the non-magnet schools in a desegregated

school district. This, in turn, may induce the flight of families not in

the magnet. It seems desirable to offer college preparatory courses in

all secondary schools in order to keep parents with high academic aspira-

tions for their children in the public school system, to avoid resegrega-

tion among schools, and to foster educational opportunities for all

students.

Evidence. The qualitative research supports the proposition that

general curriculum enrichment will reduce white flight, but there is no

quantitative evidence on this question. As noted earlier, the experts

interviewed generally endorsed that avoidance by school systems of academ-

ic magnets, i.e., those schools for "academically gifted" students, will

minimize inequities. They also tended to believe that academic magnets

reduce advanced academic courses in "regular" schools. The absence of

these courses may mean that students who are very able in one subject, but

not in another, will have reduced opportunities, and the motivated stu-

dents, who might aspire to advanced classes, will be undermined. In this

regard, nearly all of the national experts agreed that it is somewhat

easier to improve schools with the implementation of desegregation because

in most cases a new agenda is being set and external resources and pres-

sures for change exist.
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Illustrative example. School officials in New Castle County stated

that fear over the loss of specific courses was an important if not cri-

tical concern of white parents.

Magnet Schools as Part of a Mandatory Plan

In many districts, magnet schools have been used as educational

options within a district-wide mandatory desegregation plan. Students are

mandatoeily assigned to a desegregated school, or they can opt for a de-

segregated magnet school with an educational specialization.

Evidence. These plans can both reduce flight and racial isolation.

The quantitative research (Rossell, 1979) indicates that it is the manda-

tory aspect of these desegregation plans which accomplishes the reduction

in racial isolation, not the educational option (which many people mis-

takenly believe is a "voluntary" component of the plan). Moreover, the

vast majority of the qualitative research studies, as well as the inter-

views, find that mandatory student reassignment is necessary to reduce

racial isolation any more then a token mount.

One reason given for instituting magnet schools as part of a manda-

tory desegregation plan is that the inclusion of educational choices may

lessen community hostility to the forced aspects of the plan, increase the

educational attractiveness of the schools, and as a result reduce white

flight and protest. There is no evidence that this is the case.

One unintended consequence of instituting magnet schools may be to

stigmatize the non-magnet schools as inferior. This is particularly like-

ly if the magnet schools include academic, admission-by-examination

schools. Moreover, exam schools may resegregate the school system by

class and thus partly diminish the positive academic effects of socio-

economic desegregation.
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Illustrative examples. The number and prominence of magnet schools

vary substantially from community to community with the specialized curri-

cula associated with each building largely left to local school officials

in most (Boston, Milwaukee, Wilmington) but not all instances (Detroit).

In some cases, notably Boston and to a lesser extent Detroit, the court

ordered the establishment of university, business, labor, or community-

school pairings to facilitate the development and support of distinctive

and responsive magnet program*. In Detroit, several city-wide magnet

schools emphasizing vocational education were ordered instituted by the

federal district court as part of a broader, mandatory-reassignment pro-

gram. In addition to the establishment of the vocational program, the

court ordered the construction or remodeling of facilities to house them,

approving a 50-50 cost sharing agreement negotiated between the guilty

local and state co-defendants for the construction of the two new voca-

tional centers.

In Boston, with 22 magnet schools within a 150 school system, the

non-magnet schools are typically described as inferior to the magnet

schools. As a result they have been less successful in holding students.

"Magnets" are a central part of the Milwaukee plan and seem to have been

quite attractive to parents in that city. Houston, however, despite the

fact that it developed an imaginative and expensive magnet-only plan (no

required busing), has not been able to attain substantial reductions in

racial isolation.

Placing Magnet Schools in Minority Neighborhoods When the Plan is

Mandatory

One potentially effective option for minimizing white flight while

maximizing racial balance within a mandatory desegregation plan is a two-



840

stage reassignment process. The first stage ts voluntary and includes the

creation of magnet school program over a four or five month period in the

pre-itmplementation year. All magnet schools might be located in minority

neighborhoods though such schools will be less attractive to whites than

schools in all-white or racially mixed areas. Some of them should be

"fundamental" schools in order to attract white parents whos image of

minority schools is that they are unsafe and lacking in discipline. Mag-

nets located in badly deteriorating minority schools, or the most racially

isolated, will be loes successful than those placed in never schools, or

those on the border of racially isolated neighborhoods.

The first stage of the reassignment process would then begin with the

magnet school reassignment. The evidence from Boston suggests that there

are a significant number of whites who are willing to put their children

in schools in minority neighborhoods, if these schools are publicized as

superior schools and if the alternative is mandatory reassignment to

another desegregated school chosen by the school administration (Massa-

chusetts Research Center, 1976; Roseell & Ross, 1979). it is important

that this be done on an individual basis rather then a school basis as in

Los Angeles. There, schools were asked to volunteer for pairings and

clusters with the alternative being later mandatory pairing. The problem

with this policy is that when whole schools are asked to volunteer, rather

than individuals, any given school may have enough parents who oppose this

action, and as a result withdraw their children, to virtually eliminate

any chances of achieving racial balance.

After white parents are asked to volunteer for magnet schools in mi-

nority neighborhoods, the additional seats in minority schools can be

filled by mandatory reassignment of whites. Minorities can also be re-
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assigned by the same process (i.e., they can either volunteer for a magnet

school or accept the school district's assignment).

If the one purpose of this two-stage reassignment process is to in-

crease the prestige and resources of minority neighborhoods and schools,

and thus lessen white flight overall, magnet schools should not be placed

in white neighborhoods. The only exception to this might be the placing

of a magnet school in a lover status white neighborhood whose prestige and

resources need to be increased as much as those of the minority neighbor-

hoods.

Evidence. Other than the evidence cited above that many whites,

depending on the city, are willing to volunteer for magnet schools in

minority neighborhoods if the alternative is mandatory reassignment to a

non-magnet desegregated school, there is no quantitative evidence that

this type of reassignment process will reduce white flight. The qualita-

tive research is equivocal on the subject.

Magnet schools may increase the status of minority schools and

minority neighborhoods. On the other hand, they may increase minority

frustration since many minorities will be denied the opportunity to attend

a superior school in their neighborhood because it is necessary to leave

seats for whites from outside the neighborhood.

Maximizing the Efficiency of the Assignment and Transportation Process

Busing is a symbol on which the community focuses. If the pupil

assignment and transportation process is conducted efficiently and smooth-

ly, parents may tend to have more confidence in the ability of the school

administration to handle other aspects of the desegregation process.

Where appropriate, bilingual, bi-cultural personnel should be assigned to

school buses and sites to avoid confusion and clarify instructions. As a
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result, there may be less white flight and a better climate of opinion in

the community.

Evidence. There is no hard evidence to support this. Some of the

experts interviewed and several qualitative cosmentaries support this

position.

Illustrative examples. The Associate Superintendent of Stockton,

California traveled with the Director of Research to every desegregated

school district in California to find out what improved implementation

efficiency and what didn't. They found, for example, that one school dis-

trict had tried to get first graders on the right bus in the morning and

afternoon, although they cannot read, by putting colors on the front of

the bus and then tagging the students with that color. Unfortunately this

same district found that 6Z of their students were color blind. The

Stockton administrators found another school district which had antici-

pated that problem and put animals on the front of the bus, only to dis-

cover that first graders cannot always tell one animal's silhouette from

another. The Stockton administrators decided to cover all bs3es by put-

ting colored animals on the front of the bus and then tagging each student

with his/her colored animal. This minimized the number of lost youngsters

and they believe it greatly enhanced public confidence in the plan and, as

a result, reduced white flight.

Drawing Sub-Districts

Many school districts attempt to maintain a neighborhood element to

their school desegregation plan by subdividing the school district into

smaller racially balanced districts with reassignment only within these

districts. This approach, however, reduces options for achieving racial

balance.
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Evidence. lossell and Ross's (1979) analysis of Boston suggests that

it is inadvisable to draw inviolable sub-district attendance zones, even

if initially racially balanced, particularly when there is only residen-

tial area included in the attendance zone. The advantage of a city-wide

plan with no sub-districts is that school authorities are able to redraw

attendance zones and reassign students from all over the city whenever

necessary to stabilize schools. If the plan uses sub-districts for admin-

istrative purposes, the central administration should be able to redraw

then when necessary.

Phasing-In Desegregation

Many school districts implement their desegregation plan in stages in

order to make the process more manageable. Thus, in the first year of de-

segregation. grades 1-8 may be desegregated and in the second year, grades

9-12 are added to the plan (as in Racine). Plans can also be phased in by

geographic area (as in Boston). In this situation, one area of the school

district is desegregated in the first year and the rest in the second

and/or third year.

Evidence. Phasing-in plans tend to produce more white flight than

one would expect from the total amount of reassignments because there is

greater white flight during the first year in anticipation of future

reassignments. In short, the more warning people are given about desegre-

gation, the more white flight results (Rossell, 1978a; Armor, 1980).

The national experts interviewed were nearly unanimous in dis-

approving of phased-in plans.

Encourage Stability of Teacher-Student/Student-Student Relationships

Among the considerations desegregation planners should deal with is

the general desirability of stability in the relationships students have

88-140 0-82--54
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with their peers and vith their teachers. Thus, once racial isolation has

been substantially reduced, changes in pupil assignments should be mini-

mized. Such stability may be particularly important to NOM students end

others who require bilingual and special education classes.

Evidence. There appears to be no research on the importance of sta-

bility in the context of desegregation. Some local and national experts,

and the members of the study team, point to several probable advantages of

encouraging stability. These observations, if not supported by the re-

search, are consistent with it.

1. Minimizing changes in the composition of a student cohort is

likely to minimize conflict over which group will control what

territory and facilitate the development of good interpersonal

relationships, especially among high school and junior high

school students.

2. Minimizing changes for individual students will reduce the per-

sonal anxiety many young people feel in new settings, and in-

crease continuity in the curriculum experienced. When movement

is necessary, the sending and receiving schools should try to co-

ordinate their curricula.

3. Stability in teacher-student relationships should facilitate the

understanding of students' learning needs (assuming stereotypes

are avoided and high expectations maintained) and the maintenance

of social order in the school should be facilitated because few

students will be unknown to those in authority (Gottfredson &

Daiger, 1979).

4. Minimal changes in pupil assignment plans and in the number of

different schools attended should help parents feel more
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confident about being involved in the education of their

children. Some experts believe that the uncertainty about the

schools their children will attend causes some parents to flee

from the public schools.

Comment. This emphasis on stability is not meant to diminish the

importance of dealing with resegregation; the stability argument can be,

and has been, used as an excuse not to reduce racial isolation. .What we

are saying is, when plans are drawn and the problem of resegregation aiog

schools is considered, the stability issues raised here should be taken

into account. Achieving more stability for students and parents is com-

plicated by the incremental character of many plans. School systems that

phase in desegregation plans by grades or geographic areas will invariably

induce more instability. Likewise, efforts to minimize desegregation

initially keeps the issue in the courts, so that the prospect of pupil

reassignment remains a lingering prospect.

In initial assignment plans, and when transfers are necessary,

attempts might be made to (a) keep families together, which some experts

emphasize is particularly important in NOM settings, (b) limit the number

of schools to which students in a given school should be assigned, so that

there would be a critical mass of students reassigned who knew each other,

and (c) transfer teachers and students together so that students reassign-

ed would still know and be known by several teachers.

Renovations in Schools Receiving Desegregated Student Bodies

Since minority schools tend to be located in the central city, they

also tend to be the oldest and most dilapidated schools in a school sys-

tem. This physical condition contributes to white reluctance to be reas-
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signed to these schools and probably encourages minorities to withdraw

[rom them, when that option is present.

Evidence. The Massachusetts Research Center (1976) found that the

newer the building, the less white flight. The qualitative research also

supports this basic principle: the better the condition of the schools,

the less flight. This is not to say, of course, that parents will not

resist sending their children to new or renovated schools. Crain (1977)

found better race relations in high schools in better physical condition,

and Rossell (1977)-found higher average daily attendance in schools in

better physical condition. By themselves, however, good facilities will

not substantially alter either white flight or educational quality.

Illustrative example. Madison High School in Boston is a magnet

school in a minority neighborhood in Roxbury. The school, with its modern

facilities, has been extraordinarily successful in attracting whites, even

more so than many magnet schools in white neighborhoods.

In Area Where Desegregation Will Not Occur in the Immediate Future, A

Program of Voluntary Metropolitan Student Transfer Should be Instituted

A program permitting minority students to voluntarily transfer from

central city to suburban schools has been used in some school districts

with a considerable positive impact on minority achievement. The programs

are normally supervised by the State Department of Education with trans-

portation provided to minority volunteers who wish to attend suburban

schools which agree to cooperate with the program.

Evidence. The summary of the achievement literature included in this

report (cf. Volume V) notes that eleven evaluations have been done on such

programs in the metropolitan areas of Hartford, New Haven, Bridgeport,

Newark, Rochester, and Boston. Ei&'LI %f the eleven evaluations show
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positive achievement results often of sizable magnitude. One study in

Hartford finds that graduates of the program seemed to be more successful

in pursuing careers. Some experts believe tha a critical mass of

students of a given race should be assured in e %ch school participating in

this program. Ideally that critical mass would be at least 15-20Z.

Illustrative examples. The best known programs are in Connecticut

(Hartford, particularly), Massachusetts (MKTCO in Bostcn), and Wisconsin,

and the state legislation in Wisconsin and Massachusetts may be useful

-- models for other areas.

Coments. It seems likely that a voluntary metropolitan program will

encourage residential desegregation of suburbs receiving students, but no

research has been done on this question to date. It should be noted that

voluntary metropolitan programs cannot be considered adequate substitutes

for desegregation programs, since they invariably leave the minority

schools nearly as segregated as before.

Although these programs seem innocuous at first glance, they have in

fact met with considerable political resistance, both from suburbs which

resist desegregation and central cities which resist the loss of revenue

resulting from the decline in enrollment. Orfield (1981) has suggested

that such a program may be useful as a precursor to a metropolitan plan,

since it introduces the suburban districts to desegregation and helps to

develop interdistrict coordination.

Metropolitan Plans

Metropolitan plans are highly effective strategies for reducing racial

and class isolation. A metropolitan plan is one whose scope includes the

central city and the surrounding suburbs. This can be accomplished by

merging a legally separate central city school district and the
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surrounding suburban school district(s) for the purposes of desegregation

after the determination of a cross-district violation (as in Indianapolis-

Marion County and Wilmington-New Castle County) or by ordering desegrega-

tion in a school district that is already metropolitan in scope (e.g.,

Charlotte-Mecklenburg, or Tampa-Hillsborough.County).

Evidence. Coleman, Kelly and Moore (1975), Farley, Sianchi and

Colosanto (1979), Armor (1980) and Rossell (1978a) all find that there is

a higher level of interracial contact (proportion white in the average

minority child's school) in metropolitan plans because the proportion

white tends to be higher to begin with in a school system which includes

suburbs, and because there is less white flight from metropolitan plans.

The qualitative research as well as the interviews support this general

principle.

Coleman et al. (1975), Farley et al. (1979), Armor (1980) and Rossell

(1978a), as well as the qualitative writers and the interviewees, all con-

clude that metropolitan plans produce less white flight than central city

plans. It is argued that this is because (1) moving out of the school

district can be difficult or undesirable if the high status suburbs are

already in the school district, and (2) the proportion minority will be

lower than in central city school districts. This latter phenomenon has

two effects: it minimizes white anxiety which tends to increase as the

proportion minority increases and it also minimizes the proportion of

whites who will have to be reassigned. Pearce (1980) finds that metro-

politan school desegregation contributes to residential desegregation.

In addition, the qualitative research and the interviews suggest that

metropolitan plans will produce greater socioeconomic integration and
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greater financial stability than central city plans since those who live

in the suburbs tend to be of higher socioeconomic status than those who

live in the city. It may also give state legislatures a greater stake in

providing support to schools.

Illustrative examples. Putting aside county-wide school systems that

predated desegregation, there are only a few metropolitan desegregation

plans. These are: Wiluington-Nev Castle County, Delaware; Louisville-

Jefferson County, Kentucky; and Indianapolis-Marion County, Indiana.

NOM Students Should be Considered as Distinct Groups

Often non-black minorities have been ignored, treated as blacks, or

treated as whites in the design of desegregation plans. Not only should

blacks, Hispanics, Asians/Pacific Islanders, and Native Americans be de-

fined as discrete groups, but the educational needs of different subgroups

need to be considered.

Evidence. The experts interviewed agreed with this general proposi-

tion, almost without exception. The research literature indicates that

different racial groups have different types of experiences under desegre-

gation (Gerard & Miller, 1975; Crain & Mahard, 1980; Dornbush & Fernandez,

1979). An obvious point to be made here is that the need for bilingual

education among WA students should not be assumed; it must be determined

by systematic testing and teacher/parent assessment.

The Racial/Ethnic Composition of Schools

In drawing their pupil assignment plans, almost every school district

faces the question of what the optimum racial and ethnic composition of

particular schools should be. "Racial balance" is sometimes the solution

to this question but because busing distances needed to achieve balance

may be very great and because courts often have accepted the retention of
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some all-minority schools in districts with large minority populations,

the issue is not settled by a racial balance criterion. The problem is,

of course, that there are many goals that are taken into account in draw-

ing a pupil assignment plan and different goals may have different impli-

cations for the racial and ethnic composition of schools. The following

propositions appear to be considerations that should shape decisions about

racial composition. There is no precise formula that we can offer that

will allow these considerations to be "balanced out" in particular circum-

stances.

1. Different minority groups (e.g., blacks and Hispanics) should be

treated differently and distinctly. Hispanics have sometimes

been counted as blacks, and sometimes as whites, usually to mini-

mize the busing of whites.

2. A "critical mass" of between 15-20Z of any particular racial or

ethnic group should be retained. In multi-race/ethnic schools,

this minimum might be relaxed somewhat and the higher the socio-

economic status (SES) of the groups in question (e.g., blacks,

whites, Hispanics), the less emphasis needs to be placed on the

group's minimum size. A critical mass of students seems to en-

courage intergroup contact, discourage self-isolation, facilitate

the responsiveness of teachers and administrators to the special

needs of minorities--especially when remedial or bilingual pro-

grams are needed (see Comment below), and promote more parental

involvement in the school.

3. In biracial/bi-ethnic situations, intergroup conflict may be

greatest when the two groups are about equal in size. This
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potential for conflict may be greatest when the students involved

are. of lower socioeconomic status.

4. White parents, and perhaps middle class minority parents, are

more likely to leave or not enter the public schools if their

children are bused (a) to schools in which their students are in

the minority, especially in biracial/bi-ethnic situations, or (b)

to schools in minority neighborhoods. There is some reason to

believe that whites are more likely to flee when blacks are the

dominant non-white group than when Hispanics are. Other things

equal, the higher the socioeconomic status of whites, the more

likely they are to flee from desegregation to suburban or private

schools.

5. The maintenance of a critical mass of students who do relatively

veil academically seem to contribute not only to the achievement

of these students but to students who have been lower achievers.

Students seem to be influenced most by same race peers. The size

of the necessary critical mass to promote achievement seems to

depend on the achievement gaps involved and the way teachers

organize their classes and relate to students (see section D-2

below).

Evidence. Each of the propositions cited above represents the

consensus view of the experts interviewed. Longshore (1981) found that

whites were most hostile to blacks in desegregated schools that were

between 40-60Z white. This hostility was most clear in low SES schools,

large schools, rural schools and southern schools. Similar conclusions

relating to proportion of blacks and white hostility are reached by St.
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John (1975) and Bullock (1976). Thomas (1978) and Campbell (1977) both

find more racial hostility in situations where whites are lover SES.

While the evidence is leas than definitive on the question, the be-

lief that schools should be at least 15-20Z minority is widely held by ex-

perts in the field (cf. Roslin, Koslin & Pargament, 1972). Crain, Mahard

and Narot (1981) found poor race relations and low black male achievement

in newly desegregated southern high schools which were less than 20%

black. That study also found achievement test scores and race relations

generally good where blacks were in the majority although there was

considerable evidence of white flight as well. All other studies of

school racial composition and minority achievement have reported only a

linear trend--the more white students in the school, the higher the

minority achievement, though these findings seem more related to the

achievement levels of whites in these schools than to race itself (see

Hawley, 1981b).

Evidence supporting the proposition above related to white flight is

reasonably clear and is sumarized by Rossell and Hawley (1981).

There is considerable evidence that black and NOM students are less

prejudiced and more responsive to race relations programs than are whites

(System Development Corporation, 1980; Erbe, 1977; Regens & Bullock,

1979).

Comment. The generalizations offered above do not lend themselves to

examples since the idea is to take all these considerations into account

simultaneously. It is important to emphasize that there are many pre-

dominantly minority schools that attract and keep students of other races,

that have good race relations, and where the academic performance of stu-

dents is good.
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One issue that continues to bedevil desegregation planners in cities

with large numbers of students needing bilingual education is how desegre-

gation and bilingual education can be accommodated. There is a growing

literature on this topic (Fernandes & Guskin, 1981;, Carter, 1979).

As noted above, the assignment of NON children with limited English

proficiency (LEP) during desegregation must be done so as to cluster suf-

ficient numbers of students in any given classroom or school where special

assistance (bilingual instruction or English-as-a-Second-Language pro-

grams) may be provided. The model most frequently employed to achieve

this goal was first adopted in the Boston desegregation plan. In that

case, lawyers for the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund reco-

mended (and the Court approved) that children of limited English profi-

ciency be clustered in groups of 20 per grade for three consecutive grades

in any selected schools to which youngsters were bused in order for a

viable program to exist. Schools selected to receive these students were

ones with bilingual programs. The principle of clustering for instruc-

tional purposes (bona fide groupings under ESAA guidelines) established in

Boston, was followed in other desegregation plans, such as the one de-

veloped as a result of the court order in Evans v. Buchanan, and has been

incorporated in various cities (Detroit, Cleveland, Milwaukee,.Kalauazoo)

into Title VI ('Lau")compliance plans which have been accepted by the

Office for Civil Rights. In effect, NON children who were classified as

LEP were accorded assignment priority, and other children (black and

white) were assigned afterwards in accordance with majority/minority

ratios and variances approved by the court.

A variation of this method is found when NOM-LIP students in a school

with language assistance programs are allowed to remain in that school in
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order to continue receiving appropriate services. The plan submitted by

the Detroit Public Schools in response to the 6th Circuit's 1980 order for

additional desegregation between District #1 (predominantly black) and

District #2 (significant numbers of NOM-LEP students) utilizes this

approach.

Desegregation Plans Should Take Into Account the Socioeconomic Status

of Students

Research has shown that one reason why desegregation improves minor-

ity student achievement is that students from economically deprived

backgrounds benefit from attending school with students of higher income

families. The reason for this finding may, however, have more to do with

the achievement levels of students with higher SES than with SES per se,

although teachers may behave differently where there are'larger numbers of

middle and upper class students and where the parents of these students

make demands on the school.

This has several implications for school desegregation. First,

middle class white students should be used as effectively as possible in a

desegregation plan. Secondly, a desegregation plan should be drawn so a

to provide a socioeconomically desegregated school for low-income whites.

Low-income whites can benefit educationally in the same way that low-

income minorities do from desegregation. Third, in situations where it is

impossible to desegregate all minority students, the benefits of desegre-

gation should go first to those from economically deprived backgrounds,

assuming that their educational needs will be adequately met in the deseg-

regated setting. As noted in the previous discussion of racial compo-

sition, racial conflict is likely to be greatest where the aggregate SES

of the school is low, especially in biracial situations where two races
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are of approximate "strength." Yourth, the intellectual and interpersonal

resources of higher SES NM4 students should be tapped. particularly those

who have received several years of schooling in their native country.

Evidence. The Coleman report (1966) first shoved that most of the

academic benefit of school desegregation to minorities was the result of

the mixing of social classes (high status whites with low status minor-

ities) rather than races. A lack of social class integration may reduce

the benefits of desegregation. Charles Thomas (1979) concludes that

desegregation involving low SES whites and minorities is more likely to

lead to racial tensions than desegregation involving middle class whites

and minorities. Bruce Campbell (1977) suggests that low SES whites are

more prejudiced than higher SES whites, and when schools with SES mixes

are compared, those with high white SES have less racial tension. While

it is generally assumed that low-income students create more problems in

desegregated schools, there is little evidence of this and one major study

(Crain, Mahard & Narot, 1981) found the exact opposite-that racial

tensions in southern high schools were more serious when the minority

students were middle class rather than poor. There is considerable

literature which indicates that low-income white students are more likely

to have higher achievement and to attend college if they are in school

with more high-income whites, although not all research shows this

pattern.

As noted above, desegregation with higher income white students will

generally lead to better race relations in schools, but we can also expect

greater white flight when the families being desegregated have the means

to enroll their students in private schools (see Rossell, 1979; Giles,

Catlin & Cataldo, 1976).
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Illustrative examples. Most school systems have not explicitly

utilized SES as a criterion, though Pasadena proposed to factor in SES in

its desegregation plan in order to achieve SES as well as racial and

ethnic balance. In Los Angeles, the plan had the effect of increasing the

separation of socioeconomic status because schools were allowed to pair

themselves in the first step of desegregation and the board felt that

integrating whites with more middle class minorities would reduce white

flight. In the view of the staff of the Louisville-Jefferson County

schools, the least successful schools in the desegregation plan are the

schools which serve low-income blacks and low-incom whites; achievement

test scores are low for both the whites and the blacks in these schools.

".he Issue of Busing Distance

Two of the central issues in almost all desegregation suits and in

all planning efforts are: (a) what is the maximum amount of time a

student should be on the bus? and (b) how many miles should the longest

bus ride be? These two questions are related, of course.

If any argument is to be made about the effects that riding the bus

has on students, it would have to center on the time involved. Parents,

however, may be equally or more concerned with distance, perhaps because

they feel that they could not respond to an emergency the child had at a

school "across town."

There is virtually no evidence that riding the bus has a negative

impact on students. Studies that have addressed this concern generally

indicate that busing itself has no adverse effects on learning. James

Davis (1973, p. 119), after looking at data from a large number of deseg-

regated southern school districts, concludes that "there is no evidence

that busing per se . . . (or) attending one's own neighborhood school has
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any effects, positive or negative, on school achievement or social

climate." Natkin (1980) studied the effects of busing on desegregated

second grade students in Jefferson County (Louisville) during t~'e 1978-79

school year. He found no impact of busing on the scores of either black

or white students. Barbara Zoloth (1976) examined data on the effects on

children of the amount of time spent riding the bus and concludes that it

has no relationship to achievement. The National Safety Council reports

that riding the bus is safer for students than walking to school. To be

sure, some desegregation plans require some students to spend considerably

more time getting to school than they did before desegregation. It seems

reasonable to assume that riding buses for extended periods of time would

be tiring and would take children away from other activities from which

they could benefit, and this possibility warrants further study.

There is some research on the relationship between busing distance

and white flight. Unfortunately, the evidence is mixed. Rossell (1980)

argues that while busing distance has no effect on white flight once a

district is initially desegregated, parents whose children face a long bus

ride are more likely not to participate in desegregation in the first

year. But the evidence on this point is limited.

Not surprisingly, all experts agree that busing distance should be

kept "as short as possible." Of course, the shorter the bus rides in most

cities, the less racial isolation can be reduced. In short, this issue is

of considerable importance but neither the researc,. nor the experts agree

on what the maximum time or distance of a bus ride for school children

should be.
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Who Should be Desegregated? Which National Origin Minorities are Racially

Isolated?

Desegregating school districts with large numbers of NO} students

face the question: should all NOM students be treated as minorities whose

needs are taken into special account in the pupil assignment plan? Many

of the experts interviewed raised this question both because desegregation

may place some NOM families in a position that is inappropriate and be-

cause some school systems have "desegregated" WIOE students of certain

backgrounds while leaving others isolated.

There is no empirical answer to this question, but the relevant opin-

ions of experts and the views of the study team itself, suggest that the

principle involved here is, simply, persons should not be desegregated who

are not segregated. This proposition, of course, raises another issue:

how does one decide who is segregated?

The answer to that question seems to depend on the answer to several

others:

1. Are the students severely deficient in English?

2. Has the group of students been, and is now, the victim of dis-

crimination by public officials?

3. Are the students involved residentially desegregated?

4. Is the income level of the, students above the district (or re-

gional) average?

These criteria do not, of course, solve the problem but they do draw

attention to the fact that the educational and social needs of NON stu-

dents differ substantially and should be treated uniquely by the desegre-

gation plan. Such considerations, in turn, draw attention to the need to

ask: what are the goals we are trying to achieve through the desegrega-

tion of NON students?
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Using School Desegregation to Effect Housing Desegregation

It has long been known that housing segregation creates segregated

schools, and it has been contended in various court suits that the reverse

is also true--segregated schools create housing segregation. Now there is

some evidence which indicates that school desegregation can promote hous-

ing desegregation. This can happen for three reasons. First, when a

school district is desegregated there is no pressure for whites with young

children to move out of racially mixed neighborhoods since the school

administration has guaranteed racial stability. Secondly, any family,

white or minority, can move anywhere in the school district knowing that

their child will not be the only one of his or her race in the school.

Third, school desegregation makes racial steering by real estate agents

more difficult since they can no longer use the neighborhood school as a

guide to the neighborhood's prestige, nor can they intimidate whites by

arguing that certain neighborhoods have schools of inferior quality based

on racial composition.

The most systematic study of the relationship between school desegre-

gation and housing desegregation is Pearce's (1980) exploratory analysis

of the degree of change in residential racial balance in seven matched

pairs of school districts from 1970-75 showing the desegregated school

districts to have substantially greater reductions in the residential

segregation of blacks and whites than the segregated school districts.

(Of the few cities with sizable Hispanic population that were studied,

only in Riverside did there appear to be a relationship between residen-

tial and school desegregation.) It appears that in areas where the

desegregation plan is broadest in scope, residential desegregation tends

to be even greater. Moreover, this effect is not limited to the first few

88-140 0-82--55
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years of desegregation, but continues at least into the second decade

(Pearce, 1980, p. 35). Although this is the only quantitative research on

the issue, there is a wealth of relevant experience in desegregated

communities which can be drawn upon in developing policy recommendations.

School Desegregation Plans Should be Designed so as to Preserve Integrated

and Racially Changing Neighborhoods

One major factor which stabilized residential neighborhoods is the

traditional neighborhood school pattern. With neighborhood schools, it

often happens that a small in-migration of minority residents into an all-

white neighborhood creates a school with a disproportionately large minor-

ity enrollment, which serves to accelerate white flight from the neighbor-

hood and leads to both a segregated school and shortly hereafter a segre-

gated neighborhood. The right kind of desegregation plan can have the

opposite effect-slowing the process of racial change and encouraging

residential integration. The ideal desegregation plan for this purpose

should have the following components:

I. The desegregation plan should be based on accurate projections of

racial composition for several years in advance, rath r than

using existing figures which may be out of date before the plan

is implemented. In particular, projected increases in Asian and

Rispanic populations, especially in urban centers, should be

taken into consideration by relocation planners.

2. Mixed and changing neighborhood schools should be designated as

schools where students will not be bused out. In many cities,

the whites in these neighborhoods are bused in one direction in

order to desegregate a ghetto school while minorities are bused

in the opposite direction to further desegregation in a white
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neighborhood. This is an invariable consequence when a computer

program is used to minimize the total amount of transportation.

Instead these schools should be designated as exempt from busing.

This exemption is important because it "counteracts negative

market tendencies and reinforces positive individual inclina-

tions" (Pearce, 1980, p. 42).

3. These neighborhood schools should also be given guarantees of ra-

cial stability in the schools through a provision to expand

facilities with portables, through annual adjustment of atten-

dance boundaries where this is helpful, and through the promise

of busing-in white or minority students as needed to supplement

the racial enrollment. Since this means one-way busing for the

whites or minorities brought into the area, they should be drawn

from nearby areas so that busing times will be short and there

will be a tendency for the sending and receiving neighborhoods to

recognize that they have a common interest in residential stabil-

ity.

4. Integrated schools should not be exempted if they are integrated,

not by a racially mixed neighborhood, but by the voluntary trans-

fer in of minority students as was done in Los Angeles. This

provides no incentive to neighborhood desegregation and increases

the busing distance of others.

5. Adjoining segregated neighborhoods can be placed in the same at-

tendance zone to create a no-bus "integrated" neighborhood as

long as there is some reasonable chance that whites will be will-

ing to move into the minority area and minorities into the white
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area sometime in the future so as to make it truly residentially

integrated.

Illustrative examples. In Stockton, neighborhood attendance zones

were examined, and redrawn where necessary 'to create schools which would

then be exempt from busing. As a result, Stockton experienced white

flight in two directions: out of the school district into the central

city where the integrated neighborhoods existed.

The highly segregated Philadelphia school system has done some inter-

esting things to maintain racially mixed neighborhoods, including creating

a small twelve-grade 501 black school serving a pocket of whites surround-

ed by a large ghetto, and constructing magnet schools to serve racially

mixed neighborhoods. Baltimore, another highly segregated school dis-

trict, has established middle schools to maintain racially mixed neighbor-

hoods. In Louisville, integrated neighborhoods are exempt from busing and

the local fair housing organization has vigorously promoted living in

these areas as an alternative to busing.

School Desegregation Plans Should Provide Incentives to Segregated Neigh-

borhoods to Desegregate

Rarely is any neighborhood, particularly a white neighborhood, able

to establish a collective will to encourage opposite-race families to move

in, although there are some examples in Oak Park, Illinois, and Shaker

Heights, Ohio, where white neighborhoods have worked to attract blacks in

order to decrease the pressure of black in-migration on adjoining neigh-

borhoods in danger of becoming segregated. A school desegregation plan

can encourage racial desegregation of housing by providing incentives to

neighborhoods which receive opposite-race in-migrants. One important

incentive would be to exempt the area from busing as soon as it reaches a



863

certain level of racial integration. An effective desegregation plan

would ideally include coordination with other city agencies in helping to

provide information to these neighborhoods and organize them politically

so that they can work to attract minorities, or alternatively, to accept

scattered-site public housing or use Section 8 subsidies to relocate them.

Illustrative examples. The St. Louis desegregation plan provides

that the students in any formerly white neighborhood with a 202 resident

school enrollment are exempt from being bused out. In Louisville-Jeffer-

son County, the Kentucky Comission on Human Rights (1975) publicized

those neighborhoods blacks could move into and be exempted from busing

because they were integrating the attendance zone. As a result, blacks

have moved into suburban Jefferson County and many white neighborhoods

have begun actively recruiting them. In Wichita, white students are bused

based on a birth-date lottery, unless they live in an integrated neighbor-

hood.

School Desegregation Plans Should Provide Incentives to Encourage Indivi-

duals to Move into Co---unities Predominantly of the Opposite Race

A segregated neighborhood school assignment policy provides major

costs to minority or white families who are considering the possibility of

moving into an area occupied predominantly by the opposite race. Persons

who do so are confronted with the fact that their children vill be placed

in an environment made up largely or entirely of opposite-race students.

A school desegregation plan eliminates this cost, but provides no positive

incentives.

One incentive to induce individuals to move into opposite-race neigh-

borhoods is to guarantee that these students will not be bused, except if

the family desires it, even if they do not constitute a large enough group
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to create an integrated school. This is difficult to do if a grade reor-

ganization system is used such that all elementary school students attend

grade five in minority areas and grades one through four in white areas (a

typical desegregation plan in communities whose schools are 202 black).

Then the student who lives in a particular neighborhood will have to ride

the bus along with his/her neighbors regardless of his/her color. Since

most plans where whites are a majority bus students from white neighbor-

hoods, minorities still have an incentive to move into white areas under a

total grade reorganization plan. There is a disincentive for whites to

move into predominantly minority areas, however, since they will find

their child being bused for more years than if they had stayed in their

white neighborhood.

One way to ensure that individuals who have desegregated neighbor-

hoods are not bused and yet still maintain racial balance in the school

system is to establish magnet schools throughout minority neighborhoods

and provide a guaranteed seat in these schools for white families who have

moved into these neighborhoods.

In most districts, locating magnet schools in white neighborhoods is

not as useful as placing them in minority neighborhoods. This is partly

because the minorities in white neighborhoods would experience less busing

than whites in minority neighborhoods and partly because the magnet

schools in white neighborhoods would serve as a haven for whites who

resist being reassigned to ghetto area schools.

A supplementary strategy for ensuring no busing for those who move

into one-race neighborhoods is to design a plan which reassigns only a

portion of each grade, leaving a full range of grades in both minority and

.white neighborhoods. Under these conditions, there will be a neighborhood
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or nearby school serving the minority students in white areas at every

grade level and a similar school for whites in minority neighborhoods.

The family moving into the opposite race neighborhood then has the option

of staying in their neighborhood for all grades or being bused out. These

desegregation strategies should ultimately reduce the amount of busing.

Illustrative examples. In Louisville-Jefferson County, any students

moving into an area where they are a racial minority are immediately

exempt from busing (Kentucky Commission on Human Rights, 1980). In

Wichita, black students are bused according to their address and if they

move out of a predominantly black area, they are exempt (Pearce, 1980, pp.

42-43).

School Desegregation Plans Should Include the Creation of a School

District Office Concerned with Eliminating Housing Segregation

Since eliminating housing segregation eliminates the need for busing,

it would seem to be to the advantage of a school district to be concerned

with housing. However, school district administrators are educational ex-

perts rather than experts in housing. There does not appear to be a

school district which has the expertise to systematically attack the hous-

ing issue (although Riverside comes close). To foster integrated housing,

school districts should establish an office explicitly concerned with this

problem. This office would have six major functions:

1. Prepare policy analysis and policy recommendations for the school

board and for publicizing the school board's position.

2. Develop an overall plan of housing patterns, either by its own

staff or by local housing agencies. Such a plan would attempt to

project the pattern of residential movement of minorities and

whites into the future and thereby identify areas which are
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likely to be good targets for the school district's efforts,

either to prevent resegregation or to introduce integration.

3. Coordinate the school district's efforts with other agencies and

lobby for effective policies which would help the school system.

Examples of coordination might include making decisions jointly

with the housing department about the siting of magnet schools to

develop new residential areas. The school district might also be

able to encourage local public housing agencies to locate public

housing so as to reduce the need for busing; or the school

district might review all proposed private subdivision develop-

ments in order to minimize their adverse effect on school

desegregation.

4. Advise the school district on the best use of its real estate

parcels. Many school districts own land originally purchased for

schc ,l construction and which is no longer needed for school

plants. The wise disposal of this land in such a manner as to

further housing integration would obviously be very useful.

5. Through its own staff, or the staff from another city agency, on-

sure that counseling services are provided to families. This is

especially important for families eligible for Section 8 subsi-

dies who would benefit from making a desegregating move, but who

might be quite unfamiliar with opportunities available to them.

The counseling office could also provide useful services to white

families returning to the city. Of particular interest would be

counseling services provided for teachers who are often assigned

to schools in opposite-race neighborhoods as a result of desegre-

gation and who might wish to live closer to their work.
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6. Provide liaison services, in some cases, vith neighborhood im-

provement groups. Such groups may be able to organize a drive to

exempt their neighborhood from busing by recruiting opposite-race

residents or subsidized housing. The latter could be either new

construction or subsidies applied to existing buildings. An or-

ganizer and technical assistance person might be very helpful to

these neighborhoods.

The office should be staffed by someone who has proven expertise and

experience in the housing and real estate field and a commitment to school

desegregation, and it should be served by an advisory board of persons who

bring expertise, influence, and channels of comnunication to other govern-

ment and private agencies.

Illustrative examples. The Riverside Unified School District has

been performing many of these tasks for the last ten years and as a result

all but four schools are integrated by the neighborhood attendance zone.

The Jefferson County, lentucky housing authority figures show 722 of

the 1413 black families who signed Section 8 leases since 1975 moved into

white suburban Jefferson County (still part of the Louisville-Jefferson

County school district). This was possible only after the merger of the

separate city and county agencies into one office which counseled families

and coordinated their moves. While not part of the school system in

Louisville, this activity is one school systems could promote or facili-

tate.

Local Rousing Agencies Should Encourage Scattered Site Rousing

One vay to desegregate housing is to locate subsidized housing units

likely to serve minority persons in segregated neighborhoods. Each site

should be relatively small and sites should be scattered throughout the
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school district. Desegregation plans, in turn, can take these ho'air.g

programs into account.

Illustrative examples. In Charlotte, Worth Carolina, the Community

Relations Commission worked with real estate brokers and housing officials

to encourage predominantly white neighborhoods to accept scattered site

housing. The .omunity was receptive to the idea because these neighbor-

hoods would then be. exempt from busing. Interviewees in Denver, Minne-

apolis and Seattle report that scattered site housing was employed to

further school desegregation.

School Desegregation Plans Should Include Local and Federal Rousing

Agencies as Parties

A number of cases have shown that federal and local housing policies

have furthered segregation of neighborhoods and hence segregation of

schools. It follows logically that a desegregation remedy should include

these actors as well. The requirement that subsidized housing be located

so as to further desegregation is one obvious way in which housing agen-

cies, both local and federal, can share in creating a desegregated school

system.

Illustrative examples. The two most significant cases in this regard

are those in St. Louis and Yonkers, New York.
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Comunity Preparation and Involvement

Between the time the court order comes down and the time school de-

segregation is actually implemented, the school district has an opportu-

nity to prepare parents and the community for desegregation to ensure that

it will be implemented smoothly and work well. In most cases this oppor-

tunity is not well used.

The fears of parents of violence in the schools, of the unknown, and

of losing control of their children's lives have important effects on

their behavior and, ultimately, on the outcome of desegregation. It is up

to the school district and the political and business leadership to deal

with these anxieties if desegregation is to be successful. Yet typically

the school district ignores parents and community groups, the mass media

exacerbates their fears by covering white flight and protest, and the

business and political leadership remain silent.

Post-implementation parental involvement in the schools may ulti-

mately be as important as pre-desegregation involvement if it gives par-

ents the feeling that they have some control over their children's educa-

tion and their future. Many administrators and teachers, however, see

education as a professional matter in which laymen should not intervene.

When the context is a highly charged political issue such as school deseg-

regation, that kind of attitude may only create more problems for the

school district.

In Presenting their Views to the Community, Proponents of Desegregation

Should Emphasize the Educational Programs that Will be Available as a

Result of the Court Order or School Board Action

One of the peculiarities of school desegregation litigation is that

it is one of the very rare cases where a defendant is found guilty of a
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violation of the law and is ordered to take an action which is not a

punishment or a cost. A court trial is ordinarily a zero-sum game; what

one party gains, the other loses. In civil cases, the guilty defendant is

required to pay damages; in criminal cases, he pays a fine or is

imprisoned. It is thus only natural for the white community to assume

that if it has been found guilty of segregation, desegregation is the

punishment. Proponents of desegregation do not like to debate whether

desegregation is beneficial or not and will often reply to such an argu-

sent by simply pointing out the constitutional mandate for the elimination

of illegal segregation. Doing so, however, only feeds the anxieties of

the white community by stressing the fact that they have been found guilty

and implying that they should be punished. For this reason, it is impor-

tant to stress that desegregation of schools does not harm white children,

and that it is an opportunity, not a punishment.

Perhaps because demands for desegregation usually come from minority

groups, school officials often fail to provide minority parents with

information about the potential benefits of desegregation. For example,

Hispanic parents need to be assured that bilingual and other special pro-

grams can and should be part of desegregation plans.

Evidence. There is no research on this question in the context of

desegregation but research on political attitudes and conflict resolution

illuminates the way in which zero-sum thinking dominates public attitudes

about policy making.

Several experts interviewed stressed the importance of conveying

positive changes from desegregation rather than justifying desegregation

in terms of the past wrongs done to minorities. Hawley (1981b) cites

theory and studies suggesting that, under some conditions, school
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desegregation creates opportunities for introducing new programs. Noboa

(1980) shows that desegregated school systems are more likely to offer

bilingual programs than are those that are predominantly of one race or

ethnic group.

Illustrative examples. Desegregation in Boston led to the intro-

duction of numerous new program that created opportunities for both black

and white students (Kozol, 1980).

Positive Media Coverage

Since the greatest white flight occurs in most school districts in

the year of implementation, those who have fled are people who have never

tried desegregation. Typically, these individuals do not know anyone who

has experienced desegregated schools, yet they believe their children's

education will suffer when their schools are desegregated. The question

is, from what source do they get their information? In most cases, the

answer is the mass media, directly or indirectly.

This is also true after school desegregation. Few parents have con-

tact with any more than a few other parents and so rely on the mass media

to tell them how school desegregation is faring, what kind of education

their children are receiving, and particularly what kinds of disturbances

and racial tensions exist in a community. The mass media thus can have a

substantial impact on the climate of opinion in a community and in so

doing on the outcomes of desegregation.

Because the mass media serves as the source of information on the

costs, benefits, and risks of school desegregation, it is important that

some agency provide the newspapers and television with positive stories on

desegregation and positive evidence on school performance, both before and

after desegregation and with press releases about new and innovative
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school programs. This is a full-time job which requires someone skilled

in public information and marketing. While the school district might be

willing to undertake such a job after school desegregation is implemented,

it is unlikely they will do so before implementation. During this time

period some other agency, perhaps in the state government, will have to do

it.

In districts with national origin minorities, care should be taken to

use the language and media of the MOM group whenever possible, and to em-

phasize the interrelationships among civil rights initiatives resulting in

race desegregation and those leading to bilingual education programs.

States can also play an important role in facilitating positive medis

coverage by collecting information about desegregation in their states and

providing this information to the media.

Evidence. Although the media have a liberal reputation among those

opposed to busing, researchers who have done content analyses (Rossell,

1978b; Stuart, 1973; Cunningham & Husk, 1979) find the press tends to em-

phasize anti-busing protest, white flight, and interracial conflict as a

product of desegregation. In addition, this negative coverage is corre-

lated with white flight (Rossell, 1978b) and with negative parental atti-

tudes toward desegregation (Allen & Sears, 1978).

Illustrative examples. One important activity the school district

can initiate during the pre-desegregation period which will not make them

look like they are "pro-desegregation," but which almost always results in

positive media coverage, are organized bus trips for white parents to

visit minority schools. This was perhaps the only positive coverage of

desegregation in Los Angeles during the pre-desegregation year. The L.A.

Times. extensively quoted the white parents who went on these trips as to



873

how such better the schools were than they expected, how learning was

actually going on, and how the distance did not seem that Ions when

someone else was doing the driving.

The superintendent of the Charlotte system said he could not have ac-

complished what has been done without the cooperation of a supportive

media--both in print and the electronic media. tn that city, there was

live TV coverage of discussions of the desegregation plan. In New Castle

County, Delaware, and Louisville, Kentucky, well-planned efforts to culti-

vate a positive relationship with the media have been undertaken. In New

Castle County, private industry helped with the needed effort. In Louis-

ville, "self-censorship" agreements were worked out with local news-

papers.

In Columbus, a citizen's group worked closely with the schools and

the media to provide reporters with information and news sources.

In Massachusetts, the state education agency has contracted with the

University of Massachusetts to collect information about desegregation in

that state and elsewhere and to provide that information to the agency for

dissemination to the media.

Parents Should be Provided with Clear and Full -Information about the

Desegregation Plan and Its Implementation

School systems cannot depend on the media to inform parents about

desegregation nor will comunity-vide comittees serve as a vehicle for

communicating with parents. Thus, school districts should develop ways of

informing parents about desegregation and should develop written under-

standable, upbeat materials that spell out the details of the plan, its
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rationale, and the nature of the services students will receive. The best

approach may be to emphasize the quality of the schools students will be

attending at the same time that the logistics of the pupil assignment plan

are spelled out. In system with limited English speaking populations,

information should be provided in the native language of those persons.

"Walk-in" parent meetings should be held in neighborhoods. Teachers can

be the best sources of information and might be encouraged to visit

parents in their homes. School-level committees, perhaps supplementing

PTA organizations, can serve important communication functions. We dis-

cuss this approach in section D-2 below.

Evidence. This proposition is agreed to by almost all the experts

interviewed. Particular emphasis was placed by these experts on the need

to comunicate to minorities what the purposes of the plan are and what

services will be available. Many school systems seem to assume that

minority populations, especially blacks, support the desegregation effort.

Confusion about the details of the plan seem to increase opposition to

desegregation (Allen & Sears, 1978).

Supportive Comunity Leadership

Encouraging local and neighborhood leaders to play a more positive

role in desegregation controversies can be an effective strategy for in-

fluencing positive public reaction to desegregation. Leaders of the same

race and ethnicity as the persons they hope to influence will be most ef-

fective.

Evidence. There is no empirical evidence that community-wide leader-

ship has any influence on white flight and protest (except indirectly by

contributing to the slant of newspaper and media coverage) (see Rossell,

1978b).
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This may be because desegregation is an issue area where there often

is no leadership from city officials or business leaders when the desegre-

gation plan calls for substantial reassignment of students. The evidence

suggests that if leadership activity is to be successful in minimizing

negative reactions, the activity should be at the neighborhood level (see

Hayes, 1977; Taylor & Stinchcombe, 1977) or from religious end social

groups in which the individuals influenced are members. Thus, while it is

clearly desirable to have comunity-wide leaders endorsing desegregation,

announcements from afar about the need to obey the law may not be suffi-

cient when anti-busing leaders are actively influencing opinion and be-

havior at the grass roots level. It is important. to constrain protest

since the available research suggests that protest demonstrations exacer-

bate white flight (Rossell, 1978b).

Behind-the-scenes activity in which various groups are bought off,

blackmailed,-or caj-td into acquiescence or even support may, however, be

influential in shaping behavior. On the basis of experiences in Boston,

Louisville and elsewhere, political leaders who build their careers on

their opposition to desegregation may not last long after the desegre-

gation plan is implemented. The case evidence suggests that opposition to

busing is usually a source of only short-term glory.

illustrstive.examples. The Catholic hierarchy, for example, can be

influential in announcing that their schools will not serve as a haven for

those fleeing desegregation. In Cleveland and Milwaukee, the Catholic

hierarchy has taken this position with the support of most nuns and

priests. If the rule is enforced, it can have a significant impact on

reducing white flight and perhaps improving the legitimacy of desegre-

gation.

88-140 0-82--56
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Establishing Multiethnic Citizen-Parent-Teacher-Student Committees to

Assist in Planning and Implementing the Desegregation Process

Many school districts have formed broad-based citizens' committees to

work with school district personnel in designing the desegregation plan.

These committees typically represent all major racial and ethnic groups,

parents, and educational, business, and political leaders, and they are

usually system-wide. Their authority can vary from having a formal veto

power (highly unusual) to being an informal advisory group. The major

purpose of these committees is to maximize the acceptability of the plan,

given the constraints imposed by a court or other governmental agency, to

the community. The range of issues in which such committees are involved

also varies but usually such a pre-implementation group examines plan de-

tails, and assists in designing and developing the implementation proce-

dures such as pre-desegregation school visits or establishing and operat-

ing crisis information centers.

Such committees should equally represent all racial and ethnic groups

(even if that means they represent a disproportionate percentage of the

population) and all elements of the community. Where more than one na-

tional origin minority group resides, separate meetings and committees

should be established by language group, to ensure maximum parent partici-

pation and accurate dissemination of information. The committee that

serves to facilitate initial desegregation may not be appropriate to the

implementation of the plan, depending on how the committee is formed. One

difference might be the relative role of parents and it seems desirable to

find some way to select parents that will ensure that they represent the

views of other parents. School-level parent involvement is also important
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and that strategy is discussed in the section of this report on structural

and curricular changes in desegregated schools (s6e pp. 81-130 ).

Evidence. While there is no hard evidence supporting the efficacy of

these committees in increasing community acceptance or reducing white

flight and protest, the experts interviewed agreed that such committees

are important to effective desegregation. The qualitative literature sup-

ports pre- and post-implementation strategies calling for parent involve-

ment in planning and monitoring school desegregation to avoid resegrega-

tion. Miller (1975), Arnez (1978), Demarest and Jordan (1975), Wright

(1973) and Hall (1979) each call for more community involvement to prevent

resegregation resulting from disproportionate minority suspensions or

1"pushout" practices.

One study of school officials from throughout the southwest (Murphy,

1980), cites this strategy as a mechanism for reducing resegregation.

Experts seemed to agree that while non-parent citizens can play important

roles in such comittees prior to the implementation of desegregation,

once the initial steps have been taken the role of parents should be

increased.

Illustrative examples. School officials in Tamps and Riverside -

believe the existence of these committees was critical in minimizing pro-

test prior to desegregation and ensuring peaceful implementation. This in

turn tends to reduce white flight. It is important that such committees

work closely with the school administration and have their cooperation.

In Los Angeles, the citizens' couittee was appointed by the court and had

an adversarial relationship with the school administration and their plans

were rejected. This experience suggests that in planning stages, these

committees should probably be appointed by the school district.
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One example of the type of problems that can be avoided by the effec-

tive involvement of minority parents is suggested ,by Milwaukee's expe-

rience. In that city, notices to parents specifying options about schools

and/or programs to choose from were sent out in English with no transla-

tion provided until after the deadline for submission of choices. As a

result, many Hispanic parents exercised no choice for their school-

children. Some redress did eventually occur, but the active involvement

of Hispanic parents could have prevented this situation.

Comunity Preparation Before Desegregation Should Include the Maximum

Number of Parent Visits to Other-Race Schools

Parents whose children are reassigned in a desegregation plan normal-

ly know nothing about the school to which their child has been trans-

ferred. In this situation, irrational fears based on media-influenced

stereotypes will take hold. A key element of community preparation might

be a pattern of exchange visits between schools. The parent fact-finding

committee can do some of the work, but all parents should be involved in

visits to the new school.

One successful type of visit takes the form of an "open house"

when staff and parents in one school play host to the other with a cele-

bration atmosphere of cakes and cookies accompanying visits to the class-

room. As noted above, these visits also provide the material for positive

media coverage of desegregation.

Evidence. There is considerable agreement among experts interviewed

and in the qualitative literature that supports the idea that these visi-

tation programs are useful in gaining acceptance of desegregation.

Illustrative examples. Such visits were very successful in Los Ange-

les in the schools where they were held. The past chairman of the Human
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Relations Advisory Council in New Castle County reported how several

Sunday Open House activities in all schools allayed the fears of white

parents regarding the school facility in black neighborhoods while

reducing black parents' fear of racism. In Denver a series of picnics and

home visits were held which reportedly involved more than 100,000 people.

In Louisville and Cleveland some parents rode the buses to the schools

their children were to attend in distant neighborhoods and reported back

to parents in their neighborhoods. Both Columbus and Dayton ran summer

orientation programs for parents.

Maintaining Contacts with Parents who have Withdrawn their Children

In many communities, most of those who leave the public schools to

avoid desegregation do not move out of the school district (see Lord,

1975; McConahay & Hawley, 1978; Cunningham, Husk & Johnson, 1978; Orfield,

1978; Estabrook, 1980). School systems should maintain contact with these

parents, identify their concerns, and provide them with programs and

information that might attract them back to the public schools.

Parentteacher-student associations can play a major role in such

recruitment efforts, but the school district should take responsibility

for this purpose.

School districts might also try to attract parents back to the school

system, and keep those already there, by creating all-day schools which

will serve a child care function before and after school until the parent

comes home from work. Such schools could be much more attractive to work-

ing parents than a private school where their child has to be transported

in the middle of the work day to after-school day care.

Evidence. There is no evidence that this effort would be successful

although there is evidence that many school districts experience less than
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normal white enrollment declines in the fourth and fifth

post-implementation years (Coleman, Kelly & Moore 1975; Rossell, 1978a).

This suggests there are parents willing to return to the public school

system. The interviews of personnel in county-wide school systems also

indicate that there are white parents returning to the public school

system.

Illustrative examples. Little Rock, Arkansas runs day-care centers

in its school system. Public school parents in Little Rock, Nashville and

Charlotte have put together materials, invited private school parents and

parents of pre-school children to the schools, and have carried on

recruitment activities. The teacher's organization has launched a public

relations effort including advertisements on buses. These "bring-em-back-

alive" activities, however, are usually run by parents. School systems

have not seen themselves in the business of marketing their product.
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Organizing at the District Level for Continuing Implementation

Most of the literature and debate about school desegregation is

focused on the pupil assignment plan and community preparation strategies

on the one hand, and school level policies and activities on the other.

How districts should organize so as to best promote desegregation receives

little discussion despite some recognition by experts that this can make

or break the implementation of the plan. Of course, many of the strate-

gies discussed here have implications for what the district should do,

that is, what things it should encourage and support, but there is little

concern for how the governance and administrative systems should be struc-

tured.

In this section, we briefly present a number of ideas that, for the

most part, are gleaned from interviews and the observations of the study

group itself. While there is no real evidence, aside from a relatively

lengthy discussion of monitoring comissions, that these proposals are

effective, it seems obvious that district-level organizational structures

will affect the success of desegregation plans.

Organization of Essential Administrative Functions

As it does for school-level administrators and teachers, school de-

segregation places new demands on district-level administration. If no

effort is made to establish a discrete administrative capability respon-

sible for fostering effective desegregation, it is unlikely that the op-

portunities created by desegregation will be realized, or that the prob-

lems it introduces will be dealt with adequately. But, establishing a

separate office for desegregation may reinforce propensities to see deseg-

regation as something apart from the central functions and activities of

the district. This in turn may lead to failures to adapt to desegregation
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and to coordinate the full resources of the district in ways that break

down the false dichotomy between educational equity and educational

quality.

The answer to this dilemma seems to be to establish a small, profes-

sionally staffed unit in the superintendent's office with the responsibil-

ity to enhance the motivation and capability of the operating agencies

that administer the central functions of the district. If there is

resistance to desegregation within the administration, it will not be

overcome for long, if at all, by "going over the heads" of key administra-

tors. An example of how such an office would operate is that it would

work with the administrator(s) responsible for curriculum to make human

relations objectives an integral and well-integrated element of the

learning activities for all subjects. (For a discussion of human rela-

tions strategies, see the following section of this report.)

Of course some districts may be so recalcitrant that judges or state

agencies find.it necessary to displace all or some of the authority of the

superintendent by establishing a "desegregation czar" and an operational

office. An example of this approach is Cleveland's Office of Desegrega-

tion implementation. But the very concept of a "czar" raises questions

about the viability of this technique and it should be seen as a last

resort.

In addition to fostering the attainment of human relations objectives

through the "regular" curriculum, there appear to be some special

desegregation-related needs of the system that this unit can address

through technical assistance or the identification of external expertise

and resources. These include:
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1. Facilitating linkages between various special education program

whose coordination, which is always difficult, is often exacer-

bated by desegregation.

2. Coordinating and enriching the inservice training program. This

should not lead to centrally developed inservice training (see

pp. 131-171 below) but it could result in the better use of

external resources, such as those available through State

Agencies, and the identification of individuals and programs

within the district that can be helpful to others.

3. Encouraging expertise in financial management and full deploy-

ment of external resources (cf. Colton & Berg, 1981).

4. Facilitating community and staff review of instructional mate-

rials and patterns of participation in extracurricular and elec-

tive offerings, in order to eliminate biased presentations and to

ensure inclusion of relevant minority contributions.

5. Conducting formative program evaluations. It is important to

the capacity of the school system that principals and teachers,

as well as parents, be provided with information about how well

the process in general is proceeding and about the effectiveness

of particular programs. Schools can learn from each other's

experience but only if the district works at it. Evaluations

should treat the different racial and ethnic groups in the

district as distinct populations.

This office might be the unit with which the district's housing expert is

affiliated (see pp.57-59 above).
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Establishing Mechanisms for Monitoring Compliance and Effective

Implementation

If there were not serious problems of commitment to desegregation

within the school system, there would be no need for the court and state

agency actions that usually motivate comprehensive desegregation plans.

Thus, the desegregation process will be expedited in most districts by

some type of monitoring committee. It seems important, however, that sys-

tems realize the incongruity of the watchdog functions of such a committee

and the facilitative, sup .,rtive functions of the administrative desegre-

gation unit proposed above. Placing these two different types of roles in

the same agency will probably result in neither being performed very well.

Many court orde-r have specified that a citizen's committee monitor

the operation of the desegregation plan. The primary function of a moni-

toring group is to provide information about the degree of compliance with

the remedy order--primarily to the courts or civil rights agency ordering

the remedy, but secondarily to the public in general and to the schools.

Formally, the responsibility of monitoring committees is to verify for the

court that the order is being met. In practice, they have proved useful

in identifying a wide range of education problems that arise in the deseg-

regated school district and in many cases this has led school systems to

act to resolve the problems involved. A monitoring committee, which

school districts themselves might establish, can assist desegregation by

helping create a climate of public opinion which is concerned with school

quality rather than with debates about the merits of busing.

Hochschild and Hadrick (1980) have analyzed a number of monitoring

groups. In addition to the more obvious conditions which determine these

groups' effectiveness, such as leadership, commitment, organization and
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funding, lochschild and Hadrick's analysis reveals that differences in

mandate, strategy and purpose have a great impact on the viability and

success of these groups.

Illustrative examples. Denver's Comunity Education Council (CZc) is

one of the most successful and influential monitoring commissions. Ini-

tially, the mandate to the CEC we unclear, but eventually the Council yas

given the power to see all district proposals which would have an impact

on the system's desegregation efforts, and it received quasi-party status

in the courts. This degree of autonomy appears to have been a crucial

factor in the Council's effectiveness. In contrast, it appears that the

difficulties of the Los Angeles Monitoring Committee stem in large part

from the ambiguity of the court's mandate for the committee (King, 1980;

Hochschild & Hadrick, 1980). Community members recruited for participa-

tion in subcommittees eventually lost interest because there was no ulear

understanding of the function or role of the group.

There seem to be two distinct approaches to the monitoring process:

system-wide research and analysis on the one hand, and specific problem-

solving on the other. The Denver CEC is organized around complaint reso-

lution and has succeeded in effecting several programatic changes, such

as getting Judge Doyle to order activity buses for children who vent to

participate in extracurricular activities. Its quasi-party status alloys

it to participate as well in long-range planning, as it has petitioned the

court for hearings on affirmative action, inservice training and pupil

assignment. The Tri-Ethnic Committee in Dallas is structured around

individual complaint resolution and has succeeded in achieving the insti-

tution of a uniform discipline system which provides a three-party hearing

for students charged with infractions of disciplinary codes.
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The monitoring groups in Portland and Boston are examples of the

systemic approach to overseeing desegregation implementation. Basing many

of its recommendations to the court on public forums, questionnaires, and

the results of national research, the Community Coalition for School Inte-

gration in Portland helped develop the Comprehensive Desegregation Plan

vhich yes submitted to the School Board in April 1980.

The Office of School Monitoring and Community Relations (OSMCR) in

Cleveland provides a good example of how monitoring groups can build com-

munity support for school desegregation. The strategy behind OSCR is

data collection rather than complaint solicitation, and the organization

apparently has succeeded in providing extensive information to the

community that has helped to reverse the trend of stiff community

opposition and resistance to desegregation.

Some monitoring groups have been able to york with the media to en-

sure accurate and fair coverage of desegregation issues. This positive

relationship was cultivated, for example, in Cleveland, due to the efforts

of OSMCR's full time press secretary who had previously been a jour-

nalist.

Involving Teachers and Principals in the Development of Desegregation-

Related Policies

It seems safe to say that the most important determinants of effec-

tive school desegregation are the commitment of teachers and principals to

the plan and the capability of school-level personnel to implement it and

to go beyond the minimal activities it prescribes. A basic management

principle concerning-motivation and skill development is that those who

must implement a program should be involved in developing the relevant

policies and practices (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978). Few districts,

I



887

however, involve principals, much less teachers, directly in the plan and

in program development. In particular, teachers' unions, when they decide

to do so, can make important contributions to effective desegregation. An

example of such a contribution is the interpersonal relations training

program developed by the United Federation of Teachers in Detroit.

Strengthening the Public Information Function

When desegregation occurs, people want to know more about the

schools. Too often, the information they seek is not available and rumors

and anecdotes, usually negative in character, dominate the information

flow. Thus, establishing a professionally staffed public information

office should be a high priority for desegregating districts (see pp. 63-

65) above, for further comment on this activity).

Strengthen Evaluation Capabilities

Desegregation creates needs for information and new programs require

assessment. School systems undergoing desegregation will also experience

increased demands for accountability. While some districts resist ac-

countability demands, such resistance feeds suspicions of poor quality and

is counterproductive. A capacity for sophisticated evaluation of activi-

ties can provide important management information that usually helps in

the improvement of programs and the allocation of resources. For example,

simplistic reporting of test scores invariably understates the effective-

ness of school system efforts to improve educational quality.

While there is no evidence on what the consequences of such a program

might be, some members of the study team believe that school districts

should be required to provide detailed information about achievement and

student attitudes for each major ethnic group in each school, including

those omitted from the plan. The purpose of this is threefold: to
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identify the unsuccessful schools, so that they may receive special help;

and to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the overall desegregation

plan, so as to allay needless fears and concentrate the public's and the

school district's attention on the real problems.

This can be done by employing an independent specialist to analyse

school-level achievement data for each major ethnic group, and requiring

schools to administer questionnaires to students, principals and teachers

in each school. (Such questionnaires are commonly used in evaluations of

special programs; they are not, however, used routinely by school dis-

tricts for self-evaluation.)

Crain, Mahard and Narot (1981) argue that the court or civil rights

agency can do little directly to improve school quality or ensure build-

ing-level compliance with the spirit of a desegregation order. But the

court can do a great deal to establish a climate of intelligent discussion

about school problems. Parents have very little way to know if their own

school--is doing an adequate job. Published test scores are little help,

since they normally pool minority and majority students who may come from

very different neighborhoods and economic backgrounds. Test scores will

normally show wide differences between poor and wealthy neighborhoods, and

only a trained analyst with access to past as well as present scores can

identify schools in neighborhoods whose performance is above or below what

can be considered average. Armed with this information, the school system

and the public would be able to focus attention on problem schools and use

exemplary schools as models.
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Structural and Curricular Changes

in Desegregated Schools

In the Detroit case, a federal judge ordered the adoption of various

educational components as appropriate remedies to. past segregation. The

U.S. Supreme Court confirmed these aspects of the desegregation plan were

justified by the Constitution, saying that "pupil assignment alone does

not automatically remedy the impact of previous, unlawful racial isola-

tion' (433 U.S. 282, 287-88). Regardless of the judicial mandate, how-

ever, school systems that expect to achieve effective desegregation need

to be concerned about how schools respond to the educational and social

needs of the students involved.

Because school desegregation is often preceded by years of litigation

and controversy about the creation of racially or ethnically mixed

schools, it is all too easy to think of desegregation in its narrowest

sense and to assume that once racially mixed schools have been set up, the

desegregation process is complete. However, it is crucial to recognize

that it is precisely at this point in the desegregation process that

interracial schooling begins for the students and that the nature of stu-

dents' experiences is crucial to their academic and social development.

Thus, this section of the report identifies a number of policies or prac-

tices which there is reason to believe will help to create school and

classroom environments which will foster academic achievement and more

positive relations between majority and minority group members. Effective

intergroup relations also discourage voluntary resegregation among stu-

dents--such as that commonly observed in cafeterias and playgrounds. They

also reduce the likelihood that students will be suspended for disciplin-

ary reasons or segregated because they are erroneously assigned to racial-

ly identifiable special classes.
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Many of these recotmendations, such as those about tracking and the

utilization of cooperative work groups, deal with the social structure of

the school or its classrooms and with instructional methods. Other recom-

mendations focus on building parental and student involvement with the

school, with special attention to ensuring the participation of members of

all groups. Examples of such recomendations are those relating to extra-

curricular activities and in-school committees. Still other recomenda-

tions are related to discipline policies.

Many of the recommendations in this section are based on the recogni-

tion that desegregated schools are often more academically and socially

heterogeneous than segregated schools tend to be. This academic hetero-

geneity makes issues concerning tracking and ability grouping important to

effective desegregation. Similarly, it suggests the use of cooperative

team learning and other strategies of instruction that have been designed

for academically heterogeneous classrooms. The social heterogeneity of

desegregated schools, most vividly seen in their racial and ethnic diver-

sity, requires the use of conscious strategies to ensure a reasonable

balance of power and recognition among groups to foster interracial inter-

action, to encourage previously excluded groups to participate in the life

of the school no matter which group the school previously served, and to

foster equitable treatment for all students while being responsive to the

different needs of students from different backgrounds.

One of the things about desegregated schools that many teachers find

most discouraging is the apparent absence of close friendships between

students of different races and ethnic backgrounds. The experts inter-

viewed in this study tend to agree that such self-segregation, in itself,

is not evidence that relations between groups are unfriendly. These
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experts emphasize that students group together for many reasons, such as

neighborhood ties and non-academic interests, and that these are often re-

lated to racial or ethnic differences. In short, intimate relationships

or first preferences for friends and playmates is a poor indicator of the

character of race relations. This natural tendency for intraracial

associations means, of course, that the interracial and interethnic inter-

action that is essential to achieving good race relations is not an auto-

matic outcome of school desegregation and must be promoted through

specific programs and activities of the school.

Most of the practices identified here have a much greater chance of

success if administrators, teachers, and staffs are knowledgeable and com-

mitted. We deal with the issue of professional training in the final

section of this report.

Maintaining Smaller Schools

Smaller schools may be more effective in achieving desegregation and

fostering integration. All students are likely to participate in some ex-

tracurricular activities in smaller schools (500-1,000 students). There

is less chance for anonymity and, therefore, less chance for marginal stu-

dents to drop out because they have no investment in the school. Inter-

action among students, and between students and adults, is easier in an

environment where many of the people know each other. This might make

improving race relations easier to accomplish. Moreover, especially

minority parents may feel more comfortable in smaller settings.

Whites usually overestimate the proportion of minorities in a given

environment and, probably, the more non-whites in that environment (i.e.,

the larger the school) the more they overestimate. Thus, white flight

88-140 0-82--57
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might be reduced in smaller schools simply because the proportion minority

will seem smaller and less threatening than in a larger school.

Small schools may also have disadvantages. Very small schools may be

more costly to operate and may make it difficult to offer certain types of

programs, especially when they are heterogeneous. For example, bilingual

programs could be difficult to implement or maintain. On the other hand,

one can imagine a small school organized around bilingual instruction.

Evidence. Barker and Gump (1964) and James Coleman and his col-

leagues (1966) have studied student participation extensively and conclude

participation is higher and students feel that they belong more in smaller

schools. The qualitative research and the school district interviews sug-

gest that students are more likely to have interaction with most of their

schoolmates in a smaller environment. In addition, a lack of order which

parents perennially see as the biggest problem in the public schools (see

Plisko & Noell, 1978), is demonstrably easier to achieve in environments

which are characterized by interpersonal familiarity (Gottfredson &

Daiger, 1979). Ultimately this should reduce white flight and improve

instruction. Rossell (1980) found less implementation year white flight

in Los Angeles the smaller the minority school.

While the studies do not deal with desegregation per se, Guthrie

(1980) has reviewed the research on the relationship between school size

and instructional outcomes and concludes, "small schools have the edge."

The study team itself was unanimous in its support of the principle

of smaller schools and the view was shared by other national experts we

interviewed. However, there was considerable disagreement about what the

optimum lower (e.g., 250-500) and upper boundaries on size should be (up
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to 1400). Clearly, high schools usually need to be larger than elementary

schools but even here it depends on the mission of the school.

Illustrative examples. Few desegregating school systems seem to have

tried to maintain smaller schools for the educational reasons cited above.

On the other hand, many magnet schools have been established and most of

these are quite small. Discussions about these schools often stress the

sense of comunity they are able to develop. Metz (1980), for example,

describes a magnet school in Milwaukee whose small size has contributed to

a sense of shared co-mmitment among parents, teachers and students. The

literature on alternative schools provides several examples of well

integrated successful small schools (cf. Fantini, 1976).

Maintaining Smaller Classrooms

One belief that almost all teachers and parents share is that small

class size makes for better schooling. Since enrollment in most school

systems is declining rapidly and many teachers consequently face unemploy-

ment, a federal program aimed' at retaining teachers in school systems that

are desegregating could have positive educational consequences. It might

also reduce white and middle class flight.

Evidence. A meta-analysis conducted by Glass and Smith (1978) demon-

strates that classrooms with less than 20 students showed increases in

achievement with reductions in size. Smaller classes also eliminate one

argument used for within-class ability grouping. Teachers frequently

argue that they need to break a large class into smaller, more homogeneous

groups for instruction. A smaller class makes that less necessary.

There is no evidence that smaller classes would reduce white flight.

On theoretical grounds one could reasonably argue that it would be easier

to achieve harmonious interracial contact when class size is small.
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Reorganizing Large Schools to Create Smaller, More Supportive Learning

Environments

If smaller schools are impossible, large secondary schools can create

smaller, more effective environments by dividing students into units or

houses or clusters within which they establish most relationships.

Evidence. Qualitative evidence suggests that this approach is a par-

ticularly good way of reducing anonymity and marginality. It tends to

keep misbehaving or low-achieving students involved and supported. It

probably reduces minority suspension and dropout rates (Keeser, 1979b;

First & Mizell, 1980; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1976; National

School Public Relations Association, 1976). Teachers with fewer different

students with whom they regularly interact are less likely to be victim-

ized and the schools in which they teach are less likely to have high

rates of student disorder (Gottfredson & Daiger, 1979).

Desegregated Schools Should Rave Desegregated Staffs

School systems should provide all desegregated student bodies with

desegregated staffs and faculties. A desegregated school with an all-

white teaching staff will have more difficulty obtaining good student per-

formance and preparing students for a range of adult roles. Minority stu-

dents in a school with an all-white teaching staff are more likely to be

faced with discriminatory behavior, lower staff expectations for their

performance, discrimination in assignment to ability groups and in grades

received, and are more likely to be alienated from the school. Moreover,

it seems important that minority students have some background role models

and that they see minority staff in authority positions. The benefits to

national origin minority (NOM) students of same-background teachers would
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seem to be enhanced when NOM teachers have bilingual and bicultural capa-

bilities.

Evidence. While the available evidence generally supports the ideas

above, the research results also make clear that many teachers are as ef-

fective or more effective with students of another race than other teach-

ers are with students of their own race. Given this, the available evi-

dence, overall, supports the idea that staffs. especially teaching-and

administrative staffs, should be desegregated.

Bridge, Judd and Moock (1979) conclude from their review of the very

limited research on the subject that minority elementary school students

have higher achievement when they have minority teachers, other things

being equal. The System Development Corporation (1980) study of ESAA

human relations training indicates that minority teachers tended to afford

minority students more attention in non-academic situations and to be more

equitable in their instructional grouping. Epstein (1980) reported black

teachers are less likely than white teachers to place black children in

lower tracks. Beady and Hansell (1981) found no differences in the

expectations black and white teachers (fifth and sixth grade) held for the

performance of black and white students in elementary and secondary

schools. Black teachers, however, did have substantially greater expect-

ations for black students' college attendance and completion. Crain and

Nahard (1978) show that black students of equal achievement test perfor-

mance in schools of the same student racial composition will have higher

grades if there are more black teachers on the staff, and will be more

likely to attend college. They were unable to determine whether this was

a result of negative bias on the part of white teaching staffs or positive

bias on the part of mixed staffs, but the net effect is that minority
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students were better off in schools with more minority staff members.

Arnes (1978) links disproportionate minority suspensions to a lack of

minority teachers and principals.

There is no direct evidence on the impact of a racially mixed facul-

ty on race relations in desegregated schools. Social psychological

theory, however, would suggest a positive impact.

Interview data from local respondents and national experts strongly

support desegregating faculty and staff. Sixty-five percent of those in-

terviewed on the local level gave a racially balanced staff high priority,

and national experts stressed the importance of a racially mixed staff in

order to correct the perspectives of students about the relative status of

minority and majority group members and to provide role models for minor-

ity students. Murphy (1980) reports that educators from several states

say that racially mixed faculties are important to effective desegrega-

tion.

While minority teachers are often underrepresented in desegregated

schools, bilingual education programs often have more than their share of

Hispanic teachers, leading to overrepresentation in staff. In Riverside,

this situation was criticized by the Office for Civil Rights (Carter,

1979).

Employment of Minority Counselors in Desegregated High Schools

Minority students in desegregated schools tend to benefit from hav-

ing counselors of the same race or ethnicity as themselves. Such counse-

lors are usually more effective in establishing a rapport with students,

are more concerned with minority student well-being, and are likely to be

more informed about minority scholarship programs and about admission to

traditionally black colleges. A desegregated high school which has, at a
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minimum, one minority counselor will be more effective in keeping minority

students in schools and in making progress at placing minority students in

successful college experiences. Counselors in schools where students have

limited English speaking ability should speak the language(s) of those

students.

Evidence. Braddock and McPartland (1979) have shown that desegrega-

tion is self-perpetuating-that minority students in desegregated high

schools are more likely to attend desegregated colleges. While this is

what we would expect desegregation to do, the results may not always be

beneficial for all minority students. (Thomas (1979) has shown that

blacks in traditionally black colleges are more likely to obtain degrees

than those who attend predominantly white institutions.) It seems likely

that some black students in desegregated schools would benefit from know-

ledge about opportunities in traditionally black institutions. Crain and

Mahard (1978) have shown that black students in predominantly white south-

ern high schools which have black counselors are more likely to attend

traditionally black colleges, presumably because black counselors are

aware of such opportunities. More importantly, they show that students in

high schools with black counselors are more likely to obtain scholarship

aid in both black and white colleges. Minority counselors are likely to

be sensitive to the needs and concerns of minority students and will be of

more assistance than white counselors in placing students in traditionally

black colleges. If the full benefits of minority counselors are to be

secured, these individuals should have training in the nature of the op-

portunities in predominantly white colleges so that a desegregated college

experience is made available to students who can do well in desegregated

settings.
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Illustrative example. A school board member and desegregation re-

searcher in New Castle County stated that the loss of minority counselors

following the implementation of the desegregation plan has contributed

directly to the existence of one-race classes at the senior high school

level.

Employing an Instructional Resources Coordinator in Each School

An instructional materials coordinator is a certified teacher who has

no classroom responsibilities; the coordinator's function is to assist

teachers in selecting and obtaining all sorts of teaching materials

(books, workbooks, films, computer programs, etc.). The presence of such

a staff person could raise achievement of both minority and majority stu-

dents in desegregated schools. Desegregated classrooms often have very

heterogeneous student bodies, and the traditional book-lecture-workbook

approach is likely to not be adaptable. Teachers in the classrooms will

need to use a wide variety of materials. Unfortunately, teachers do not

have the time and knowledge to locate the materials they need, and a

school coordinator is needed to do this.

An instructional coordinator can introduce high-technology equipment

(TV, computers); plan complex school activities such as major field trips;

and serve as a helpful and non-threatening colleague to help staff with

specific problems.

Evidence. The Southern,Schools report (1973) attempted to measure

the impact on achievement of a large number of school resources. The high

school resource which was most clearly related to achievement was the

presence of a person whose title was "audio-visual coordinator." Less

than 10% of southern high schools had such a person, but these schools had

markedly higher black and white achievement. In a further analysis,
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Crain, Mahard and Narot (1981) found that these schools had unusually good

race relations, and speculated that this was because students were more

involved in school activities which were more varied and interesting, and

because teachers, freed from the need to lecture continuously, had more

one-to-one relationships with students.

One instructional resource is the computer, used for basic skills

drills. The Educational Testing Service (Ragosta, Holland & Jamison,

1980) is observing an experimental use of computers (funded by NIE and

managed by the Los Angeles schools). The school system has placed one

full-time coordinator in each school, and ETS has concluded that even in a

non-experimental situation, a coordinator is necessary.

Illustrative examples. The Jefferson County (Louisville) public

schools have staffed their new middle schools with full-time instructional

materials coordinators. This person serves not only to provide materials,

but as a peer with whom teachers can talk with about problems. A related

idea was also used in this district: an ESAA-funded Materials Workshop

for teachers from a number of schools met once a month for a year. This

was judged to be the most successful of all their ESAA projects. Not only

did the group serve as a source of materials, but it also provided social

support for teachers, many of whom were in buildings with weak administra-

tors. Marshall (1975) describes his duties in this role at the Martin

Luther King school in Boston. The Citizen's Council for Ohio Schools'

(Kaeser, 1979a) publication Orderly Schools That Serve All Children

describes the work of coordinators in several exemplary schools.

College Preparatory Programs in All Secondary Schools

Although magnet schools may reduce the perceived costs of desegre-

gation, particularly to the middle class, they also may stigmatize the
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non-magnet schools in a desegregated school district. College preparatory

courses offered in all secondary schools (except specialized schools)

offer diversity to all students, prevent stigmatizing, and may help keep

middle and upper middle class students in the public school system.

College preparatory courses in all schools will prevent class and ra-

cial resegregation within the public school system by keeping some middle

class writes and minorities in the non-magnet schools (or withdraw them

altogether) if the non-magnet school their child was assigned to had no

college preparatory courses.

Evidence. The qualitative research supports the proposition that

this will reduce white flight, but there is no quantitative evidence on

the matter. There is indirect evidence that such programs have particular

relevance to Asian Americans. Reanalyses of the Coleman data (Mayeske &

Beaton, 1975; Boardman, Lloyd & Wood, 1978) have confirmed the importance

of college preparatory programs to the aspirations as well as achievement

of Asian Americans. Several experts interviewed emphasized the importance

of this strategy.

Desegregated Schools Should Utilize Multiethnic Curricula

During the past fifteen years a considerable amount of effort has

been expended on developing various curricular materials which reflect the

diversity of the American population. This effort reflects a widespread

consensus that such curricula have a positive effect on interracial and

interethnic understanding. Two trends in such developments have been most

notable. First, textbooks have been revised. Second, many schools have

developed minority-oriented courses. These two trends are similar in that

they both seek to provide students with more information about minority

groups than do more traditional curricula. They are different, though, in
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that one incorporates materials of special relevance to minority groups

within the regular curriculum, whereas the other tends to isolate it in

special units or courses.

A great many school systems now say they use some type of multiethnic

curricula. It is assumed that doing so will enhance ethnic pride and re-

duce negative ethnic stereotypes. Furthermore, the presence of such cur-

ricula, ideally, enhance the extent to which students receive an education

which accurately reflects the contributions of various groups to American

society. Ethnic studies courses are said by their advocates to serve some

of the same purposes as multiethnic curricula. However, some authors

argue against the use of minority studies programs in secondary schools on

the grounds that they often do more damage by resegregating students than

the good they accomplish. Other experts point out that ethnic studies

courses should not be seen as a substitute for a multiethnic curriculum

but rather an integral component of a comprehensive multiethnic curriculum

which builds understanding of other cultures and knowledge about and pride

in one's own. Multiethnic curricula can also be tied to the development

of English-language skills by bilingual learners.

How can a good multiethnic curriculum be distinguished from an unsat-

isfactory one? It is not uncommon for publishers to tout as 'multiethnic

texts" books which are basically very similar to traditional texts but

which have a few blacks or Hispanics pictured in them. Furthermore, the

mere utilization of multiethnic texts hardly constitutes a multiethnic

curriculum. As many authors have pointed out, a thorough-going multi-

ethnic curriculum would be reflected in many other aspects of the school

as well, including its wall displays, its library, and its assembly pro-

grams. The effectiveness of multiethnic curricula that address the needs
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of NOM students will be enhanced if a critical uss of such students is

present in particular schools.

Evidence. Almost all experts and a good many qualitative articles

and books stress the importance of multiethnic curricula to effective de-

segregation. There are several studies which suggest a weak but positive

relationship between the use of multiethnic curricula and/or minority

oriented courses and positive student race relations (Forehand & Ragosta,

1976; Genova & Walberg, 1980; Litcher & Johnson, 1969; System Development

Corporation, 1980). A few studies show no effect, but there do not appear

to be any studies which show a negative relationship. Even if multiethnic

curricula have no consistently strong impact on race relations, they have

the obvious advantage of tending to present a balanced and hence poten-

tially more accurate picture of American society. Other research (Slavin

& Madden, 1979) shows. however, that a multiethnic curriculum is less

effective than interracial interaction in achieving better race relations.

It seems likely that interracial interaction and multiethnic curricula

reinforce each other and have an additive effect.

Illustrative examples. The Montgomery County School system is in the

midst of developing a program whereby its own teachers will develop multi-

cultural units for use in the system's schools. A carefully selected

group of teachers will be paid during one summer to develop these mater-

ials which will then be introduced to other teachers during inservice

training.

The necessity of examining closely material which purports to be

multicultural is made clear by one study (Blom, White & Zimet, 1967) which

found that a reader designed as part of an "urban multiethnic" series a)

had more of its stories set in suburban than urban settings, b) had a
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higher proportion of "failure" themes than comparable "traditional"

readers, c) devoted the stories about blacks exclusively to those about

black families living in stable white neighborhoods, and d) restricted

blacks in its stories to "family" roles rather than having them appear in

both family and work settings.

In Minneapolis, the curriculum has been changed to reflect the back-

ground, heritage, and history of all minorities so that all students would

understand contributions to America made by minorities. A board member

interviewed for this study stated-that not only did minority students

learn about themselves but also, minority students learned that many of

their beliefs about minorities were wrong.

Banks (1979) provides some useful checklists which schools can employ

in order to assess the extent to which they do provide a complete multi-

ethnic curriculum.

Desegregated Schools Should Maximize Parental Involvement in the Education

of Their Children

There is strong consensus that involving parents in the school is an

important strategy for success in desegregation. At both the elementary

and the secondary level, the use of parent aides, either paid or volun-

teer, can be important. This is especially true if the aides are parents

of the bused-in group, since this increases the school's channels of com-

munication with the sending school community. At the elementary school

level, parental involvement strategies are often intended to improve

achievement by helping parents supervise homework and tutor students, both

in the school and for their own children at home.

Many desegregating school systems lack the staff and materials to

provide the enriched multiethnic curricular and extracurricular experi-



904

ences that a school needs to offer in order to promote various dasegrega-

tion goals. Utilizing parents, especially minority parents, as resource

persons and as role models can be an effective means of overcoming such

deficits. Such programs, however, tend to fade away over time and

teachers and principals must know how to use parents in significant ways,

if parents are to stay interested.

Evidence. No empirical study has examined the impact of parents

working in educational roles in desegregated schools. The qualitative -

literature does offer support for this strategy. The U.S. Commission on

Civil Rights (1976) and the Murphy (1980) reports both support this as a

meaningful and effective strategy for reducing within-school racial isola-

tion. Murphy found particularly strong support for using Hispanic

parents, for example, as school resource persons to enhance multiethnic

curricular content and orientation.

While there is little systematic evidence from desegregation studies

relating to parental involvement, other research attests to the usefulness

of this strategy. Shipman and her colleagues (1976), for example, found

that mothers who said they felt welcomed and supported by their children*'

school, participated more in their child's education. Armor and his col-

leagues (1976, p. vi) found for black students (but not Hispanic students)

that "the more vigorous were the schools' efforts to involve parents and

community in school decision making, the better did [the sixth graders

studied] fare in reading achievement." Coulson (1976) found achievement

to be related to parents being more in the classroom. Wellisch and col-

leagues (1976) found that parent aides were more effective than paid

'outsiders."
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Illustrative examples. Charlotte, N.C. used parents as volunteers in

tutorial programs. The superintendent there reports that 10,000 parents

have served as volunteers in various activities.

A good inventory of ways to involve parents in schools is Working

with Your Schools published by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights' State

Advisory Comittees in Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas, and New Mexico.

Desegregating Schools Should Develop a Comprehensive Student Human

Relations Program

Each school should develop a two-part human relations policy for its

students: 1) curricular aspects of human relations inside the classroom,

and 2) special programs for the entire school.

The classroom aspects of the policy would include multiethnic text-

books, role-playing projects and discussions of race relations as they oc-

cur in the classroom, the school, the community and American society gen-

erally. The most important classroom aspect of the policy would be to as-

sign students to interracial teams to work together on class projects or

otherwise create opportunities for black, NOM, and white students to

interact. Obviously, these curricular changes should be thought out in

advance and will not be as effective if introduced after the conflict has

arisen. The programs that are most effective are those that are integral

to the day-to-day learning experiences and social interactions students

have. In other words, the more integrated with other activities and the

less obvious they are, the more integration they are likely to achieve

among students. One reason for this appears to be that teachers and

administrators, while they may think good human relations is a desirable

objective, often do not place this goal above other, more traditional,

goals of schools--such as teaching reading, language arts, or history.
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The special programs aspects of the human relations policy would in-

clude activities such as multi-racial school-wide student committees, spe-

cial movies, assembly speakers, and school-vide recognition of the birth-

days of minority political leaders and other important events in American

race relations. One idea the panel found attractive is to teach students

about the desegregation controversy in their own community, especially the

reasons why the judge or the school board required desegregation. That

is, what are the facts and issues in the local case.

These special programs should not be regarded as substitutes for the

curricular aspects of the school human relations policy. Furthermore, the

specifics of the individual special programs may not be as important as

the fact that their presence symbolizes to students that administrators,

teachers, and staff have a high regard for positive human relations. The

more teachers and principals talk about the importance of good human rela-

tions and behave accordingly, the more impact specific programs are likely

to have. It is very important that human relations programs begin at kin-

dergarten (or before where appropriate) because attitudes toward other

races and cultures may be significantly shaped by the time students are

10-12 years old. Ruman relations programs should seek to foster under-

standing and interaction among different minorities, as well as between

whites and racial and ethnic minorities.

Evidence. Experts on school desegregation are in considerable agree-

ment on the importance of human relations programs, although they differ

on how much change they feel can be achieved through them. Most agree

that interracial and interethnic contact is essential to making substan-

tial gains. Textbooks are no substitute for more experiential learning.

All experts agree that human relations programs should begin at the earli-
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eat grade as does the available research on the formation of race-related

attitudes (Katz, 1976).

Slavin and Madden (1979) found that assigning pupils to interracial

team in the classroom va the most effective of the eight practices they

studied for improving race relations among students. This practice was

strongly correlated with positive racial attitudes and behavior for both

whites and minorities. McConahay (1981) reviewed the experimental studies

of interracial cooperative teams and found that across a variety of set-

tings and a number of techniques for setting up the teams, the practice

produced more positive attitudes and behavior and improved academic

achievement in some instances. (For further discussion of cooperative

team learning, see the strategy which follows.)

The effects of special programs or curricular materials on race rela-

tions were not as strong as those for interracial teams, but Slavin and

Madden (1979) report some association with positive attitudes among

whites. Crain, Mahard and Narot (1981) found that schools purchasing

human relations materials had better race relations and the SDC Human Re-

lations Study (1980) found that special programs directed toward students

produced improved attitudes and behavior and improved self-concept among

minority students. This study, the most extensive to date focused on

human relations, also found that human relations programs were most effec-

tive when they were: (a) coordinated with the regular instructional pro-

gram, (b) increased intergroup contact, and (c) supported by school and

district officials.

Illustrative examples. Experts agree that the best types of human

relations programs are those that are so well integrated with the curricu-

lum, instructional practices, and extracurricular activities that it is

88-140 0-82----58
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not possible to identify them as being distinct programs. An example of

an instructional strategy that subtlely involves human relations objec-

tives is the various types of cooperative learning. However, more Visible

and limited programs can also have positive effects. Gwaltney describes

student human relations programs that are conducted by a school district

located in a large eastern industrial and commercial center where

minorities comprise 53Z of the student population (Carney, 1979b). Stu-

dent communication workshops have been organized involving between 20 and

25 students per workshop, some parents, and one or tvo teachers, and are

held during the school day at various locations including some outside the

schools. Students participate in human relations exercises that are de-

signed to increase trust and reduce threat among themselves and partic-

ularly among students of different racial and economic backgrounds.

Teachers who attend are encouraged to continue the workshop exercises in

the classroom. The court ordered the districts to implement a program in

Cleveland in which students explore the history of segregation and the

desegregation suit in that city. But, no evidence on that program's

effectiveness is yet available.

In Shaker Heights, Ohio, the school system instituted a number of

human relations activities for elementary school students. These activi-

ties included development of a resource room to which white and minority

students may go for recreation after lessons are completed. The room is

designed to encourage interracial interaction during play. Another acti-

vity is a hands-on program sponsored by a local museum. Students of dif-

ferent races are encouraged to interact in a learning environment outside

the classroom.
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Minneapolis secondary school students participate in the formulation

of human relations guidelines and are involved in planning and conducting

school-wide lectures and seminars of human relations topics. Over the

school year, a variety of ethnic observance days are set aside and schools

participate in programs designed to foster understanding of a number of

ethnic cultures, not merely black and Hispanic. The Green Circle program

has been implemented with apparent success in many school systems, includ-

ing Nashville and New Castle County.

Provide Opportunities for Cooperative Learning, Including the Use of

Student Teams, in Desegregated Schools

One set of techniques widely used to improve student relations, to

improve the academic achievement of low-achieving children and minimize

the problems of teaching academically heterogeneous classrooms is

"cooperative learning." These techniques usually involve the creation of

team of students. Each team of roughly four to six students represents

the full range of ethnic groups, ability, and gender in the classroom.

Academic work is structured so that the children on each team are depen-

dent on each other but also so that disparity in achievement levels does

not automatically lead to disparity in contributions to goal attainment.

So, for example, one team learning technique (Jigsaw) is structured so

that each child is given information which all group members need to com-

plete their work. Another team learning technique (STAD) gives rewards

for improvement in academic performance, so that students with weak aca-

demic backgrounds have the potential to contribute as much to the success

of the team as do the best students.

The work of Elizabeth Cohen and others (1980) on the Multi-Ability

Classroom has shown promising results in fostering equal participation and
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influence in cooperative learning groups. The multiple ability approach

is designed to counter the effects of status generalization in academical-

ly heterogeneous and racially integrated classrooms. Rosenholtz (1977),

for example, found that children seen as high in reading ability and high

in status in group reading tasks also have high status in groups with

tasks thst do-not require reading.

There are many varieties of cooperative learning. For example, na-

tional origin minority children might serve as tutors in foreign language

courses.

There is a considerable body of evidence which suggests that various

types of cooperative learning techniques, a) lead to higher than usual

academic achievement gains for low-achieving students who are involved,

and b) almost always improve relations between majority and minority group

children.

One of the advantages of these cooperative learning techniques is

that they are relatively easy to implement. They can be used by a single

teacher without requiring the cooperation of otter teachers and admini-

strators. Also, they can be used for only a portion of the school day or

for only a short period of time over the semester. Finally, they do not

require a major investment in learning new techniques or in setting up

administrative procedures. Books and manuals which explain implementation

procedures are available as are some curriculum materials already orga-

nized for use by student teams. Some consideration has been given to

extending the team learning approach to encompass an entire school, with

classrooms competing as units to achieve academically, improve attendance

or discipline, etc. To our knowlege this has not yet been done. However,

the idea seems promising.
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There is also some reason to believe that less structured forms of

academic cooperation are helpful in improving race relations. However,

considerable care needs to be taken in designing such cooperative exper-

iences so that they do not put low-achieving children at a disadvantage.

Teachers who understand the basic theory of cooperative team learning are

more likely to be effective in adapting particular programs to their

classroom situation.

Evidence. The research evidence showing positive effects of various

structured cooperative learning team strategies is strong, although the

impact of some of these techniques such as Teams-Games-Tournament (TOT)

and Student Teams-Achievement Division (STAD) have been more frequently

studied than that of others. For recent reviews of research of coopera-

tive learning techniques see Slavin (1980) and Sharan (1980). Some of the

studies of cooperative academic teams have been conducted in classrooms

with Hispanic children as well as Anglos and blacks. The conclusions

drawn from this work are generally similar to those found in the more

numerous studies of biracial classrooms. Perhaps because the evidence on

this issue is so strong, the national experts interviewed as part of this

project chose cooperative learning with great frequency as a specific

means for minimizing discriminatory resegregation within schools.

The evidence relating to the impact of encouraging academic coopera-

tion between majority and minority students without employing specific

well-tested team techniques like those described above is less clear.

Yet, it is strongly suggestive of a positive impact. The U.S. Commission

on Civil Rights (1976) found support for this strategy as a means of re-

ducing resegregation. Two recent large correlational studies also suggest

a positive effect of academic cooperation on race relations. Slavin and
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Hadden (1979) found that assigning black and white students to work

together on academic tasks was quite consistently related to positive out-

comes on six different indications of students' interracial attitudes and

behavior. Similar findings about positive benefits of team-organized

schools is reported by Damico, Green and Bell-Nathaniel (1981). In addi-

tion, recent studies have suggested that cooperative intergroup contact in

the classroom may improve at least some children's self-concept (System

Development Corporation, 1980) and attitudes toward school, especially for

blacks (Damico, Green & Bell-Nathaniel, 1981).

Several studies provide evidence that the multiple ability interven-

tion helps to equalize status and participation in small mixed-ability

groups of both single-race and multiracial composition (Stulac, 1975;

Cohen, 1979; Rosenholtz, 1980). In addition, low-achieving minority

students have been found to exhibit more active learning behavior in

classrooms (Cohen, 1980; Ahmadjian-Baer, 1981). There is no evidence on

the relationship of the behavioral changes to achievement outcomes in the

multi-ability environment.

Although these studies suggest the positive impact of a variety of

classroom procedures which encourage cooperative intergroup contact, there

is research which suggests that several factors may influence just how

effective sucl; contact is in improving race relations. Specifically, some

studies by Blanchard and his colleagues (1975) show that the positive

impact of cooperation is greatest when the group succeeds. Also, other

research suggests that whites are more attracted to blacks who perform

competently in a group situation. These lines of research, combined with

research by Cohen and her associates, indicate that careful attention

should be paid to structuring cooperative learning so that situations are



913

not created in which the participation and status of different groups are

very unequal.

Illustrative Examples. The techniques for cooperative learning that

are most widely discussed are:

Teams-Games-Tournament. Teams-Games-Tournament (TOT) is built around
two major components: 4-5 member student teams, and instruc-
tion~l tournaments. The teams are the cooperative element of
TGT. Students are assigned to teams according to a procedure
that maximizes heterogeneity of ability levels, sex, and race.
The primary function of the ter, is to prepare its members to do
well in the tournament. Following an initial class presentation
by the teachers, the teams are given worksheets covering academ-
ic material similar to that to be included in the tournament.
Teamates study together and quiz each other to be sure that all
team members are prepared.

After the team practice session, team members must demon-
strate their learning in the tournament, which is usually held
once a week. For the tournament, students are assigned to three
person "tournament tables." The assignment is done so that com-
petition at each table will be fair--the highest three students
in past performances are assigned to Table 1, the next three to
Table 2, and so on. At the tables, the students compete on
simple academic games covering content that has been presented
in class by the teacher and on the worksheets. Students at the
tournament tables are competing as representatives of their
teams, and the score each student earns at his or her tournament
table is added into an overall team score. Because students are
assigned to ability-homogeneous tournament tables, each student
has an equal chance of contributing a maximum score to his or
her team, as the first place scorer at every table brings the
same number of points to his or her team. Following the tourna-
ment, the teacher prepares a newsletter which recognizes suc-
cessful teams and first place scorers. While team assignments
always remain the same, tournament table assignments are changed
for every tournament according to a system that maintains equal-
ity of past performance at each table. For a complete descrip-
tion of Teams-Games-Tournament, see Slavin (1978).

Student Teams-Achievement Divisions. Student Teams-Achievement Di-
visions (STAD) uses the same 4-5 member heterogeneous teams used
in TGT, but replaces the games and tournaments with simple,
15-minute quizzes, which student- take after studying in their
teams. The quiz scores are translated into team scores using a
system called "achievement divisions." The quiz scores of the
highest six students in past performance are compared, and the
top scorer in this group (the achievement division) earns eight
points for his or her team, the second scorer earns six points,
etc. Then the quit scores of the next highest six students in
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past performance are compared, and so on. In this way, student
scores are compared only with those of an ability-homogeneous
reference group instead of the entire class. A "bumping" proce-
dure changes division assignments from week to week to maintain
equality. Students know only their own division assignments;
they do not interact in any way with the other members of their
division. The achievement division feature maintains the
equality of opportunity for contributions to the team score as
in TGT. A complete description of STAD appears in Slavin
(1978).

Jigsaw. In Jigsaw, students are assigned to small heterogeneous
teams, as in TGT and STAD. Academic material is broken into as
many sections as there are team members. For example, a biogra-
phy might be broken into "early years," "schooling," "first
accomplishments," etc. The students study their sections with
members of other teams who have the same sections. Then they
return to their teams and teach their sections to the other team
members. Finally, all team members are quizzed on the entire
unit. The quiz scores contribute to individual grades, not to a
team score as in TGT and STAD. In this sense, the Jigsaw tech-
nique may be seen as high in task interdependence but low in
reward interdependence, as individual performances do not con-
tribute directly to a group goal. In the Jigsaw technique,
individual performances contribute to others' individual goals
only; since the group is not rewarded as a group, there is no
formal group goal. However, because the positive behavior of
each team member (learning the sections) helps the other group
members to be rewarded (because they need each others' informa-
tion), the essential dynamics of the cooperative reward struc-
ture are present.

Slavin (1978) constructed a modification of Jigsaw called
Jigsaw It. In Jigsaw II, students all read the same material
but focus on separate topics. The students from different teams
who have the same topics meet to discuss their topics, and then
return to teach them to their teammates. The team members then
take a quiz, and the quiz scores are used to form team scores as
in STAD. Thus, Jigsaw II involves less task interdependence and
more reward interdependence than Jigsaw.

Small-Group Teaching. Small-Group Teaching is a general organiza-'
tional plan for the classroom rather than a specific technique.
It places considerable emphasis on group decision-making, inclu-
ding assignment of group members of tasks, and on individual
contributions that make up a group product rather than a less
well-defined group task. Cooperative rewards are not well-
specified; students are simply asked to cooperate to achieve
group goals (Slavin, 1980).

Multiple-Ability Classroom. Mixed-ability groups are assigned
cooperative learning tasks which require a number of abilities
and do not exclusively rely on reading, writing, and computation
skills. In addition, students are prepared for the task by
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discussing the range of abilities it requires and are instructed
that while no group member will possess all of the necessary
skills, every member will be able to contribute at least one.
The multiple ability assignments may be preceded by Expectation
Training in which low-status students are prepared for special
tasks which they then teach to other students (Cohen, 1980).

These various cooperative learning techniques are in place in hun-

dreds of school systems throughout the county. The STAD procedure has

been endorsed by the U.S. Department of Education as an "idea that works."

Detailed information about this program, and help in adopting it, is

available from the National Diffusion Network, U.S. Department of

Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20203.

Peer Tutoring Can be a Strategy for Dealing with Achievement Diversity

The most common peer tutoring model is cross-age tutoring, in which

older children teach younger children, both usually low-achieving stu-

dents. Peer tutoring can be used, however, within age groups and for stu-

dents of all levels of ability. The rationale is that the tutee will

benefit from the additional individual help, and the tutor will also learn

more through teaching and preparation for teaching. An additional ratio-

nale is that cross-age interracial tutoring can be used in integrated

heterogeneous (e.g., multi-age, non-graded) classrooms, not only to accom-

modate diverse achievement levels but also to foster improved race rela-

tions (Gartner, Kohler & Riessman, 1971).

Evidence. Considerable evidence exists of cognitive and affective

gains for older, low-achieving tutors. Evidence of comparable effects for

tutees is more equivocal. Some studies show positive academic and attitu-

dinal changes for both tutor and tutee, while others have found that the

benfits for the former do not also accrue in same measure to the latter

(Devin-Sheehan, Feldman & Allen, 1976).
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While positive results have been found for both black and white same-

race pairs, very few studies have examined mixed-race pairs. One that did

so found that cross-race tutoring produced greater interracial interaction

and acceptance for both tutor and tutee, although there were no signifi-

cant gains in achievement (Devin-Sheehan, et al., 1976).

Eliminate the Grouping of Students in Separate Classes by Ability in

Elementary School

Students are separated by ability level for some or all of their in-

struction in most American schools. In elementary schools, one practice

is to assign students to classrooms at a particular grade level based upon

ability. Ability is usually measured by standardized tests, grades, and

teacher reports. This practice should be eliminated in schools that seek

to desegregate effectively. Another form of "academic segregation" is the

division of children within a class into recognizable ability groups. The

practice can, if the groups are more or less permanent and are continued

across subjects, be as dysfunctional as ability grouping by classroom.

Indeed they may be more damaging causee they reinforce stereotypes and

student self-devaluation. However, grouping for instruction in particular

subjects for portions of the school day should not necessarily be elimi-

nated.

Evidence. The evidence is clear that these assignment practices tend

to segregate students by race (Findley & Bryan, 1971; Hills & Bryan,

1976). The reason is that ability measures, such as standardized tests,

7 sort students by socioeconomic status and race. Teacher reports and

grades are also biased by assumptions related to race and socioeconomic

status. The evidence is also clear that this assignment pattern does not

improve achievement for low ability or high ability groups (Findley & "
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Bryan, 1971; Epstein, 1980; and others). This generalization seems to

apply even to very low achieving students, assuming that students experi-

ence good teaching. One major study, for example, found that in three out

of four schools studied, students in need of compensatory education who

were ' mainstreamed," did better than those in special classes and in the

fourth there was no difference between the groups (National Institute of

Education, 1978). Further, the achievement and self-esteem of low-ability

students generally seem to be harmed by grouping. Race relations cannot

be improved when students are separated in segregated classrooms or groups

for instruction. The evidence is also clear that teachers prefer classes

with a limited range of ability if they are assigned to groups of students

with high or average ability but not if they are assigned to classes with

low ability (Findley & Bryan, 1971). It is the popularity of ability

grouping with teachers that has guaranteed its continuation and not its

obvious instructional value. Despite Cabe Kaplan's flair with the sweat-

hogs in Welcome Back gotter, there is little evidence that teachers with

the greatest experience and teaching ability are assigned to low-ability

classes.

Empirical research reported by Epstein (1980) shows that eliminating

tracking in the elementary schools will have little effect on achievement

scores but that flexible grouping (allowing for status change) and other

organizational structures (active-learning and equal status programs) have

positive effects on black students' achievement.

Examine Carefully Any Within-Classroom Ability Groups That Do Not Change

More than three-fourths of elementary school teachers group children

for reading and mathematics. Often children grouped on the basis of one

skill (usually reading), are kept in these groups for other subjects and



918

classroom activities and this may be quite inappropriate. Schools should

examine such grouping practices carefully to determine whether they are

flexible. Is it possible for children to move up? Do they, in fact.,

improve and move up to higher ability-level groups?

Evidence. Within-class grouping for reading and math based upon

standardized measures of ability or based upon experiences a child first

brings to kindergarten or first grade usually segregates students by race

within groups in the classroom. Within-class grouping by ability for

reading and math is not clearly superior to other methods of organizing a

classroom, though this depends on the extent of heterogeneity. Epstein

(1980) found that black students did better in less resegregative

programs; they benefitted from participation in equal status learning

programs and from flexible grouping.

Teachers prefer ability grouping because it limits the range of stu-

dent experience and knowledge (which they call ability) with which they

must contend at any one time. The need to continually re-examine the

rigidity of grouping procedures is underscored by the finding that teach-

ers who express low support for integration are more likely to use homo-

geneous grouping strategies than those who support it (Epstein, 1980;

Gerard & Miller, 1975). The evidence on impact of within-class grouping

on race relations is inconclusive. Schofield (1981) suggests that this is

due to the variety of ways in which in-class groups may be used. In gen-

eral, however, race relations are improved by interracial contact and

seldom improve in the absence of such contact (McConahay, 1981).

The dangers of such within-class grouping are that decisions made

about a child's ability are made very early in the school career (grades K

or 1) and are simply honored by each succeeding teacher providing little
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chance for change. If those decisions are unexamined by teachers, princi-

pals, parents or children, they become self-fulfilling prophecies. This

possibility is strengthened by the observation that students who have been

classified as less able may receive less instructional time, attention and

material than more able students (Rist, 1970; Oakes, 1980; Green &

Griffore, 1978).

Eliminate Rigid and Inflexible Tracking and Grouping in Secondary Schools

Two types of grouping occur at the high school level. One is a form

of ability grouping, sometimes called leveling, in which courses such as

English and mathematics have different levels of difficulty. The other

arrangement, usually called tracking, refers to a differentiated curricu-

lum. There are usually three tracks: college preparatory, vocational,

and general. Leveling should be limited, flexible, and determined for

each subject separately. Students and parents should be allowed to choose

the level of work for the student after recommendations from school

personnel. Tracking should be flexible, with students allowed to choose

from both college preparatory and vocational courses. Students should not

have to declare for the college preparatory or vocational track so that

they have separate criteria to meet for graduation depending upon track

membership, and that might exclude them from post-high school options.

Evidence. The evidence is clear that leveling and tracking tend to

segregate by race with black, Hispanic and foreign-born students over-

represented in lower levels and in vocational and general tracks (Har-

nischfeger & Wiley, 1980). Larkins and Oldhm (1976) indicate that level-

ing and tracking not only resegregate students while they are in their

leveled or tracked classes, but that they affect students' schedules for

all other classes. This leads to resegregation in classes not consciously
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tracked. Local interviews confirm the existence of this problem. The

experts interviewed suggested that schools eliminate grouping by ability

and allow students to choose freely among vocational or college prepara-

tory courses without having to declare themselves in a particular track.

Grouping, although not necessary to good instruction, is, however, ex-

tremely popular. Its abolition may be impossible to achieve in the near

term.

The empirical evidence of the impact of tracking and leveling on race

relations is quite mixed, but generally it suggests that the impact is

negative. Crain, Mahard and Marot (1981) find that ability grouping in

newly desegregated southern junior and senior high schools (meaning sort-

ing English and other basic classes by ability while leaving electives,

gym, and other courses heterogeneously grouped) tends to have harmful ef-

fects on achievement but beneficial effects on race relations, and that

ability grouping in elementary school has harmful effects on both.

The evidence on the impact of grouping or leveling on achievement at

the secondary level is the same as that at the elementary level-negative

impact on low-ability groups (which have high concentrations of minority

children in desegregated districts) and no consistently positive impact on

high ability groups (Froman, 1981). The results of studies are extremely

mixed and seem much more likely to be related to teacher behavior,

student-teacher interaction and the structure of the instructional process

within groups rather than the grouping itself. There is a limit to the

diversity that classroom teachers can handle. Without expertise in class-

room management and knowledge of instructional strategies most appropriate

for heterogeneous classes, extreme student diversity will defeat most

teachers and the learning needs of students will not be met (Evertson,
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Sanford & Emer, 1981). A recent analysis of leveling by Oakes (1980)

indicates less time is spent on instruction in low levels and teachers

have lower expectations for homework. "Teacher clarity" and "teacher

enthusiasm" were found in greater proportions in high-level rather than

low-level classes. Although it is widely believed that leveling and

tracking keep middle class whites in desegregated schools, there is no

evidence to support this contention. In fact, almost all school systems

use the practice, including those with high levels of white flight.

National experts were nearly unanimous in rejecting ability grouping

or urging extremely restricted use of ability grouping at all levels of

instruction. Similarly, the consensus literature generally attributes

detrimental effects to ability grouping and tracking.

School Officials, Staff and Teachers Receive Training in and Develop

Explicit Policies and Procedures for Identifying and Placing Students

in Special Curriculum in Non-Discriminatory Ways

This strategy calls for school officials, staff and teachers to be

trained in assessment procedures that will reduce the disproportionate as-

signment of minority students to special curriculum (EMR for example) and

further, that school systems develop explicit policies governing such

placements. For example, students with limited English proficiency should

not be tested in English. Moreover, schools should seek linguistically

and culturally relevant information and advice in order to reach informed

decisions regarding special education placement of national origin minor-

ity students.

Evidence. Systematic research on the effects of alternative assess-

ment procedures on the classification of minority students is virtually

nonexistent. An application of Mercer's technique (1973) did produce a
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reduction in the identification of Hispanic children in California as re-

tarded. The use of learning potential assessment has led Budoff (1972) to

conclude that a large number of IQ-defined retardates do have learning

ability and are not mentally retarded but educationally retarded.

Hargrove and his colleagues (1981) found that schools in which the refer-

ral process was more consultative referred fever students for testing, but

there was no systematic effect on race of referrals. Studies of the

implementation of P.L. 94-142 (Stearns, Green & David, 1980) and similar

state legislation (Weatherly, 1979) indicate that the interdisciplinary

procedures dictated by the law are widely used, but the relationship of

these practices to placement decisions is not known. There is evidence,

however, of strong bureaucratic constraints on the deliberations of

interdisciplinary tea&s; they frequently reach professional consensus

before parents are involved and consider only a narrow range of service

options (Weatherly, 1979).

There is clear evidence that testing of bilingual children in their

primary language has a positive effect on their performance. When the

plaintiffs in the Diana case (Diana v. State Board of Education,

1970)--nine children classified as EMR--were retested in Spanish, only two

of them scored below the IQ cutoff for EKR, and the lowest score was only

3 points below the cutoff.

Mackler (1974) calls for an assessment team approach (inter-disci-

plinary model) to prevent the segregation of minority students. Both lo-

cal and national experts emphasized the importance of this strategy. The

U.S. Comission on Civil Rights (1976) report is also a source of support

for this strategy.
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Illustrative examples. A variety of alternative assessment proce-

dures have been developed that are intended to reduce reliance on standar-

dized intelligence tests. These include, but are not limited to, the fol-

lowing:

1) Criterion-referenced assessment describes a child's test perfor-
mance in terms of level of mastery of specific skills, rather
than in comparison with a normative distribution. It is a method
of test interpretation rather than a type of test; no normative
or peer-referenped implications are drawn. Examples of crite-
rion-referenced assessment include "mastery testing" (Mayo, 1979)
and "dcmain-referenced testing" (Nitko & Hsu, 1974).

2) Learning potential assessment uses a test-teach-retest paradigm
in order to assess the child's actual learning ability and stra-
tegy. The Learning Potential Assessment Device (Feuerstein,
1979, p. 17) is accompanied by Instrumental Enrichment, educa-
tional techniques designed to "enhance development in the very
area of cognitive deficiency that have been identified by the
LPAD" (Haywood, 1977, p. 17).

3) Interdisciplinary assessment combines the perspectives of a vari-
ety of professionals who have worked with the child, including
the child's classroom teacher. Under P.L. 94-142, the parents
are also included, as well as the child when appropriate. The
rationale is that multiple sources of information about the
child's behavior in a variety of settings will reduce reliance on
test scores in making placement decisions and thereby reduce
minority disproportion (Mackler, 1974).

4) The consultation model prescribed by Johnson (1976) is not a
method of psychological assessment but rather a process by which
the necessity of testing is determined. The school psychologist
consults with the referring teacher and other school personnel
to devise ways of working with the child in the regular class-
room, and continues with testing only if these strategies are not
effective. The rationale is that in many cases a teacher's re-
ferral may be a request for help and should not automatically be
interpreted as a step toward special education placement.

5) The System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) inte-
grates several approaches to non-discriminatory assessment in an
attempt to control for different sources of bias. The SOMPA,
developed by Mercer and Lewis (1978), adopts pluralistic norms
for standardization, includes an ecological assessment of adap-
tive behavior, and uses the interdisciplinary process with empha-
sis on parent involvement. Although its psychometric basis re-
mains controversial, the SOMPA represents the best organized mo-
del of non-discriminatory assessment available at this time
(Cook, 1979).

88-140 0-82--59
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Comments. P.L. 94-142 (federal legislation) demands that "testing

and evaluation materials and procedures used for the purposes of evalua-

tion and placement of handicapped children must be selected and admini-

stered so as not to be racially or culturally discriminatory" (112a.

530-b). U.S. District Court Judge Peckham (San Francisco, 1972) ruled in

Larry P. v. Riles that "Individual intelligence tests could not be used in

the decision making process to place black chiLdren in ExR classes."

Establish Clear and Consistent Expectations for Student Behavior in Each

School

During the initial year of desegregation, some students are in na

buildings with different expectations for behavior. When expectations are

ambiguous and when they are applied inconsistently, students are confused

and sometimes angered. The increase in minority suspensions following de-

segregation may occur in part because minority students are more often

moved into previously white schools then white students are moved into

previously all minority schools. Minority students are thus required to

adapt or to assimilate into a different set of rules or a different cul-

ture.

Special attention to cooperative, open development of a set of be-

havior expectations at each school building during the initial period of

desegregation may reduce disproportionate minority suspensions. This

does not mean that writing a new code of conduct in which the rules are

uniform in all schools is sufficient. The key point here is that minority

and majority parents, and students together with teachers under the

leadership of the principal, must come to some common agreement about the

way everyone is expected to behave in the school. That agreement about

expectations must be communicated to everyone in the school, including
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teachers. If the approach taken is one of understanding differences in

acceptable behavior rather than one of total assimilation of minority

children into the majority expectations, then minority suspensions are

likely to be reduced.

Evidence. The qualitative literature supports this as an important

way of reducing misbehavior for all students during desegregation.

National experts support this position and emphasize early notification of

parents when infractions occur. Gottfredson and Daiger's (1979) analysis

of data from 600 schools provide strong support for this approach. Spe-

cifically, this study finds that order will increase if schools:

1. Develop schools of smaller size, where teachers have extensive

responsibility for and contact with a limited number of students

in several aspects of their education, and where steps are taken

to ensure adequate resources for instruction.

2. Administer schools in ways that are clear, explicit and firm.

3. Promote cooperation between teachers and administrators especial-

ly with respect to school policies and sanctions for disruptive

behavior.

4. Develop school rules that are fair, clear, and well publicized

and apply the rules in ways that are firm, consistent, persistent

end even-handed.

Research by Emmer, Everston and Anderson (1979) emphasizes the importance

of establishing and enforcing classroom and school norms early in the

school year.

Analyze Carefully the Reasons for Disproportionate Minority Suspensions

Students are suspended from school for a wide variety of reasons.

Minority students are almost always suspended in disproportionate numbers
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in relation to their percentage in the school or district. Minority sus-

pensions frequently increase immediately after implementation of a deseg-

regation order particularly in previously all white schools. This

suggests that their use may be an attempt to limit the impact of

desegregation and resegregation.

While some infractions are objectively measured, such as truancy,

possession of drugs or weapons and the like, many, such as disrespectful

behavior, insubordination and dress violations require personal judgments

by school officials. Most of the questions raised about unfair

disciplinary actions are raised with respect to sanctions for these

ill-defined offenses.

Schools should keep records on suspension including the reason for

the suspension, the teacher or staff person involved, and the race and sex

of the student involved. This allows the school principal, parents and

others to analyze the reasons for suspension by race and sex, and to

determine if particular teachers or staff people have problem. needing

attention. Until the leadership in a school understands the causes of

disproportionate minority suspension in that school at that time, solu-

tions are impossible.

Not very many districts and schools conduct such analysis on their

own without outside pressure. It is viewed as threatening, but it is es-

sential to understanding disproportionate minority suspension and identi-

fying solutions for the problem.

Evidence. The reported associations of lack of support for desegre-

gation with perceptions of increased discipline problems Perettl, 1976)

and reports by school officials we interviewed that communication problem

contribute to increased discipline problems, underscore the importance of
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moaitoriug subsequent to desegregation. In some cases, where detailed

records have been kept, minority students have been found to be suspended

more often for "subjective" offenses and for less serious offenses than

their majority peers (Foster, 1977; Study Group on Racial Isolation in the

Public Schools, 1978). Columbus, Ohio, at the order of the court, has

undertaken careful analysis of suspension and other data. The Columbus

plan has been operating for two years. Second year data show slightly

more suspensions, but the racial disproportion has been reduced from year

one. Cleveland analyzed suspensions by reason and race (Kaeser, 1979a),

but did not use the data in rewriting their code.

Limit the Number of Offenses for Which Suspension and Expulsion Can

Be Used

Suspensions are used extensively in American schools, generally for

behavior that is not considered dangerous to persons or property. As many

as half of all suspensions are for violations of attendance policy. The

widely varying suspension rates among schools, sometimes schools with

similar student bodies in the same city, suggest considerable discretion

exercised in the choice of this technique for dealing with student

infractions.

Student advocates such as the Childrens' Defense Fund (CDF), the

South Eastern Public Education Project (SEPEP), and professional associa-

tions such as the National Education Association (NEA), the National Asso-

ciation of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), and the American Associa-

tion of School Administrators (AASA), all agree that the overall numbers

of suspensions ought to be reduced. All of these organizations have

recommendations for the proper way to do this.
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One easy place to begin is to prune suspendable offenses from a dis-

trict's discipline code. Most districts have a laundry list of 15-25 of-

fenses. Eliminating suspension for truancy, tardiness and other absence-

related offenses is a first step. A second category of offenses for which

suspension should be limited are vague ones such as "failure to comply

vith authority." Spell it out or throw it out.

Illustrative examples. Sample codes are available from the following

organizations:

Children's Defense Fund Citizen's Council for Ohio Schools 1520
New Hampshire Avenue, N.W. 517 The Arcade
Washington, D.C. 20036 Cleveland, OH 44114

Harvard Center for Law National Education Association
and Education 1201 16th Street, N..

6 Appian Way, 3rd Floor Washington, D.C. 20036
Cambridge, MA 02138

South Eastern Public National Association of Secondary
Education Project School Principals

1338 Main Street 1904 Association Drive
Columbia, SC 29201 Reston, VA 22091

American Association of School Administrators
1801 N. Moore Street
Arlington, VA 22209

Create Alternative In-School Programs in Lieu of Suspensions

When suspensions are disproportionately minority, they have the

effect of resegregating students outside of schools and where minority

students make up a relatively small proportion of a school, suspensions

may also resegregate schools. If in-school suspension removes substantial

numbers of minority students from regular classes to in-school discipline

programs, these alternatives may themselves contribute to resegregation.

Regardless of its effect on resegregation, however, suspensions are to be

avoided whenever possible. The absence of alternatives to suspension may

make teachers and administrators reluctant to suspend disruptive students.
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Both disruption and disproportionate suspensions defeat the purposes of

desegregation and result in a loss of public and parent support for the

school system.

Effective in-school programs in lieu of suspensions in desegregated

schools have five important characteristics:

a. They identify the individual problem that led to the misbeha-
vior;

b. They provide assistance, support, encouragement or active inter-
vention for solving the problem (this includes help for teachers
and students--sometimes teachers have problems dealing with par-
ticular kinds of student behavior);

c. They actively work at helping the student keep up with academic
work or help him or her to catch up if they are behind;

d. They reduce dramatically or eliminate totally the number of out-
of-school suspensions; and

e. They do not resegregate students within the school.

There are several types of alternative programs. Not all of them

always meet the five characteristics of an effective program, but they can

if implemented properly. They are called student referral centers,

time-out rooms, in-school suspensions (ISS), pupil problem teams,

counseling and guidance programs, Saturday and evening schools, and other

names. Just establishing one of these programs will not guarantee a

reduction in disproportionate minority suspensions since the causes of the

disproportion in the particular school must be understood and Addressed by

one or more of these programs.

Evidence. Use of alternatives to suspensions is a growing phenomenon

but evaluation data tend not to be very complete or to address fully the

impact on resegregation of students. Many programs point to reduced use

of out-of-school suspension as a result of implementing an alternative

(National Institute of Education, 1979, pp. 80, 100; Bader, 1978). There

is also evidence of low recidivism in some programs; NIE (1979) describes

a counseling program in which fever than 12% of participants have been
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subsequently suspended, and an 1SS center in which 93% had neither been

suspended nor returned to ISS (pp. 98, 100). Even without a reduction in

racial disparity, a reduction in numbers of students suspended should

reduce resegregation.

Indications of reduced minority disproportion in suspension rates are

few, even though this issue has been a major factor in recognition bf "the

suspension problem" that led to the establishment of many alternative

programs (Garibaldi, 1979). The Dallas schools report a black suspension

rate of close to 40%, the proportion of black enrollment, after the insti-

tution of ISS programs under a court order (Cotton, 1978). In Jefferson

Parish, Louisiana, four out of five middle schools in which an "interven-

tion room" was established reduced their minority suspensions by 282 while

in the unserved schools, minority suspensions increased by 29% (National

Institute of Education, 1979, p. 84). The PASS (Positive Alternatives to

Suspensions) program in Pinellas County, Florida reduced suspensions or

held them constant while an increase was observed in control group

schools; after the program was introduced in all Pinellas County high

schools, the number of suspensions was cut by more than half.

ISS program administrators and observers continue to express concern

about the degree of racial isolation and disproportion in the alternative

programs themselves. Arnez (1978, pp. 33-34) cites the Louisvil-le system

as an example in which referrals to a separate school program were over-

whelmingly black while those to an in-school program were mostly white.

Arnove and Strout (1980) observed similar situations in other large

cities. Participants in the NIE conference observed that ISS centers

could become just as disproportionately minority in composition as were

out-of-school suspensions. These programs can become identified as
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"minority programs," especially when they involve a voluntary transfer to

an alternative school (Williams, in NIE, p. 18).

Illustrative examples. The Positive Alternatives to Suspension

(PASS) program in Pinellas County, Florida, is widely publicized. It

includes regular classroom instruction in human relations, basic encounter

groups for students and staff, parent training, and school and home "sur-

vival courses" for students with behavior problems (Bailey, 1978). Other

effective programs are described in Creative Discipline, a periodical

published by SEPEP, and by First and Mizell (1980). (See also Foster's

Hillsborough County Study, 1977; NIE In-school Alternatives to suspension

report, April 1979; Kaeser, 1979b)

Desegregated Secondary Schools Should Ensure Desegregated Student

Governments

It is important that the formal leaders of the school be representa-

tive of the racial and ethnic groups of the school. Student government

can play an important role in establishing a favorable racial climate in

the school. However, in newly desegregated schools, elections may become

racial referenda with bloc voting that prevents members of the school's

smaller racial or ethnic group from obtaining seats in the government.

The principal should act in this situation to make it clear to the student

body that a ore-race student government is unacceptable.

Principals have used a variety of techniques to ensure that student

government is desegregated. Some have replaced the conventional student

council with a multiethnic student committee with a fixed number of seats

for each group. Others have required elections to be among slates of can-

didates, each slate representative of the school's racial mix. Some prin-

cipals have simply announced that they will not approve any elections
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which do not result in a multiethnic group of officers. Any of these

techniques could work. (We do not recommend proportional representation

systems of voting, which encourage minority voting for one's own group and

generally result in confusion.)

Election of multiracial student government, is a necessary first

step, but by itself it is not a panacea. In particular, the election of a

minority class president in a majority--white school is not evidence that

any of the school's racial problems are solved.

Evidence. The studies by Crain, Hahard, and Narot (1981) and by

Forehand and Ragosta (1976) present evidence that integration of the stu-

dent elite is a valuable desegregation technique. Case studies reported

in Riot (1979) support this idea.

Illustrative example. In Charlotte-Mecklenburg, administrators

established a 6-3 representation of white and black students for student

government councils. The school board rejected the administration's plan

but the students themselves subsequently adopted the same plan. Student

race relations in that system have been widely reported as exemplary.

Desegregated Secondary Schools Should Have a Student Human Relations

Committee

Many southern co-munities created biracial citizen committees to deal

with local racial issues. While they were advisory bodies with no formal

power, they nevertheless often were able to intervene in racial issues and

resolve them before they reached flash point temperature.

Many high schools in the South have done the same thing with a stu-

dent committee, called a bi/multi-racial committee or a human relations

comittee. These groups receive information and complaints from other

students, and transmit to the administration information about problems
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and recommendations for theif solution. They also orgapize human rela-

tions activities, organize special projects, and, provide rumor control.

In many cases, they are given credit for preventing a racial confronta-

tion; and when a crisis does occur, there are a ready-made source of

trained student leadership to help mediate it.

Bi-racial committees, multi-racial committees in school systems vith

significant numbers of NON students, and human relations comittees are

sometimes elected, sometimes appointed by the student government, and

sometimes appointed by the principal. In some cases the officers elected

and the other committee member. are volunteers.

- Evidence. Forehand and Ragosta (1976) conclude that student human

relations committees contribute to the effectiveness of desegregated high

schools. Crain, Mahard and Varot (1981) present evidence in support of

this proposition.

Desegregated Schools Should Maximize Opportunities for Student Participa-

tion in Integrated Extracurricular Activities

It is well known that good race relations can best be brought about

by personal contact between white and minority students in an atmosphere

of cooperation toward a common goal. This means that for a desegregated

junior high school and secondary school, the extracurricular activities

program may be a central mechanism for creating true integration. Not

only will a strong extracurricular activities program strengthen school

race relations, but the improved student morale could spill over into im-

provements in achievement as well.

Schools must do two things: they must offer enough different kinds

of extracurricular activities to involve virtually every student, and they

must work to ensure that all these activities are integrated. To do this,
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schools must assign staff time to extracurricular activities and must plan

their program carefully to minimize organizations which viii appeal to

only one group, or organizations which elect their own membership on dif-

fuse grounds (such s overall "popularity") which will often be racially

biased. The principal must monitor the extracurricular program carefully.

In a desegregated school, there must be adequate transportation to alloy

students to remain after school. This may be expensive, but the potential

benefits seem substantial. Alternately, some schools have scheduled a

time period during the school day for extracurricular activities. Since

few teachers have special training in the management of extracurricular

programs. inservice training is important.

The capacity for some types of extracurricular activities needs to be

established by the school system early. For example, schools without

string programs-in early grades are not likely to have desegregated

orchestras.

Extracurricular programs that most need strengthening are:

1. Female athletics programs. There is reason to believe that

minority girls have a particularly difficult time being in-

tegrated within desegregated schools.

2. Programs for junior high school students

3. Intramural athletics in larger schools

4. Interest-clubs: (electronics, automotive, foreign language,

clothing, computers, bowling)

5. Service organizations (volunteer groups for in-school or

out-of-school programs). These must be controlled to pre-

vent them from becoming "prestige" clubs.
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6. Human relations groups.

These can be made more effective if a socially and ethnically repre-

sentative group of the school's participants are involved in planning,

developing and supporting extracurricular activities. Doing so may reduce

the occurrence of one-race activities.

A strong extracurricular activities program will also work to build

community support for desegregated schools. It involves the parents in

the school through assistance in activities and attending games and con-

certs, it is a good source of media attention, and it provides opportuni-

ties for students to make contact with adults (through, for example, rais-

ing money). However, extracurricular activities often become resegregated

unless efforts are made to prevent this from happening.

Evidence. There is also some empirical evidence that minorities are

underrepresented in extracurricular activities. Theory and research sug-

gest that participation in extracurricular activities, especially in those

activities requiring cooperation (such as athletic teams or music groups).

can have a strong positive impact on intergroup relations. The theoreti-

cal work is derived from researchers such as Allport (1954) and Sherif

(1958) who argue that cooperation can lead to improved intergroup rela-

tions. The empirical work is exemplified by Slavin and Madden's (1979)

study showing that participation in interracial athletic teams is associ-

ated with positive intergroup relations. Crain, Mahard and Narot (1981)

show a number of positive benefits associated with high levels of extra-

curricular participation, and find that achievement is higher in schools

with strong programs.
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Two sources in the qualitative literature support this strategy

(Southern Regional Council, 1973, 1979), as a way to foster more effective

desegregation. The consensus literature is nearly umanimous in its sup-

port for this strategy (Smith, Downs & Lachman, 1979; Forehand 4 Ragosta,

1976; Murphy, 1980). The experts we interviewed provide considerable sup-

port for this strategy but do not link it directly or solely to the reduc-

tion of resegregation.

On the issue of how to develop extracurricular programs, 861 of our

interviewees report some form of post-implementation community involvement

ranging from in-school committees to district-wide committees. Forty-

three percent reported these co-nittee efforts were effective in producing

student acceptance of desegregation from which we may infer that resegre-

gation was reduced.

Illustrative examples. Shaker Heights, Ohio will not fund or other-

vise support extracurricular activities that are not racially integrated.

Some schools have converted the homeroom period into a social group acti-

vity. One school grouped entering ninth graders together with a teacher

into a homeroom period and left the group and teacher together for the

four years of high school. Each homeroom was ethnically balanced and con-

ducted various social activities over the four years. There was consider-

able resistance to this program from some teachers who felt unskilled in

groupvork.

Some school systems have emphasized the importance of extracurricular

activities by taking them as an indication of the success of their overall

efforts. For example, in Stockton, student participation is used as a

measure of evaluation of integrative results of desegregation (Carter,

1979).



' 937

Betablishing Multiethnic In-School Parent and Teacher Comittees to

Provide Counseling and to Handle Grievances of Parents, Teachers and

Students

Following school desegregation, some school systems have instituted

in-school committees that provide advice and guidance to parents, teachers

and students and serve as mediators to resolve grievances. These contri-

buts to effective desegregation if the parents are committed to desegregs-

tion, know what to do to make it effective, and if the committees remain

multiethnic. Such groups can reduce resegregation by providing an inter-

pretation of experiences and behaviors encountered by parents, teachers

and students in order to prevent responses that result in student with-

drawals from classes or activities, by choice or decree. The success of

such committees is heavily dependent on the support they receive from

school administrators in the form of commitment and responsiveness.

Evidence. No empirical research explicitly examines this strategy.

Qualitative discussions of this strategy are alluded to by authors calling

for greater parent (especially minority parent) involvement iu the

schools. The reasoning is that such involvement increases community and

parent ownership and concern for the school which may no longer be a

"neighborhood school" and that parents provide examples for their

children.

Local interviews and interviews with national experts reinforced the

need for these grievance committees: several local experts specifically

noted the positive consequences of coumunity involvement in grievance-

dispute settlement at the school level.

While the strategy has met with some success, it must be pointed out

that obtaining and sustaining the participation of low-income and minority
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parents is often difficult since often they must travel greater distances

and usually viii have employment obligations that sake participation

difficult. Unless special arrangements are made to overcome such obsta-

cles, in-school parent comittees can, and often do, become all-white over

time.

Almost all of the lpcal respondents indicated that the success of

in-school parent comittees depended upon school principals encouraging

and supporting the active involvement of parents. Local experts agreed

that such comittees should be advisory as did the national experts.

Illustrative examples. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1976)

reports that this strategy was helpful in reducing resegregation by calm-

ing parental fears and by helping to clarify teacher and student rela-

tions. Specifically mentioned were Denver's P.L.U.S. (People Let's Unite

for Schools) effort and the C.E.C.s (Comunity Education Councils).

Where these in-school comittees have remained multiethnic in struc-

ture and have treated substantive issues, parents are reported to have

gained a "sense of ownership" for their schools as reported in Evanston,

Illinois; Wilmington, Delaware; and Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North

Carolina.

In Charlotte, beginning with and following implementation, the super-

intendent, other city and school officials and parents manned an informa-

tion control center that was instrumental in receiving and creating paren-

tal and student concerns. This effort continued to operate for two years

at night.
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Strategies for Inservice Training

School desegregation presents most educators with new experiences

which challenge their professional capabilities and their personal values

and dispositions. Almost all desegregation plans or programs provide for

some type of inservice training. In addition, most experts agree that in-

service training is necessary to prepare educators for changes in schools

that result from desegregation.

Genova and Walberg (1980) assert, for example, that teachers typical-

ly require inservice training to effectively implement specific activities

of desegregation plans. Telkner, Goering and Linden (1971) argue that

balanced, vell-structured training programs provide teachers with know-

ledge, insights, and skills to cope with change. Such programs are

thought to combat rigidity in teachers' attitudes and instructional prac-

tices by providing ways for teachers to develop flexibility in dealing

with new instructional demands and challenges in interpersonal relations.

W. B. Banks, Jr. (1977) claims that many of the problems experienced dur-

ing the desegregation of the Jefferson County, Kentucky schools might have

been avoided if teachers and administrators had received more extensive

and better planned inservice training to deal with both anticipated and

unanticipated change. J. A. Banks (1976) stresses the need for inservice

training to prepare educators to work successfully in ethnically pluralis-

tic situations.

Despite such agreement and exhortation, educators frequently express

skepticism about the usefulness of inservice training for desegregation.

Indeed, such doubt regarding the effectiveness of widespread and often un-

critically planned and implemented inservice programs may be well founded.

While most desegregation experts place emphasis on the importance of

88-140 0-82-60
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inservice programs, remarkably little literature exists that makes a con-

vincing case for the effectiveness of particular training strategies. The

greatest portion of the literature on desegregationspecific training is

qualitative and descriptive. Empirical studies are in short supply.

The usefulness of inservice training in any school setting depends on

at least four factors: 1) the manner in which training is conducted, 2)

the content of training, 3) what groups participate in the training pro-

grams, and 4) who conducts such training. The p urpose of this section is

to review hat the available evidence suggests about effective strategies

for inservice education in desegregated schools with respect to each of

these four factors.

The evidence on desegregation-specific training is problematical for

a number of reasons. So consensus exists on vhat criteria constitute ef-

fective or successful inservice training activities. Some studies deter-

mine program effectiveness in terms of changes in participants' attitudes

and behavior; others emphasize effectiveness in terms of changes in stu-

dent attitudes, behavior, or achievement. Most research on training for

desegregation stresses effects on the attitudes and behavior of teachers,

usually measured in terms of perceptions of the trainees, their super-

visors, or other observers rather than in terms of more systematic and

objective modes of assessment. For example, Carney's (1979b, 1979c,

1979d) studies, which are among the best in this field, evaluate training

programs in 16 school districts throughout the nation in terms of observed

changes in teacher and administrator behavior, subjectve determinations

of program effectiveness based on perceptions of participants, or in some

instances, speculation about the relationship between inservice training
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and student outcomes. In addition, little research examines the impact of

inservice training with respect to actual classroom or administrative

practice over an extended period of time. This problem is particularly

important; because little longitudinal evidence exists, our knowledge of

whether the effects of training carry over to classroom practice is

seriously curtailed.

There is some limited evidence that assesses the effects of desegre-

gation-specific program in term of perceived relationships between

training and increases in levels of student achievement and student-

teacher interaction or decreases in levels of student-teacher or student-

student conflict. A reasonable argument can be made that if inservice

training for desegregation influences changes in participants' attitudes,

behavior, and instructional skills, those developments Vill result in

changes in school environments that serve to improve student attitudes,

behavior, and achievement. However, taken together, studies of inservice

programs for desegregation present insufficient evidence to support propo-

sitions of direct or indirect causality between desegregationspecific

training and student outcomes.

This discussion relies heavily on two recent studies of inservice

training in desegregated schools by King, Carney and Stass (1980) and

Carney (1979b, 1979c, 1979d). Other evidence is drawn upon where applic-

able. For instance, evidence presented by Bailey (1978), Beckm and Dasho

(1980, 1981a, 1981b), Williams (1980), the Institute for Teacher Leader-

ship (1979), and the System Development Corporation (1980) supports one or

more of thn propositions about inservice training for desegregation out-

lined below. Also, this assessment utilizes evidence from interviews of

local and national experts. In general, however, data on the
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effectiveness of inservice training for desegregation are fragmentary,

and, although some consensus emerges regarding overall approaches to ef-

fective training, discussions and evaluation of specific desegregation-

related strategies are varied and not documented in many cases. (See

Carney, 1979a, " an example of a synthesis of the varied literature on

desegregation-specific training.)

In the research, as in practice, distinction is often made between

desegregation-specific inservice training and general inservice training.

In many respects, these two types of training are very similar. The prob-

lems teachers and administrators confront in desegregated settings are

usually variations of the problems and opportunities educators face prior

to desegregation. At the bottom line, the goals of desegregation-specific

and general inservice training are the same--enhancing student achieve-

ment, improving interpersonal relations among students and educators, de-

veloping classroo management and discipline techniques, and stimulating

curricular innovation.

If problems in desegregated settings are variations of problems en-

countered by educators in non-desegregated contexts, we may gain useful

information about the effectiveness of different approaches to desegrega-

tion-specific training from research on general training programs. We

might hypothesize, for example, that if certain approaches to interper-

sonal relations training in non-desegregated settings are found to improve

student-teacher interactions, similar approaches might be effective in de-

segregated settings if they are adjusted for differences in educational

context. On this basis, evidence from studies that examine the impact of

inservice training in general is discussed when appropriate. Many of

these studies shed light on relationships between training and both
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teacher and student outcomes that are alluded to, but not demonstrated, by

most of the studies on desegregation-specific training.

The strategies discussed below focus on the relationship of linservice

training to improving teacher and administrator attitudes and behavior in

desegregated settings and how this relationship influences student out-

comes. Where data from studies of general inservice training program are

noted, it is done so with great caution because of hypothetical generalix-

ability. Research on general inservice training is fraught with similar

problems of validity a research on desegregation-specific programs. (See

Ryman, 1979, for a discussion of problems inherent in assessing research

on general inservice training.) We present them to illustrate more

general relationships between training and educator and student outcomes

than are revealed in studies of training for desegregation. This section

does not give much attention to the content of the curricula or the nature

of the instructional techniques inservice training aims to provide to edu-

cators. Descriptions of those strategies are found, at least in outline

form, in the sections of this volume that deal with strategies to improve

student achievement, promote better human relations among students, avoid

resegregation within schools, and so forth. This section is concerned

primarily with strategies that promote useful and effective inservice

training.

The first strategies discussed in this section outline general ap-

proaches to inservice training for desegregation that appear to be most

effective. The remaining strategies deal with various types of desegrega-

tion-specific training and with the need for training that includes admin-

istrators.
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Conducting Inservice Training for Desegregation

The design of an inservice training program involves two types of

decisions: What topics or content should be addressed? How should train-

ing be conducted? Kost discussions focus on the first of these questions.

However, unless inservice training is developed in ways that promote

learning and behavioral change, efforts spent designing the content of

programs have little consequence. Observers generally agree that the

strategies used in inservice training lack the sophistication of instruc-

tional strategies that educators themselves employ to facilitate learning

in the classroom.

There are few studies that empirically examine the impact or effec-

tiveness of particular types of inservice training on teacher and admin-

istrator attitudes and behavior or how inservice training affects student

achievement and race relations. Despite the lack of comprehensive data,

some agreement exists that certain general strategies of inservice educa-

tion will be effective in enhancing the knowledge and capabilities of edu-

cators with respect to instructional techniques, curricula, interpersonal

relations, and discipline. Each should be considered in planning and im-

plementing inservice training programs for teachers, administrators, and

other target groups.

1. Faculty members, administrators, and non-professional staff

should understand the desegregation order, the desegregation plan, and the

implications of the plan's implementation to the district, individual

schools, and inservice participants.

2. Topics of inservice training pro-tsms should be germane to indi-

vidual participants, their needs and day-to-day problems. Program devel-

opment should be predicated on a needs assessment conducted by school

staff.
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3. Programs that aim for long-range changes need follow-up compo-

nent@ which focus on individual problems of participants applying training

in the classroom. Classroom implementation of training should be noni-

tored and follow-up sessions should be planned to assist participants.

4. The specific content of inservice training should be oriented

toward school-level and not district-wide concerns. Small group formats

are better than larger mlti-school formats because they allow for identi-

fication of and concentration on problems of individual participants in

single school settings.

5. Training should be practical with 'hands-on" experience and pro-

duct-oriented outcomes for imediste application. There is consensus that

abstract, theoretically oriented training programs offer little immediate

assistance to teachers and administrators and, as a result, participants

tend to view such programs a providing slight, if any, benefit.

6. Participants should be included in the planning and design of in-

service training programs.

7. If. trainers are brought in from outside the school system, they

need knowledge of district and single school matters. Teachers and prin-

cipals often respond better to peers from their own and other schools than

they do to professional consultants.

8. Whenever possible, faculty and staff of host schools should be

involved in the conduct of inservice training.

9. All members of groups targeted for training should participate.

Ideally, training should be perceived by educators as important enough to

warrant full participation. Realistically, incentives should be provided

for total participation in inservice training. Financial rewards, course
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credit, or certificate-renewal credit might be offered. If strategies for

voluntary participation fail, training should be mandatory.

10. Inservice training should be incorporated as a component of to-

tal school or district functions. Desegregation-related training should

be tied to central concerns of educators such an enhancing achievement and

classroom management.

11. Training programs should be continuous. Simply providing work-

shops before schools open or infrequent training sessions is not likely to

have much effect.

12. Little attempt should bi mpde to directly change attitudes of

participants. Preaching is ineffective and often dysfunctional to program

goals.

13. Program goals should be well established and communicated to

participants before training begins.

14. Programs on different topics should be coordinated and linkages

between training areas should be established to provide continuity.

15. Teachers and administrators should participate in programs to-

gether since they can reinforce each other to implement what is learned

through training programs. Furthermore, teachers and administrators need

to develop school-level norms that foster more effective desegregation-

related practices.

No one type of inservice training format "works" across all school

settings. Inservice training planners should be vary of adopting a pro-

gram model without modification simply because that model has been thought

effective in another school or district. Effective types of inservice

training programs appear tailored to specific settings and address them-

selves to particular problems of those settings. Generally, however,
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effectiveness of inservice training may be predicated on participation in

programs, not merely attendance at them. While no particular format can

or should be recommended, it is important to note that the evidence sug-

geat. that training incorporating dialogue, in the form of discussion be-

tveen participants and trainers and among participant# themselves, is more

effective than training through lectures or other means that preclude ac-

tive participant involvement.

Evidence. Analyses by King et al. (1980) and case studies edited by

Carney (1979b, 1979c, 1979d) of inservice training programs in desegregat-

ed school districts support the general strategies outlined above. In a

survey of 16 desegregated school districts, King concludes that the most

effective training programs are those based on a formal needs assessment,

and furthermore, those which are well planned and evaluated. King defines

a "formal" assessment method as one that is routinized, clearly understood

by trainers and administrators, and can be described by most district

staff members. Most of the training programs examined in this study did

not include assessment, planning, or evaluation components.

Evidence from the Carney case studies suggests that each of the above

strategies relates to effective inservxce training in general. No one

case study discovered all of the strategies; some indicate that one or

more of the strategies are associated vith effective inservice training

and others indicate that the absence of one or more of the strategies con-

tributes to the ineffectiveness of training. No quantitative data are

presented in these studies. Conclusions are based on observations ade by

investigators and on faculty and administrator responses concerning per-

ceived effectiveness of training.
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Williams (1980) argues from the findings of surveys and interviews of

school personnel, parents, and students in six southern states that no one

strategy or set of strategies is adequate to facilitate successful ineer-

vice training strategies. Training should not be fragmented in content or

short-term in duration. In addition, he asserts that training should in-

volve all targeted personnel and foster colleagiality. Beckum and Dasho

(1981a) stress that provision of concrete behavioral strategies is essen-

tial if inservice training is to have any long-term impact. In addition,

they argue from evidence presented in their case study that all training

programs should be predicated on needs assessments of school personnel and

conducted on a school-wide basis.

Hovey (1978) reports that teachers surveyed in a four-state study

perceived job-related training more effective if conducted by colleagues

rather than by university professors or other outside consultants. Teach-

ers believed they were more sensitive to individual and school-related

problems and concerns than were outside trainers. In addition, surveyed

teachers preferred small group formats that allow discussion and problem-

sharing to large lecture programs or courses held outside their schools.

National and local experts interviewed believe that teacher training

should be on-going, inservice and preferably school-based, reflecting the

needs of each school. One psychologist argues that training should entail

"hands-on experiences" rather than sensitivity training or programs based

on abstract or theoretical presentations. Another national expert, a

sociologist who has conducted research and training, urges that inservice

programs be mandatory for both teachers and administrators. This expert

does not believe, however, that particular types of training or particular
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training topics should be mandatory for all desegregated or desegresating

school systems.

illustrative examples. Davila identifies factors attributed to ef-

fective inservice training in a northeastern "commuter town" district that

enrolls about 6,300 students (Carney, 1979b). Forty-five percent of this

student population is minority. Administrators and teachers in general

viewed inservice training emphasizing instructional strategies and human

relations as very effective in improving staff attitudes and instructional

competencies. Current training progreas shifted emphasis from district-

wide concerns to issues and needs of individual schools. AlthouSh train-

inS was mandatory for both teachers and administrators, participants were

able to choose among topics designed to address individual concerns.

These topics ranged from techniques to increase student motivation and

achievement to increasing teacher self-awareness and empathy. Both deseg-

re8ation-related and non-desegregation-related themes were incorporated in

the overall training program organized by the district. There were, a a

result, no perceived difference.s between desegreg$tionrelated staff devel-

opment programs and others offered. Teachers attributed the effectiveness

of the training to its small group format that incorporated a "hands-on"

approach to solving real problems they have in the classroom. They also

thought that their active involvement in the total inservice training pro-

cess (planning and implementation of the programs) increased the effects

and benefits of the training to those who participated.

Gwaltney reports that a school district located in a large eastern

industrial and commercial center attributed the effectiveness of its in-

service training programs to similar factors (Carney, 1979b). In this
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larger district, where blacks constitute 48Z of the enrollment, training

concerned with instructional strategies and human relations was perceived

effective by teachers and administrators because programs emphasized iden-

tification and discussion of individual teacher's needs. The format of

the district's inservice activities was individual instruction rather than

large group sessions. Classroom demonstrations were incorporated in the

total training procedure that included workshops and discussion sessions.

Trainers worked with participants in their classrooms, observing, conduct-

ing evaluations, and participating in actual instruction. Follow-up see-

sions were provided until teachers thought they had shown improvement in

training areas. Teachers were given "hands-on" experience in practical

skills that could be applied directly in classroom settings.

Types of Inservice Training

Types of inservice training for desegregation generally fall into

four categories: 1) instructional methods, 2) curricula, 3) self-aware-

ness, empathy, and interpersonal relations, and 4) discipline and class-

room management techniques. In some instances, training involves topics

about parent involvement in school affairs and developing human relations

programs for students. Each of the four general categories of program

content is addressed below with discussion of training to involve parents

in school activities. Programs to train educators to plan and conduct

human relations programs for students are excluded in this study for two

reasons. First, almost all research on this topic relates directly to

studies of inservice programs on curricula and interpersonal relations.

Second, human relations programs can include almost any topic and improv-

ing relations among students is closely associated with instructional

strategies used, curricula taught, and the ways teachers and administra-



951

tore deal with students. Because efforts to improve human relations among

students embody aspects of other inservice training discussed in this

study, it would be redundant to single out this concern as a unique sub-

Ject of training.

Although each of the topics of inservice training for desegregation

is examined separately, their contents are not mutually exclusive. All,

in fact, are related. Evidence from the research strongly suggests that

schools develop training programs that deal with each of the topics

examined here and that these topics be correlated with each other. One

topic may be emphasized more than another, as established by individual

school's needs assessments, but no one content area should be stressed at

the exclusion of the rest. Such an approach is dysfunctional to overall

program goals. For example, training teachers and administrators to

administer discipline and classroom management techniques alone may prove

counter-productive without programs in self-awareness of attitudes and be-

havior, empathy, and interpersonal relations.

In addition, topics of inservice training for desegregation relate to

topics addressed in general inservice training for improving academic

achievement and interpersonal relations among students, teachers, and

administrators. The components of desegregation-related training are also

similar to those of bilingual training programs. Common emphases include

training areas such as assessment of learning needs and styles of students

in heterogeneous classrooms and cultural awareness. In much the same way

that processes of inservice training for desegregation are similar to

general inservice training, program topics addressed in desegregation- re-

lated training correspond to those that should be presented in training

related to other areas of the educational enterprise.
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Inservice Training Related to Instructional Methods

This type of inservice training addresses instructional methods that

may be used to improve student, particularly minority, achievement in

classroom. that have become more heterogeneous as a result of the desegre-

gation process. Such classroom heterogeneity may be reflected in student

academic ability and achievement as well as in student academic prepara-

tion. Inservice training related to instructional strategies is often

incorporated in programs on basic skills (reading and mathematics) and

multiethnic curricula. This section deals with inservice training as it

relates to instructional techniques; in the following section, inservice

training as it relates to course content is discussed.

Often, teachers in desegregated schools are confronted with instruc-

tional situations in which techniques that are successful with homogeneous

student groups no longer apply, or at least, are more difficult to imple-

ment. Inservice training that centers on specific instructional strate-

gies to assist teachers in heterogeneous classrooms can provide practical

options to outmoded instructional techniques and opportunities for resolu-

tion of problems that result from the implementation of nw strategies.

Examples of instructional techniques that are useful in heterogeneous

classrooms include cooperative learning, small group or individual in-

struction, and team teaching. (For description and discussion of these

and other types of instructional techniques, reference should be made to

the section on cooperative learning in this volume, pp. 101-108.)

Classroom instruction does not take place in a vacuum. Adoption and

application of new instructional techniques must be considered after

assessment of the contexts in which new strategies are to be employed.

Braun (1977) argues, for example, that failure to successfully develop and
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implement new instructional strategies may be due to a lack of perception

and understanding of new ethnic and cultural contexts in desegregated

schools. This argument sugests that inservice training in instructional

strategies should be combined vith program designed to assist teachers

and administrator* understand the nature and characteristics of their

changed student bodies.

While successful implementation of new instructional strategies may

be dependent on an understanding of the ethnic and cultural contexts in

which these strategies are to be applied, it appears that sere understand-

ins of ethnic and cultural contexts is ineffectual in improving student

achievvaent without provision of training in specific instructional

strategies. Beckum and Dasho (1980) argue that inservice programs which

seek to promote an understanding of cultural and ethnic differences are

not enough to adequately prepare staff members to teach.diverse student

groups. According to this study, training must also provide concrete in-

structional strategies that address different academic needs of students

in desegregated settings.

Another argument may be made that training in instructional strate-

gies alone may have less impact than if this type of training is combined

with training in new approaches to curricular content. Evidence exists

which suggests that training in methods relates to improving teachers' at-

titudes toward students and teaching a well as to increasing student

achievement. Yet other evidence indicates that improvements in these

teacher-related and student-related outcomes may be enhanced if training

in instructional methodologies is couched in training on new approaches to

curricular content. This relationship is examined further in the discus-

sion below on inservice training related to curricula.



954

Evidence. King at t1. (1980) conclude that inservice training for

teachers related to instructional strategies is effective in improving

teacher competency and teachers' approaches to diverse student enroll-

ments. Teachers and administrators surveyed in the study indicate that

this type of training is important and most desire expansion of programs

related to instructional technique.

While these studies find no data to indicate that inservice training

in this area leads to improvement in student achievement, it seems reason-

able to assume that improved teacher competency in instructional tech-

niques leads to improvements in student achievement. It may also be that

improved teaching techniques improve classroom management vhich may be

related to positive changes in student discipline, student relations, and

academic achievement.

The Institute for Teacher Leadership (1979) stresses that in order

for teachers to meet the changing academic needs of students in a desegre-

gated setting, they should undergo training in instructional techniques

that match the different learning styles of minority and vhite students.

The Carney (1979b, 1979c, 1979d) caee studies also emphasize the need for

and general effectiveness of inservice training in instructional tech-

niques.

Several studies that examine the impact of inservice programs in non-

desegregation-related settings suggest that trc'ning in specific instruc-

tional techniques does lead to improveS student attitudes about learning

and increased student achievement. Whitmore, Melching and Frederickson

(1972) found evidence that student reading and math achievement in grades

2-7 improved significantly after their teachers had undergone inservice

training in the areas of development and use of instructional objectives,
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implementation of concepts of learning modules and mastery tests, and em-

ployment of contingency classroom management techniques. Moore and Schaut

(1976) conclude that training teachers to use instructional strategies to

reduce student inattention increases student attention levels. This study

suggests that such inservice training positively relates to improving stu-

dent achievement inasmuch as increased student attention facilitates

learning. In another study, [ruse (1976) found that students of teachers

that participated in training oriented toward child-centered instructional

strategies showed an average one year gain in reading skills across pre-

test and post-test measures.

In a 1976 study, Fitzmaurice found that inservice training in diag-

nostic-prescriptive approaches to instruction not only produced higher

levels of student spelling and reading achievement but improved teachers'

attitudes toward students. This study suggests that a relationship exists

between instructional strategies and teachers' attitudes in improving stu-

dent achievement. It further suggests that teachers' attitudes may par-

tially be determined by ability to employ successful instructional strate-

gies. In other words, an implication of the Fitzmaurice study is that

teachers' attitudes toward students may be improved by training that pro-

vides instructional methods that may be used in situations where other

strategies have proved ineffective.

A survey of elementary teachers in Urbana, Illinois presents evidence

that supports this hypothesized relationship between instructional profi-

ciency and the attitudes of teachers toward their students. Marcum (1968)

found that although teachers in this district generally favored desegrega-

tion, a substantial proportion expressed reluctance to work with minority

students. The reported data suggest that this unwillingness was due not

88-140 0-82--61
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to racial prejudice but to teachers' beliefs that they were not qualified

to teach minority students. Marc's research implies that if teachers

are provided training in instructional strategies for desegregation, feel-

ings of inadequacy may be prevented and teachers may adopt more positive

attitudes toward minority students.

In a more recent study, Chow, Rice and Whitmore (1976) argue that in-

service training in tutoring skills for masinstreased settings resulted in

significant gains in teachers' attitudes toward academically disadvantaged

students. Gains in student math achievement were attributed not only to

the application of new instructional methods but to improvements in the

attitudes of teachers. Teachers who did not receive training in tbhse

techniques showed no significant gain on the measures of attitude and

their students exhibited no improvement in achievement.

Illustrative examples. King and Graubard identify in a case study

outcomes of inservice training in instructional strategies through a

teacher learning center (Carney, 1979b). The school district that imple-

mented this program is located in a small, largely middle class eastern

community with a student enrollment that is 62Z white, 27% black, and III

Hispanic. Staff development at three of the elementary schools and the

district's middle school is coordinated through a teacher learning center

directed by an outside consultant. The center offers structured inservice

activities that focus on teaching educators about styles of learning and

on enhancing their effectiveness in the classroom. Training includes dis-

cussion and demonstration teaching by trainers in the teachers' class-

rooms. Neither trainers not participants view the program as primarily

related to desegregation, but they all believe the success of desegrega-
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tion would be enhanced if teachers continue to learn to recognize and re-

spond to a more varied range of learning styles.

Hunter found evidence of effective training in instructional strate-

gies in a school district located in a western urban area of approximately

75,000 residents (Carney, 1979d). The student population of the district

is 13,750, 50.5% of which is minority. Inservice training programs spon-

sored by a state-funded professional development center focus on skills

training in five areas: using behavioral objectives, diagnosis and pre-

scriptive instruction, lesson analysis, and application of learning theory

through instructional techniques. The program is structured around five

cycles. Each successive cycle is based on completion of the former. The

cycles begin by emphasizing basic knowledge, understanding and application

of effective instructional skills. The cycles conclude with on-site

assistance to participants in the implementation of techniques. As the

program becomes institutionalized, original participants become trainers

inasmuch is they are utilized in the on-site assistance component. Host

teachers indicate that the iivservice program has been very helpful in mak-

ing them feel more competent about supervising instructional processes.

Most respondents also believe that improving teaching methods leads to im-

proved student academic achievement, although test scores in this district

have not shown an upward trend.

Inservice Training Related to Curricula

School desegregation often results in increased demands for educa-

tional quality. These demands translate into re-examination and alter-

ation of existing curricula, development of multiethnic, multicultural and

human relations curricula, and, perhaps, development of alternative "mag-

net" programs to meet the educational interests and needs of more diverse
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student bodies. A greater capability for teaching from a multicultural

perspective is often required of all teachers regardless of what courses

or grades they teach. As a result, teachers frequently express a need for

inservice training that helps the ma ke curricular transitions and provid-

es them with instructional strategies that may be used to teach new curri-

cula.

Often, inservice training in curricula goes hand-in-hand with train-

ing in instructional strategies. Programs that stress new content areas

should be accompanied by training in implementation to facilitate applica-

tion in the classroom. In other words, training related to new instruc-

tional techniques say be necessary to ensure that the new curricula are

implemented successfully.

It would not be feasible to outline the content of the various types

of new curricula that schools might adopt to facilitate desegregation.

There is a large literature on basic skills instruction and bilingual edu-

cation that is beyond the scope of this discussion. Some of the basic

elements of multicultural, multiethnic and human relations programs have

been identified, however, in earlier sections. Whatever new types of cur-

ricula schools choose to adopt, training should be extended to all staff

members that are responsible for implementing these programs of study.

Of particular importance is that teachers and administrators be given

the capability to identify curricula that are appropriate to their local

situations and the particular needs of their students. This requires

training programs to be 1) responsive to the needs assessments of the

teachers and administrators involved, 2) sufficiently practical and speci-

fic so that teachers can know actual practices and materials that are
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thought to "work" in the implementation of chosen curricula, and 3) pre-

sented so that emphasis on practicality does not-obscure the basic theor-

ies and propositions that underlie the content of new curricula. Wit. out

this third component, educators may find themselves saddled with specific

programs that they think are appropriate while having no bases upon which

to adapt and modify the curricula, much of which is prepackaged, to meet

their students' needs and to know whether the adaptations they make are

conducive to meeting the goals of the new curricula.

Evidence. King et al. (1980) indicate that inservice training in the

areas of curricula is comoc in newly desegregated districts. In general,

training that emphasizes multiethnic and multicultural education, and to a

certain extent basic skills, is thought effective for helping teachers

adapt course content to the specific needs and interests of minority stu-

dents. This study also indicates that training in curricula is more suc-

cessful than training in interpersonal relations and discipline because

curricular-related topics are perceived less value-laden. Often interper-

sonal relations and discipline programs are given a curricular emphasis to

make staff training more value-neutral.

The System Development Corporation (1980) found that inservice train-

ing positively relates to increasing multiethnic knowledge of teachers and

effective implementation of multiethnic curricula in the classroom. Case

studies edited by Carney (1979b, 1979c, 1979d) provide further evidence

that inservice education assists teachers implement multicultural cur-

ricula. In addition, they show that this type of training helps teachers

identify instructional needs and interests of minority students and de-

velop course content that meets those needs and interests.
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Greene, Archambault and Nolen (1976) examined the impact of ins.ervice

training related to curricular content and instructional strategies on

elementary teachers' knowledge of and attitudes toward teaching mathemat-

ice. The training investigated by the study vas split into two sessions.

The first was a summer session oriented toward approaches to math content;

the second was conducted during the regular school year and emphasized in-

plementation strategies. The study found that while significant increases

in teachers' favorable attitudes toward teaching math were related to par-

ticipation at both summer and regular school year sessions, the greatest

determinant of improved teacher attitudes va attributable to the dissmi-

nation of new content approaches taught during the summer program. These

findings, while not related to desegregated settings per se, do have is-

plications for desegregation-related training. As suggested in the dis-

cussion of inservice training related to instructional methods, teachers

need training opportunities to explore different content-area approaches

that meet the educational needs of changed student bodies. Provision of

new instructional strategies, while certainly helpful, is not enough to

improve attitudes toward teaching unless these methods are couched in un-

derstandings of new approaches to content areas. It is reasonable to sug-

gest, therefore, that teachers' attitudes toward their subject matter and,

perhaps, toward students may best be improved by providing training incor-

porating both instructional strategies and approaches to content. This

study by Greene et al. (1976) supports this contention.

Illustrative examples. Osthimer describes multiethnic inservice

training conducted through an ethnic culture center in a midwestern school

system of about 58,000 students (Carney, 1979c). Approximately 26% of the

district's enrollment is minority. The overall purpose of this program is
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to train teachers in the theory, development and use of multiethnic curri-

cula. In addition, emphasis is also placed on phe professional growth of

teachers who participate in the training. The program format centers

around workshops led by outside consultants and in-district resource per-

sonnel. The first sessions emphasize discussion of the philosophy of cul-

tural pluralism, separatism, and theories of ethnic and cultural mixing.

Training focus then shifts to the development of specific sample lessons

and instructing participants how to teach using multiethnic materials.

Finally participants are helped to develop their own lessons to use with

students. Although no follow-up component was built into the original

plan of this training, some efforts were made to check individual schools

and classrooms to see if multiethnic materials were being used and if

their use had any impact on classroom activities. In order to correct

perceived difficulties of integrating multiethnic emphases into the gener-

al curricula, additional training sessions were conducted on the basis of

an informal needs assessment. This training component involves formulat-

ing lesson plans, implementing them in the classroom, reporting back to

the training group, and then disseminating successful plans to other

teachers.

In another case study, Osthimer describes inservice training in basic

skills instruction conducted by a district located in a midwestern indust-

rial center (Carney, 1979c). The district's student enrollment of 20,000

is 53% minority. The overall focus of inservice education in this dis-

trict centers on curriculum-based and achievement-oriented training for

desegregation, rather than more affective types of training. The district

provides specific training in remedial instruction for designated teachers

but offers programs to develop and implement comprehensive sequential
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basic skills training for teachers of all grade levels. This training is

designed to encourage and allow for "diagnosis and individualization while

maintaining multicultural, heterogeneous classrooms" (Carney, 1979c, pp.

14-15). Workshops are generally activity-oriented and provide materials

for participants to take with them to their classrooms. They emphasize

concepts of mastery learning, techniques of eliminating ability grouping

in classrooms, and cooperative learning techniques in conjunction with the

basic skills curriculum. Evaluations are conducted frequently and the

results are used in developing future training programs. -

Inservice Training in Self-Awareness, Empathy, Sensitivity, and Interper-

sonal Relations

There is general agreement that inservice training for teachers and

staff in areas of student relations is a necessary component of desegrega-

tion. Most experts believe that increasing teacher selfawareness of their

race-related attitudes and behavior is vital for improving student-teacher

relations in desegregated settings. Furthermore, it is thought that in-

creasing teacher empathy for and sensitivity to individual student's atti-

tudes, behaviors, and instructional and psychological needs facilitates

the development and implementation of more effective and less confrontive

techniques in instruction, classroom management, and student discipline.

Ideally, interpersonal relations and related training should sensitize

teachers to enable them to better respond to the needs and behaviors of

ethnically different students, as well as ethnically different colleagues.

We use the term "interpersonal relations" rather than "human relations" to

clarify a difference between educator-student, as well as educator-

educator relationships, and more curricular and instructional programs
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instructional programs aimed at improving human or race relations among

students.

A wide variety of approaches to interpersonAl relations training

exists in terms of both format and content and there is little agreement

about which formats or content areas prove most effective. In general,

however, three aspects of this type of training seem most important:

1. Training should concern itself with specific needs of individual

schools and participants.

2. The effectiveness of training that seeks to change teacher atti-

tudes and behavior appears to be directly related to a certain

degree of preliminary self-awareness on the part of participants

that interpersonal relations problems either exist or could exist

in their particular setting and to the receptivity of training

programs (Winecoff & Kelly, 1971). This receptivity is influ-

enced by the degree to which participants believe training pro-

grams to be potentially effective.

3. Emphasis on changing attitudes is much less effective than train-

ing in behavioral responses to particular sources of interperson-

al conflict or prejudice.

This last point should be stressed. Few people are willing to ac-

knowledge that they are insensitive or prejudiced toward others, especial-

ly children of another race. Thus, working to change attitudes or in-

crease sensitivity may seem unnecessary and even insulting to some educa-

tors. Interpersonal relations training should emphasize, therefore, the

identification of positive behaviors in much the same way that training in

teaching skills for math education focuses on theory and technique.
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Evidence. Studies by Forehand, Ragosata and Rock (1976) and the Sys-

tem Development Corporation (1979) suggest that positive teacher racial

attitudes are associated with enhanced minority achievement. This re-

search is consistent with the "Pygmalion Effect" identified by Rosenthal

and Jacobson (1968) and replicated in a large number of studies. Rosen-

thal's hypothesis is simply that the higher expectations teachers have for

their students, the better students will perform in the classroom. While

some retest* of the Rosenthal hypothesis find no support for this theory,

the emerging consensus of a very large number of studies is that the

theory remains sound.

Acland (1975) identifies positive results of interpersonal relations

training to improve teachers' attitudes and increase teachers' expectan-

cies of minority students. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1976) re-

ports that interpersonal relations training is effective to alter teach-

ers' and administrators' attitudes and behavior that lead to differential

treatment of students by race which in turn might result in within-class-

room or within-school isolation. Such training is viewed as a positive

means by which teachers and administrators may become more sensitive to

and express more empathy toward minority students' instructional and

psychological needs. Also, the System Development Corporation concludes

that interpersonal relations training is related to creating "harmonious

and cooperative" school environments that lead to positive interactions

between teachers, staff and students and to improved student racial atti-

tudes (1980, p. I[-41).

Several studies indicate that training in interpersonal relations im-

proves teachers' attitudes and student-teacher interactions. In addition,

some evidence exists that this type of training relates to gains in stu-
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dent achievement. Data from an assessment of an ESEA Title III inservica

training project in Los Angeles (1974) suggest that training teachers in

supportive and motivating techniques with all students not only improves

teacher attitudes toward "low achievers" but accelerates the academic

growth of those low achieving students. Hillman and Davenport (1977)

found that interpersonal relations training in Detroit increased "cross-

race" student-teacher interactions in the classroom. Before training,

these types of interactions occurred infrequently. It was noted in this

study, however, that while cross-race interaction had increased as a

result of training, in certain instances, minority students began receiv-

ing a disproportionate number of interactions. While the study deems in-

creased frequency of cross-race interaction beneficial, it may be that too

frequent interaction is dysfunctional to improved student-teacher rela-

tions.

In other studies of local inservice programs, Redman (1977) dis-

covered significant increases in teacher empathy toward minority students

as a result of interpersonal relations training in Minnesota public

schools. In an earlier study of this Minnesota program, Carl and Jones

(1972) found that participation in training increased teacher flexibility,

self-awareness of attitudes and behavior, and sensitivity to colleagues

and students.

Schniedewind (1975) evaluated an inservice training program in class-

room strategies for dealing with racism and sexism implemented by a Mary-

land school district. The program focused on analysis and modification of

teaching behavior, interpersonal relations, and microteaching. When com-

pared with a control group, teachers who participated in training showed

significant increases in self-awareness and confidence that they could
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change their attitudes and behavior and make a positive impact on the

learning environment. Participants also exhibited signs of growing trust

in colleagues. Finally, participants showed increased awareness of racism

and sexism vhile a control group of non-participating teachers regressed

slightly on this measure.

Our interviews with local experts indicate that interpersonal rela-

tions training has merit for desegregating school systems. In Charlotte-

Mecklenburg County, North Carolina; Riverside, California; Shaker Heights,

Ohio; Tuscon, Arizona; Seattle, Washington; and Evanston, Illinois, local

experts stated that training ranged from being very beneficial to being

absolutely essential.. At other sites, there was a general feeling that

not enough is being done in interpersonal relations training or that the

training that is attempted is not done well enough. Some indication

exists that criticism by local experts of interpersonal relations training

is not a function of the usefulness of these programs, but that the train-

ing conducted was poorly conceived, planned, or implemented. Generally

speaking, training conducted after implementation of the desegregation

plan is seen as more effective than that done to prepare for desegregation

prior to implementation.

Illustrative examples. The assistant superintendent for state and

federal relations in Shaker Heights, Ohio was very favorable toward the

Equal Opportunity in Classroom program. This training is designed to sen-

sitize teachers to the needs of low achieving students and to monitor

teachers' interactions with these students in terms of time of response

and proximity to child. This respondent indicated that teacher testimony

attested to a favorable impact of this program. A Riverside, California

ESAA coordinator indentified successful outcomes of a similar program.
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Bailey (1978) found that interpersonal relations training in Pinellas

County, Florida was positively related to improved student-teacher rela-

tions and improved student attitudes and behavior as evidenced by de-

creases in student suspension rates. The training program investigated by

Bailey is a component of a program entitled Positive Alternatives to Stu-

dent Suspensions (PASS) that was developed by the St. Petersburg, Florida

school system. The training is designed to evolve more effective comuni-

cation system between teachers and students, between teachers and admini-

strators, and among teachers themselves through participation in non-

threatening activities that emphasize positive verbal expression. All

school personnel are encouraged to participate in this training with the

rationale that cooperation of each staff member is necessary to effective-

ly humanize the school setting. Training exercises are extended into the

classroom; specific periods of time are set aside over a twelve week

period in which trainers assist teachers to implement activities with stu-

dents that encourage openness in communication, sharing, social awareness,

and personal growth.

Hunter and Hyman found evidence of effective human relations training

in a western metropolitan school district of about 11,800 students

(Carney, 1979d). Approximately 20% of this district's enrollment is

minority. Generally, teachers and administrators attribute decreases in

racial tensions among students to interpersonal relations training of

teachers. Inservice training offers a variety of programs with enough

frequency so that they are available to all staff members. To facilitate

desegregation efforts, a cultural awareness program was initiated. The

overall goals of this training are to promote positive staff behavior

towards minority students and to increase staff awareness of the positive
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contributions of minorities to the historical development of the United

States. Topics of discussion provided by this program include cultural

awareness, myths, stereotypes, self-concept, poverty, institutional

racism, and religion. Hunter and Hyman conclude that respondents general-

ly believe that this program was very effective in helping teachers reach

minority students, for whom they usually held very low expectations, and

to better understand the links between students' environments and cultures

and their behaviors.

Inservice Training in Discipline Techniques

Training for dealing with classroom behavior, ranging from lessened

respect for authority to personal threat, is a need increasingly expressed

by educators. Improving capacities in these areas may reduce the use of

unnecessary suspensions or felt needs for grouping techniques that may ad-

dress discipline problems but foster resegregation. This type of training

seems particularly important in schools that are undergoing initial deseg-

regation.

Classroom discipline techniques are generally grouped into two cate-

gories: preventative techniques and punitive techniques. There is agree-

ment among experts that effective techniques to either prevent or correct

discipline problems involve components of effective classroom management,

empathy, sensitivity, and concepts of fairness, equal treatment of stu-

dents and due process. Inservice training in the areas of interpersonal

relations and classroom management through instructional strategies help

foster attitudes and create more comfortable classroom environments that

reduce antagonistic relations which might lead to discipline problems.

Furthermore, such training may facilitate teacher attitudes and behavior
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that may better assist them deal with occurrences of discipline problems

in an equitable and nonresegregative manner.

While inservice training in instructional strategies and interper-

sonal relations relate to ways in which teachers handle discipline in

their classrooms, teachers often express a need for programs that equip

them with specific techniques for practical application. Often, inservice

programs that provide such techniques are effective in helping teachers

develop methods to prevent and reprimand disruptive student behavior. We

wish to stress, however, that this type of training may be ineffective in

the long-run without the provision of inservice programs in interpersonal

relations and instructional strategies that help teachers improve their

overall attitudes about and relations with students and adopt non-punitive

measures that seek to alter student behaviors that result in disciplinary

problems. Similarly, human relations programs that foster better rela-

tionships among students and instructional strategies that contribute to

academic success of students will probably reduce the need for disciplin-

ary actions.

Evidence. King et al. (1980) find evidence that teacher requests for

conflict/discipline management training differ considerably between deseg-

regated and non-desegregated school districts. Teachers in recently

desegregated districts request this type of training far more frequently

than teachers in non-desegregated districts or districts that have been

desegregated for some time. King reports that staff development in disci-

pline techniques contributes to successful desegregation because staff

members believe it acts to prevent desegregation-related student behavior

problems. In addition, teachers and administrators tend to believe that

this type of training enhances teachers' morale and perceptions of compe-
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tence because it disseminates methods to deal with student behavior prob-

lemw with which teachers night otherwise be unable to deal.

Carney (1979b, 1979c, 1979d) also indicates that there is peat de-

smnd for inservice training in classroom discipline techniques among

teachers in recently desegregated school systems. In case studies of

exemplary programs, discipline-related training is but one part of a sore

comprehensive traininS agenda that, in most instances, places primary em-

phasis on interpersonal relations. Although the relative effectiveness of

training in discipline techniques cannot be evaluated apart from other

aspects of inservice programs, there is indication that the success of

discipline-related programs is directly related to effective interpersonal

relations training.

The available evidence does not suggest that interpersonal relations

training can take the place of training in areas such as classroom manage-

meat. As Borg (1977) found, training solely designed to improve teacher

and student self-concepts and student-teacher interactions has little im-

pact on reducing mildly and seriously deviant student behavior. Training

in classroom management techniques was found to reduce this type of behav-

ior.

Borg's study does not imply that programs on discipline techniques

preclude training in interpersonal relations. Data presented-by Brown,

KacDougall and Jenkins (1972) suggest that while the solution to disci-

plinary problems lies in dissemination of classroom management techniques,

eradication of disciplinary practices detrimental to learning seems to

rest with providing teachers with training opportunities to assess their

behavior in the classroom and improve their general interactions with

students. This study found that teacher assessment of student ability to
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perform school-related tasks and propensity for good behavior in the

classroom was related to student self-assessment on these measures. The

findings of this study suggest that if teachers develop favorable concepts

of students and those concepts are comunicated through student-teacher

interaction, student self-concepts will improve and discipline problems

will decrease.

in a survey of research assessing the effectiveness of inservice

training and staffing to help schools manage student conflict and alien-

ation, Hyman (1979) found scattered evidence to indicate that inservice

programs do help reduce student discipline problems. Hyman suggests that

training in discipline techniques and interpersonal relations has a posi-

tive effect on changing teachers' attitudes toward students and that these

improvements in attitudes are helpful in improving student self-images,

reducing punitive teacher behavior, and decreasing incidences of disrup-

tive student behavior. When these changes occur on a school-wide basis,

the total learning climate is enhanced.

From our interviews with national and local experts, it appears that

discipline is not a primary content area for inservice training even

though this type of training is thought to be significant. In general,

discipline-related programs implemented early in the school year are

important because the norms for acceptable student behavior tend to be set

by the third or fourth week of school. At the same time, follow-up train-

ing and support mechanisms for educators appear to be important to program

success.

Illustrative examples. The Positive Alternatives to Student Suspen-

sions Program of the St. Petersburg Schools appears to have effectively

combined inservice training in interpersonal relations and school and

88-140 0-82----62
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classroom discipline techniques (Bailey, 1978). The program offers par-

ticipants strategies for "crisis/rmedial" interventions that include use

of a "time-out" room to which students are sent to talk out their problems

and devise plans to resolve their difficulties with a "facilitative lis-

tener." Another strategy of the program is the development of a student

school survival course. Students with recurrent behavioral problems are

referred to this course that meets once a week. Under the guidance of a

skilled leader, students learn that it is possible to -survive in school

and to receive positive feedback from teachers, administrators and other

students. Training in these crisis/remedial intervention strategies is

accompanied by extensive interpersonal relations programs designed to

prevent disciplinary problems. These programs focus on increasing teacher

sensitivity to students' behavior and needs, and helping teachers devise

means by which classroom environments and student-teacher relations may be

improved.

Graubard and King identify other effective inservice training in dis-

cipline techniques (Carney, 1979b). In a newly consolidated school dis-

trict of approximately 65,000 students, 30% o! whom are minority, an

elementary principal spends the greatest portion of inservice time train-

ing teachers on positive approaches to student behavior. During the first

week of the school year, teachers work toward developing a consensus about

the behavior-related rules of the school and getting students to "buy in"

to those rules. Participants in this program believe the program was suc-

cessful because it was directed by the principal who was more aware of

their individual needs than would be a trainer from outside the school.

Furthermore, teachers are able to contribute to the development of rules
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and discipline procedures which increase their dedication to and involve

sent in the program.

Inservice Training for Parent Involvement in School Affairs

Almost all experts on school desegregation stress the importance of

various ways of involving parents in the schools and, nore particularly,

in the education of their children. At the sam time, teachers and admin-

istrators appear to receive very little training on how to relate to

parents and involve them more effectively in school affairs.

Desegregation can lead to special problems in parent-school relations

and inservice training might focus on means by which these relations can

be improved. Because desegregation invariably increases the heterogeneity

of a school's student body, educators must relate to a different and more

diverse group of parents. This suggests a need for teachers and adminis-

trators to understand differences in the behavior and values of parents

with varied cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds. The kind of lessons

educators need to learn about students they also need to learn about par-

ents. In specific, communication skills, awareness of power and status

differences, and techniques parents can use to help their children learn

should be part of this type of training program.

Because parents may have to travel further to school after desegrega-

tion and into neighborhoods in which they may not feel comfortable, educa-

tors need to consider ways to involve parents other than those tradition-

ally used. For example, parent-teacher conferences and Parent-Teacher

Association (PTA) meetings might be held in different neighborhoods and

teachers may want to visit homes rather than waiting for parents to come

to school. Activities designed to include parents must be scheduled at

times that do not conflict with work.
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School desegregation say establish an adversarial relationship be-

tween groups of parents and the schools. Some parents, for example, vho

oppose desegregation may resist participating in school activities or be

angry at the changes taking place that result from desegregation. Other

parents, by virtue of their participation on advisory councils and in mon-

itoring groups, say be seen as threatening by educators. These possibili-

ties should be discussed, and ways of relating to parents who take a skep-

tical view of schools or who share in the traditional authority of educa-

tors, need to be developed.

Evidence. There is virtually no literature on this topic and few of

our interviewees mention the matter. The suggestions above are based on

inferences made by considering together the changes in teacher-parent re-

lationships that may result from desegregation, the types of parent in-

volvement urged by the strategies identified in other sections of this re-

port, and the literature and perspectives on other aspects of inservice

training.

Illustrative examples. The literature provides few examples of in-

service training programs for school personnel designed to encourage par-

ent involvement in school affairs. The Institute for Teacher Leadership

(1979) does, however, describe two such programs. In 1973, the New

Brunswick Education Association began a three year training program that

involved both school and community participants. One component of this

program was the training of teachers and local education association lead-

ers to plan and implement parent-student activities to increase parent in-

volvement-in school affairs. The Denver, Colorado school system institut-

ed a number of inservice training program that included sessions designed

to encourage parent-teacher communication and to train teachers in methods
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to stimulate parent interest in school curricula, parentteacher organis-

tions, and other school activities.

Inservice Preparation for Principals and Administrative Staffs

Principals play an extremely important role in influencing the course

of student race relations, achievement, and the nature of student behavior

in school. Partly, this is because of explicit actions that principals

must take to resolve matters that involve race. Examples of such actions

are student discipline and assignment of students to classrooms. In addi-

tion, principals' racial attitudes and behavior become models for teachers

and students in schools. The importance of the principal in setting a

school-wide tone for race relations implies that there should be more

inservice preparation for principals than is presently offered. While

virtually all experts agree that principals are very important to effec-

tive desegregation (e.g., Beckos & Dasho, 1981b), very little such train-

ing occurs and very little has been written on how to prepare principals

and other administrators for desegregation. It seems likely, however,

that the same general strategies that apply to both the content and the

character of teacher training discussed in previous strategies should be

applied to training principals.

In particular, Davison (1973) proposes the following strategies for

inservice training of principals and administrators:

1. Planning of inservice programs for administrators should include

selected participants who might later serve as leaders of the training

segssions.

2. Incentives should be provided to facilitate full participation.

It should not be assumed that administrators are more eager to participate

in training than teachers.
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3. Program content should be designed to ensure balance and asso-

ciation between theory and philosophical understandings and their prac-

tical application-to specific situations.

4. Inservice training for administrators will be sore successful if

it is designed to address specific needs of participants.

5. Training should emphasize concrete ways that administrators can

consider, develop, and implement new administrative practice. Pogrms

should not be critical of existing practice, but should provide means by

which that practice say be examined and perhaps amended.

6. Inservice training for administrators should engender comitment

to educational change and provide a knowledge base for such comituent.

School administrators in desegregating systems probably need further

training in helping teachers to deal with stress, organizing the system of

pupil transportation (which is more than a logistical problem), dealing

with the media, grantsmanship, and, at the district level, managing exter-

nal financial resources. Colton (1978) presents a comprehensive discus-

sion of this type of financial management. Of course, other members of

administrative staffs influence school climate. Assistant principals,

deans, and guidance counselors should also undertake inservice training

related to desegregation.

Evidence. Turnage (1972), Crain, Kahard and Narot (1981), Forehand

and Ragosta (1976), and St. John (1975) all stress the importance of prin-

cipals' behavior in influencing school climate. The safe schools study

(National Institute of Education, 1978) found that differences among

secondary schools in levels of student crime, misbehavior, and violence

are strongly related to the degree of school-level coordination of disci-

pline policy by the principal. The study concludes that a school's over-
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all climate ill safer and teachers vill like and perform better in

school if principals see that all teachers follow the same general set of

rules and that those rules are clearly comunicated to students. in addi-

tion, principals must promote mutual reinforcement of teacher and admini-

strator behavior and help teachers maintain discipline within their class-

room.

The System Development Corporation (1980) concludes that inservice

training for principals in interpersonal relations haa a positive rela-

tionship to improving overall school climate and to improving student

racial attitudes. Findings suggest that such training promotes a harmo-

nious and cooperative school environment that leads to positive inter-

actions not only emong students but anong students and teachers, teachers

themselves, and mong administrators and teachers.

There is some evidence from case studies that principals indirectly

influence the climate of their schools by the emphases they place on the

inservice training of teachers (Carney, 1979b, 1979c, 1979d). Principals

that express strong support of teacher training in interpersonal rela-

tions. instructional strategies, and discipline, and themselves partici-

pate in such training, further the improvement of school climate. In ad-

dition, involvement of principals in the training of teachers creates an

atmosphere of cohesion and administrative support of teachers. Beckum and

Dasho (1981s) support these findings in their case studies and argue that

administrative leadership and participation is essential to the adoption

of school-vide improvement. They further contend that principals must be

informed and committed to training if desired outcomes are to occur.

The impen$.ce of the principal's role in shaping the school climate

is amphsised to Gottfredson and Daiger's (1979) recent reanalysis of the
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Safe Schools (1978b) data. The authors identify the following factors as

important to minimizing interpersonal conflict within schools.

1. Principals should stress the importance of desegregation and in-

proving race relations publicly and with conviction.

2. They should support teachers in their efforts to alter their be-

havior ., manage their classrooms and prohibit teacher practices that

discot.,' - good race relations.

3. They should help draft and fairly administer rules of conduct for

students and staff.

The devviopment of capabilities of school principals to achieve these con-

ditions i.ees to be an important goal of training programs for school ad-

ministrators.

Illustrative examples. Carney found evidence that comprehensive in-

service training involving principals, administrative staffs, and teachers

in interpersonal relations, curricula, instructional strategies, and dis-

cipline effectively reduced problems in the desegregation of a midwestern

unified school district of approximately 26,000 students (Carney, 1979c).

Principals and other administrative staff embers were required to attend

training sessions that also emphasized bilingual education, multicultural

education, and assessment of the district's progress in desegregating its

schools. Retreats were held for principals and administrative staff mem-

bers that concentrated on crisis management and interpersonal relations.

in addition, administrators attended inservice training for teachers that

emphasized multicultural education, instructional strategies, and inter-

personal relations. Much of the effectiveness of this program was attri-

butable to the comprehensive training of both administrators and teachers,

separately and together.
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In another case study, inservice training for principals and other

administrators that focused on understanding of the district's desegre-

gation plan and school-community relations was found to promote a smooth

transition of three districts into a consolidated system (Carney, 1979d).

Although moat other inservice training programs in interpersonal rela-

tions, curricula and instructional strategies were designed for teachers,

administrators were encouraged to attend. Pormats of these programs

varied and included workshops, seminars, university classes, and partici-

pant exchange.
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ArvNwnx 6

The follo.,l.G article taken from the February 2t), 1978 Sunday :,e:-
Journal (Vilnington, !)e.), describes "anticipatory" flight during the

ree years prior to the start of busing wher white enrollment declined.
by 1 7OO. Then despite the articles implicat'ion that white fliEht "pea:ed
early (that is, before busing began), white enrollment then declined by
nearly 18,000 over four years of actual busing, 1978-81.

ite flight:: Did it
peak 2 years early?

* BYISABELSPENCER.

*White flight Ithe Nijw Castle t~1-.~~'
County'desegre attoi area ac .-
ready bas peaked, number of res - t 0 jt ei
educators believe.. .

And the phenomenon reloca- A """ '*..'-". .
tUo to avoid facing changes in the 7 -' - '
present neighborhood school y - / uburbn fnroblm~et
ter s leeedolit ~. . .6"1 -
months beore ortored buE pbs ub
oIn Is due te begin, these educe- 64113'. 12711:

tOurhunch," whispered one"54
suburban superintendent who did 1 54,600

wish ito named, "is that 9.1 %
whoever Is going to go has gone." -. '

There'are statistics to back up
that view. For Instance, the sum. .
bet of stud-ris from the desegre- ..

gallon area - attending privatesc ools In re s ed 9 p r e ti n th e , ; o ,m 1 S , ' ~ ; :
fall of 1976. butooly went'up 1.1percent tost fl', Even educators Wh tlairi'whits'. __ __ _ _

flight ha s loweid, -thouih, arc
quiclI qujify th r views. The 974,.: ""1977 ",':. . .7 - 9 .
reason " st ttsttgi :relating to -. ,, ; -. 1 .
white flight tl say many differ. '" . is

, things. All It takes Is a pencil fl flaflipU.llIC efnrollm t .a.n .and a alculatr o make them

Whistle and sing. " " Colho|icvs. |ndepondent
SlotJ.ties on Ahile flight not " " - - " 34 . .

Wnty are potentially misleading. f 4. 6

but also they are hard to come by.
Bec use figures on the destina- ,827 , ,. " - . "
lions of students who withdraw "
from public schools are not re- 1l I , 763
qutred by the state. the methods '
o inkeepng trackeof dep art ag stu- [ ' '.
dents vary from district to "-

-. ess one thing is cler U. p .1" , - ./ ew Csul County& largely , 1,_ ..
while suburban'schools hive lotoi 41, ___thousands of students In the three * r9--I)cars sirt#e a three-judge federal .. J",_ ;..,-+ '. : :-L .,.; . . .

nel ruled that black eW amt ; 74 1-. 7"f7 '
" dstudethave been unc6nstiltution 5 I' ,l *' -
(ally segregated from their white V -- L..

- counerpart. .'": , , -...... .-. :.'.... ... . ...

During thtsehsme tree years.
[private sad parochial schools in

the area Ilned about 3,300 sub'ur-
%Zan student. .'. ..
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PUBLIC SCHOOL
PJPIL ENROLLMENT NEW CASTLE COUNTY "DESEGREGATION
ARFA" AND PREDFOtSSOR CONPONMITS. 1970-81

C6 White
Year White Change Black Hispanic Other Total
1970 b9,206 - 15,2b3 (combined, 318) 64,753
1971(1) 0,173 + 1.4 15623 combined, 557 86,353
1972 68875 . 15752 ~combined, 68U 85,496
1973 66912 2.8 15,708 combined, 11 83,804
1974 2 6 969 - .3 580 985 6 81,834

)4.5 15148 1,0991975 3 61:?0 1 -45 7894 78
1976(4) 57,01 - 7.7 15271 1,026 545 73,861
1977(5) 52,998 015309 1,137 509 69,953
1978(6 47,008 -11 14,891 1,115 544 63,558
1979 42,30G -10.0 14,547 1,11 495 58 459
1980 38,980 - 7.8 14 317 1,286 563 55,146
1981(7) 35,7*-f - 8.3 -14,.103 1,361 565 51,793

Sources State of Delaware, Department of Public Instruction
Planning, Research, and Evaluation Division

(1) Case of Evans vs. Buchanan ro-opened, 12/10/71.
(2) 7/12/74 Court rules that a unitary school system "had not

been established" and orders submission of a "city
only" plan and plans involving "incorporating
other areas of New Castle County".

(3) /27/75 In a 2-1 decision, the court finds "a historic ar-
rangement for interdistrict segregation" and indi-
cates its preference for an interdistrict remedy.

(4) 5/19/76 Court proposes a plan combining eleven districts (City
of Wilmimrton and ten suburban dis- tricts) into a single
district. State's largest district (Nen:ark), after
earlier deliberations had indicated it would not be
included, is included.

(5) 8/5/77 Implementation stayed pending appeal of remedy.

(6) I/9/78 Implementation of racial balancing city-suburbs busing
ordered to begin 9/11/78.

(7) Single district reorganized into four districts.
.ote In 1974, which is the comparAtive year for demonstrating subse-

quent white flight in this presentation, only some 3,200 of
64 6,79 white students were in the junJority black Uilmin:,ton
anA DeLa!arr districts. Tus, virtually all of subsequent white
fli:Jt has been from the nine majority white districts.

-During all of the liability phase of S3vans vs. Buchanan and
for most of the remedy hearings, residents of the Newark
district (the state's largest, with 15,829 white students in
1974) assumed they would not be included in the final order.
White enrollment decline in Newark was only 0.7% 1.8% and
3.3% during the years- 1975, 197b and 1977. Thus, the potential
for anticipatory white flight in the county'as a whole for the
years 1975-77 was diminished. How-iever with the start of busing
in 1978, werith Vemark included, white fliGht in that area was
10 per cent follo-ed by 11.5 per cent in 1979. In addition, the
low white public school enrollment decline for that district,
1975-77, tras no doubt influenced by white novenont into the
district in anticipation of iTe;ark not being included in the
final order (see non-mublic school enrollment for that districtin Appendix II, which'indicatcs that there .,as white fli-;ht from
pblic bcheols in lNewark during 197b and 1977.)
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APPENDix 7
REPRINTED FROM THE LOS ANGELES TIMES, MONDAY. JANUARY 4. 1982

Anglo, Latino

Two Schools: Separate, Unequal
BY DAVID G. SAVAGE
Tma Ucasim W,*nr

Frost Junior igh in Grnada Hills and Nimitz Jun-
otr High in Huntington Park are both pal of the Los

Angeles Unified School District That is about all they
have in common.

Nlinitz, with neary 3,000 students, is the largest
junior high in Los Angeles and is believed to be the
largest junior high in the nation. Its mosty Latino
student body goes to school on a year-round
schedule, with maxy children jammed into small
.temporary" bungalow classrooms during the hottest
days of the summer.

Frost, with about 1,100 students this year, stis on a
grand 24-wce campus with a panoramic view of the
Santa Susana Mountain . Its five dusroom buildings
surround a broad and quiet courtyard and It has a
vast playground beyond. Its halls ae carpeted and
softly lit, and the room are ir-condltioned. Its most-
ly Anglo student body does not go to dass during the
summer.

The contrast between the two schools is starkly ap-
parent and seems typical of a pattern in Low Angeles.

latino parents and teachers in the Eat Ls Angeles
schools my the school board and the district managers
have deliberately ignored the problems of the over-
crowded Khool. Top Los Angeles shool officials
contend that money and reouama are allocated a-
cording to long-established formula among schools.

But whether the result of deliberate policy, the two
schools, representative of their sress of the city, are
deadly sepase nd unequaL

'7he distaepaincy is obvious," said &(azy Ledesmae,
formerly the deputy director of the school integration
monitoring committee set up during the brie era of
mandatory busing in the Los Angeles schools 'flw
valley schools have the better facilities and they get
the better equipment and books. We get the second-
hand stuff."

Dove Twetan teaches soda! studies in a bungaow
at Nimitz, a dassrom that is poorly lit and not insu-
lated. It is cold In winter an stifling hot in summer,
he said. When the district Initiated the year-round
schedule, teachers were pm thefr rooms would
be air-conditioned. As it turns out, they have yet to
se enough fas for A the rooms.

"You can count on it being 15 degrees hotter in
here than outside during the day," Twetan said.
"With 30 bodies In th room, it can be WffoCating. It
1.95 to 105 degrees n here most summer afternoons,
Three's no way they would stsnd for this out in the
valley."

The schoo-by-school spending figure compiled by
the school district tend to confirm some allegations of
unequal treatment. The district spends several
hundred dollar mote per student fo instruction in
the mostly white San Fernando Valley schools than in
the mosdy Latino shoos of Het and Southeat Los
Angel And it s ends far more--often twice or three
times as much per student-for other servks such a
custodial help, mainteace and utilities,

In the lIst scu year, the distc spent $1,5N per
student for "instruction and related emnse' at Frost,
according to the latest report hrm the controller of-
flee. At Nimitz, the comparable figure was $1,289.

Even adding in federal funds, which are supposed
to suppkm the spending in poor schools, the dif-

erence remain $1791 per student at Frost and $1,515
at NinutL.

When all other direc school epemes are induded
-for janitors, gardener maintenance and utilities--
the difference approaches 50% per child. Last year,
the district spent in total $1472 per child at Nimitz
and 52,093 at Frost

Playground of Nimite Jl High In Huntiton Pa&k
Most of students are Latino.

urm Aft y RM mat

S~t M t ft" TMWs

I
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Nimitz is at the bottom end of the per-pupil
spending scale for junior highs along with similarly
overcrowded Latdno Khol such as South Gate and
Gape Junio highs. But Frost is far from the top. Other
mostly white junior highs in the valley, such as
Holmes and Mulholland, spent more than $2,600 per
chid.

Most of the predominanty blak schools in the city
have student populations and spending figuresmr
like those of the mostly white schools. They also tend
to get Ir amounts of federal aid.

For example, Markham, a nearly all-black junior
high in the same adminis adve area s Nimit. got
$1,663 per child for Instuction, not counting federal
hunds. This was $500 more than Ninltz and slightly
mor than Fros..

LeA Angele School Supt. Harry Handler denied
that the spending differences among schools repre-
sented a pattern of discriminate but rather reflected
factors like the age of the faculty.

"If I were to guess, I'd my the average teacher at
Frost or Markham has more years of service" and
therefore a hih salary, aid Jim Taylor, the dsbW's
associate superintendent k planning.

The schools with fewer students have about the
@AVe number of administrative permsnel-principalls,
counselors and secrears-as lage schools, which
makes the per-student cost higher, he aid.

The big gap in spending for other services reflects
the dfferencas in the size of the building and the
campum

"If there lesin square footage in the bui ding to
sweep and lm area of lawn to be mowed, then you
need fewer custodians and gardeners," Taylor said.

Bven though Nimltz has about three times as many
students am Frost, last year the district spent more in
total for maintenance and operations at the Granada
Hill schooL

The result of this at Nimitz is halls and play-
grounds Wewn with tuh, walls covered with graffi-
ti, smelly restrooms and necen equipment like
photocopying machines broken for days on end.

Recently things took a turn for the better at Nimitz
when teachers and students, fed up with having a
messy school organized a committee of volunteer to
go in early to dean up trash before the start of the
school day. Frost does not need sich an extra effort.
Its campus is kept dean by janitors. Once a week, the
carpet is deaned as well.

Frost is 'like a college campus. It has a lot of area to
be mauntaWd," said Taylor, the district's top exper
on school operations. "And it has air-conditoning
which runs up the utilty bill. You also need an en-
sineer to handle the air-cond tionIng. That's one m-
son you have an additional expense at that campus"

Taylor acknowledged there Is "some merit to rais-
ing a question" about the apparent inequity in how
custodial and maintenance help is allocated among
the schools.

Frosl Junior High School, set on 24-acre campus with
view of Santa Susana Mts.

The Reagan Administration's top cvil rights attor-
ney amo in October that his office wiU not seek new
school desegregation orders, but it may file suit
at "several" school distic tha are not provid-

ing equal educatio:-I opportunities for all children
within its boundary.

Rater than tryin to prove chikire re segregted
by race or ethnic origin, the Department of Iutice
would contest the "uneven treatment at the educa-
ional lever of white and minority students, maid Wil-

Ham &-adfoed Reynolds, assistant attorney general for
civil rights.

Although the department has ro pursued such a
coe before, he sa l he would be "astounded" if the
courts would not go along with the new approach to
attakng school inequality.

"It will have to be demonstrated to the court there
is a difference in the quality of education that is being
provided to one group as opposed to another, and
that there has been less attenton by the whool board
in one ar of the yste as opposed to another," maid
Reyno!, who added that he was not aware of oondi-
tions in too Angelles.

'When I was a kid, I'd always heard about ghetto
schools, and I wondered how a school became a ghet-
to school. Here, I'm seeing how it happens," said
Chuck Mistch, one of the many itabted and frusat-
ed teachers at Nimtz who believe their school, once
one of the best in the area, is sinking fast.

The Nimitz teachers are almost uniformly quick
with a oomplainL Some said the "sheer numbers" of
students and the constant switching of the year-
round schedule made It nearly imposible to run an
orderly school. Others complained about e "filthy
floors" or hallways that "smell like urine."

Mitsch said he had ordered round supp les-pa-
per, pencils, and booka-1I May. By December, they
had not arrived, and he could not get an explanation
for the delay.

Dikct officials my each school et an amount of
money for books and supplies that is based on its en-
roUlment, but it Is up to the school to me that the
right supplies get to the teachers.

2
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Teachers in the overcrowded, year-round schools
also have to switch rooms every 12 to 18 weeks be-
cause they are more teachers than classroom& That
means, they said, taking everything off the walls and
packing up all their books and supplies.

"How would you like to move your office every 12
weeks?" asked one teacher.

"I can't even zero in on one thing anymore (that's
causing the staff demoralization). It's worn me
down," Mitsch said.

One Nimitz teacher, who asked not to be identified,
said he and his colleagues were mot frustrated by
their inability to make things b~etter.

"I don't know whether to blame the weak and in-
competent administration here or the neglect by the
school district. I guess I blame both," he said.

"The people downtown just don't seem to care
much about these schools," another teacher said.

All the teachers interviewed, even the most bitter of
them, tended to cite one plus at Nimitz-the children.

'We have good kids hers," one said. "They're well-
behaved. Most of them really want to learn." The
graffiti and some of the debris comes from older stu-
dents getting into the school grounds on nights and
weekends, they said.

Nimitz Principal Roger Caukin, a veteran of eight
years at the school and 33 years in the Los Angeles
school district, says the administrators and teachers
are making the best of a less than Ideal situation. But
he agrees with many of the teachers' complaints.

Maintenance is "too slow in coming," he said. The
bungalows are "like ovens in the summer." And the
needs of the overcrowded schools "are not taken into
account."

But he will not issue a broadside complaint against
the district management or the school board.

"The formula for allocating maintenance and cus-
todial services are being applied equally for us," he
said, but then added that the formulas themselves are
"not fair. They are based on the square footage, not
on the number of kids, so we don't get our full
share."

"Welcome to Fabulous Froet" is the way Principal
Gerald Horowitz greets visitors, and the greeting
proves not to be an exaggeration. With its spacious
and well-landscaped grounds and the modem two-
story classroom buildings, the school resembles a
smaller version of UCLA.

The administrative building has the character of the
waiting room in a doctors office a series of plaques
neatly arranged on the walls, secretaries who are
friendly and unhurried, the quiet broken only by the
sound of piped-in background music.

'We've tried to create a wholesome, safe and crea-
tive atmosphere here at Frost," Horowitz said. Grana.
da Hills was a center of anti-busing activism, he not-
ed. When busing began, many parents bailed out,
either moving to Calabasas or Thousand Oaks or put.
ting their children in private schools.

'We have to constantly sell the school. We're sell-
ing quality education-that's our theme," he said.

The neat appearance of the campus, the absence of
graffiti, the orderly classrooms and the frequent notes
to parents are all part of an effort to persuade a "dis-
rupted community to stick with public education,"
Horowitz said.

"The parents here tend to take education for grant.
ed. They expect and demand a good school," he said.
'We take pride in keeping this school neat. I work
hard at it. You also do it by example. If there's a piece
of paper in the hall, I pick it up."

In contrast to Nimitz, the Frost teachers rarely have
a negative word to say about the school or the district.
Most instead prefer to talk about what their class is
accomplishing.

Horowitz said his job is to create "an atmosphere
conducive to learning. If you let a school get run
down emotionally and physically, the kids respond to
it negatively. They won't take pride in it anymore."

'We've only got these children for three years, and
we're depriving them if we don't give them a good
school," Horowitz said.

If demanding parents are a key to making Frost a
good school, the lack of parental pressure may be part
of the problem for Nimitz.

"If the parents in this community spoke up, this
situation wouldn't continue," a Nimitz math teacher
said. "In this district, you get what you'll accept."

Mary Ledesma, who has organized a parent lobby
for education called 'Tpaco," agrees with the asess-
ment.

"Nobody complains. Nobody speaks up:' she said.
"Our Hispanic parents won't go to the school board to
complain. Many of them have come from Mexico, and
they are very thankful for what they've got here."

But because of little parental pressure and political
lobbying, the school board tends to ignore the over-
crowded schools, she said.

"That school board spent four hours arguing about
a school with 89 kids But it has no time to talk about
the problems of our schools," she said

After a rancorous four-hour debate Dec. 14, the
board voted to close four under-enrolled, mostly
white schools.

"I think they deserve nice schools out there. We
don't resent those good schools," Ledesms said. "But if
we can have nice schools in the valley, we can have
nice schools in the city too."

3
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InterHigh School Council
4740 University Way NE
Seattle, WA 98105
December 24, 1981

The Honorable Don Edward, Chairman
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights
United States House of Representatives
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D.C. 20510

Re: Hearings on school desegregation

Dear Congressman Edward:

As representatives of the 14,000-odd high school students in the Seattle Public
Schools, we would like to encourage your support of federally-funded busing.

Our experience with the Seattle desegregation program has been a very positive
one. We believe that education should be aimed at preparing students for life in a
pluralistic, democratic, as well as realistic society. For this reason, education must
continue outside of the classroom. The mingling of differing cultures, races, and
economic classes, and the experiences we gain from that mingling are Indispensable.
Through busing we learn how to relate to people with whom we would otherwise
not come in contact with until later on in life. The lessons which we learn from
interaction with different types of people are invaluable to our education. It is
both a privilege and an opportunity to participate in an integrated public education.
This opportunity is one which we are truly grateful for.

Contrary to the scare stories which you may have heard about busing, the
Seattle busing program has been entirely successful. It has not contributed to
"white flight." Nor has it contributed to "mainstreaming" of our public schools. In
fact, national test scores in Seattle have improved following the initiation of the
busing program.

As students, we are used to being ignored. Yet we would like to remind you
that students are the ultimate recipients of any action which politicians may take.
We know that the experiences gained through desegregation programs allow us the
opportunity for a superior education. We know that busing is worthwhile. In
addition, we believe that we know better than anyone else can know, simply
because we are the students and students are the consumers of public education.

Seattle students have the opportunity for an excellent integrated education and
we would hate to see that change. We are asking for your support, because you
have the vote, not us.

We would be glad to provide you with more information or to contact you at a
later date.

Sincerely yours,

Sandra Doyle and James Li
Student Representatives of the InterHigh School Council
Seattle School District Number One
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APPENDIX 8

THE CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT DESEGREGATION SURVEY

A report on the survey prepared by:

National Opinion Research Center
6030 South Ellis Avenue

Chicago, IL 60637

Mary Jean Key
Senior Survey Director

December 1981
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In November and December 1981 the National Opinion Research Center

surveyed a sample of parents of children in the Chicago public schools about

their attitudes towards desegregation. The study, done under contract with

the Chicago Board of Education, was designed to provide data to be used in the

preparation of A desegregation plan as mandated by the court.

The questionnaire

Pretesting was on November 6 and revisions were agreed upon on

November 7. Interviewers were trained November 11, the sample was delivered

to NORC from the Board of Education on November 13, and interviewing began

immediately. Day and evening shifts worked Sunday through Friday for four

weeks ending December 10. The final tape, frequencies, and crosstabulations

were delivered December 18.

The survey instrument was a revision of one used in a study of

desegregation in Los Angeles in 1977. As in Los Angeles, interviewing was

done by telephone, and a Spanish version of the questionnaire was prepared.

The Los Angeles questionnaire was revised for a pretest in Chicago.

The basic format and content of the questionnaire remained, but there were

alterations to accommodate differences between the two cities in ethnic makeup

and existing and proposed desegregation efforts. A question was added about

the respondent's country of origin to delineate ethnic identification.

Questions referring to "Mexican Americans" in the Los Angeles questionnaire

were changed to "Hispanics" to include ihe large numbers of Puerto Ricans and

other Hispanics in Chicago.

On the basis of the pretest results some minor changes were made to

clarify whether or not busing was included in a plan. The definition of

household for the income question was clarified, and the country of origin

question was enlarged to detect whether respondents were first or second

88-140 0-82--64
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generation in the United States. All revisions were translated into Spanish,

and the entire Spanish version was reviewed for consistency.

The Sample

The sampling scheme was planned by NORC's technical director to

produce a sample of parents randomly selected across the school districts.

The selection was to be one-half white, one-fourth black, and one-fourth

Hispanic, with a goal of about 1,200 completed cases. Because the Chicago

Board of Education maintains a regularly updated computer file of students, it

was able to execute the sample design and produce a list of selected children

with birthdate, sex, grade level, school district, parent or guardian name,

address, and telephone number.

Below are the sampling specifications provided the Board of Education:

1. The population consists of all students currently enrolled in the
Chicago Public Schools with the following exceptions:

- Preschoolers
- Kindergartners
-High school seniors
- Those in special schools
- Asian Americans
- Native Americans
- Those with unknown ethnic/racial identity

2. Divide the population into three subpopulations:

- Blacks
- Hispanics
- Whites

3. Sort each subpopulation. First sort by district, then alphabetically

by last name within district.

4. Calculate a skip interval for each subpopulation:

- Divide total of black subpopulation by 30
- Divide total of Hispanic subpopulation by 30
- Divide-total of white subpopulation by 60

In case of a fraction, use the next smaller whole number.
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5. Select eighteen random starting points smaller than the skip interval
for each subopulation.

6. Run eighteen lists from each subpopulation by applying the random
starts and the skip Intervals calculated for the respective subpopula-
tion.

Data Collection

The sample consisted of eighteen independent replicates within each of

the three ethnic groups. They were fielded in random order, and there was an

effort to complete earlier replicates before beginning later ones. Then, as

the proportion with available phones was identified, the appropriate number of

replicates for each ethnic group was determined.

During this effort, as cases were discovered to have no phone.or an

incorrect or disconnected phone number, directory assistance was tried for new

information. If that was unsuccessful, the Board of Education contacted

principals of schools to get correct numbers, which in some cases were work or

emergency numbers. This combination of efforts was very productive, resulting

in a total of 91 percent good phone numbers in the white sample, 82 percent in

the black sample, and 77 percent in the Hispanic sample. A combination of

disconnected phones, no phones, wrong numbers, and unlisted numbers made up

the remaining unavailable phones.

Daytime shifts had three to five interviewers and a supervisor.

Evening and weekend shifts had from nine to fifteen interviewers and one or

two supervisors. There was at least one Spanish-speaking interviewer on most

shifts and, as the need for more Spanish-language interviews became apparent,

interviewers were added.

Of the twenty interviewers, seventeen had at least two years experi-

ence as interviewers for NORC and had worked on many telephone surveys. Three

bilingual interviewers were hired for this study and all had had experience in

informal interviewing.
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A total of 136 interviews were completed in Spanish. An additional 55

parents spoke only languages other than Spanish or English. Of these, 18 were

interviewed through an interpreter. Four interviews were conducted with

respondents whose children had transferred to private or parochial schools.'*

Quality Control

Interviewers were trained on the questionnaire through study of speci-

fications for individual questions and the conduct of mock interviews with the

supervisors. The first two cases of each interviewer were edited immediately

and reviewed with the interviewer. Monitoring phones were used and each

interviewer was monitored within the first two days and then at intervals

during the field period.

Special attention was paid to the following items:

- Presentation of introduction
- Use of skip patterns
- Pacing
- Probing
- Asking questions as worded
- Fielding of respondents' questions

Few problems were detected during the monitoring and editing proce-

dures. Brief conferences between individual supervisors and interviewers

served to correct those problems.

The project supervisors were unable to monitor interviews conducted in

Spanish. However, each of the four bilingual interviewers assigned to the

project conducted a mock interview with a bilingual staff member with experi-

ence as a translator and interviewer trainer. Cultural nuances were written

into the script to test the interviewers' abilities to communicate with re-

spondents with a limited education. The standard NORC procedures were

followed for questionnaire edits, checking for proper skip patterns, probes,

and so forth.
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Allocation to the sample categories (white, black, and Hispanic:

illustrated in the following tables) was determined by the race of the sampled

child' as recorded in the Board of Education computer file. These designations

were reported tO the school by the parent. The questionnaire asked the race

of the parent, which In a small number of cases differed from that of the

child. Thus, when respondents are classified by race the distribution is

slightly different than that for children. The 621 interviews In the sample

of white children were completed by 599 white parents, 8 black parents, and 14

Hispanic parents. This discrepancy may represent actual difference in race of

child and parent or guardian, .or it may result from inaccuracy of reporting

either by the parent or the school.

Completion Rates

The completion rates for each sample and the overall completion rate

are indicated in Table 1. Two separate completion rates have been calculated-

The net sample for Rate I was determined by deleting from the gross sample
households in which the sampled children were no longer enrolled in a
Chicago public school or were otherwise ineligible (for detail, see Appen-
dix A).

Rate II was determined by eliminating from the gross sample the category
above, plus households for which no home, emergency, or work telephone
numbers were available.

TABLE 1

COMPLETION RATES BY SAMPLE AND OVERALL COMPLETION RATES

Sampled Cross Number of Rate I Rate II
Saop Sross Completed Net Completion Net CompletionGroup Sample Cases Sample Rate (2) Sample Rate (2)

White ...... 841 621 823 (75.4%) 746 (83.2%)

Black ...... 450 307 432 (71.0%) 350 (87.7%)

Hispanic ... 450 259 436 (59.42) 331 (78.3Z)

Overall 1,741 1,187 1,691 (70.22) 1,427 (83.2%)
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The completion rates are very high for a telephone survey and are in

line with other high-quality research. If we were to assume that all phone

numbers were known, the Rate I percentages for the white and black samples are

quite acceptable. Recognizing that. some had no phones, they are remarkably

high, as shown in Rate II. Given the lack of available phones, the Hispanic

completion rate improves to a respectable 78 percent.

After the "no phones," the second greatest loss to the sample was

parents who could not be reached to be interviewed ("Respondent unavailable"

in Table 2). Had there been more time, these potential respondents could have

been reached. These parents were not interviewed because they .happened to be

in replicates fielded toward the end of the survey, and there is no reason to

assume that they are, as a group, less likely to cooperate or statistically

different from those interviewed.

Either parent could serve as the respondent. As seen in Table 3, in

households with both male and female parents, women responded three times as

frequently as men. This was to be expected as husbands often defer to the

wife as a respondent, especially in matters pertaining to children and

school. The outcome would have been more imbalanced if we had not instituted

measures to increase male participation by (1) attempting fewer interviews in

the daytime when many men are at work and (2) by asking to speak to "Hr.

when introducing the study.
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TABLE 2

DESEGREGATION STUDY FINAL STATUS REPORT

Outcome White Black Hispanic Total

Completed cases . .  . .. .. ...  621 (83%)b 307 (88%) 259 ( 78 %)c 1,187 (832)

Refusals .................  44 (6%) 6 (2%) 10 (32) 60 (42)

No answer ........ ;. ......... 4 6 7 17

Respondent unavailable 40 29 53 122

RespondeL ill/incapable 0 2 2 4

Language barriers .......... 37 0 0 37

Total net samples ... .. ....  746 350 331 1,427

aPercentages and the net sample were calculated using conditions
described in Rate II (see Table 1).

bmhe white sample included 18 completed cases conducted with inter-

preters and I case interviewed in Spanish.

eThe Hispanic sample included 135 cases interviewed in Spanish.

dValid phone numbers for the majority of these cases were not supplied

by the Board of Education until one or two days prior to the end of the field
period. As a result, many of these cases had only two or three attempted
contacts.

eRespondent understood neither English nor Spanish and interpreters

were unavailable.

TABLE 3

COMPLETED CASES BY RESPONDENT SEX AND HOUSEHOLD STATUS

White Black Hispanic Total

Single head household:

Hale .................. 20 11 3 34
Female ................ 132 168 72 372

Dual head household:

Male .. ,................ 124 (272) 28 (222) 54 (292) 206 (262)
Female ................ 345 (732) 100 (782) 130 (712) 575 (742)

Total completed cases .... 621 307 259 L,187
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Conversion of Refusals

In the first half of the interviewing period, the refusal rate was 16

percent for the white sample, 5 percent for the black sample, and 7 percent

for the Hispanic sample. In an effort to reduce the high number of'initial

refusals in white households, the interviewers'introduction of the survey was

changed. Originally there was no reference to the Board of Education. When

the study was introduced to the white households as being conducted for the

Board there was a significant drop in the refusals--from 16 percent to Ii

percent. After the conversion efforts described below that rate fell to 6

percent.

Below is a refusal conversion report by sample. Two experienced "

interviewers (one on the a.m. shift and one on the p.m. shift) were assigned

initial refusals to attempt to convert to them to completed cases. The pro-

cedures for assigning conversions were as follows:

Each refusal was allowed a "cooling-off period" of four days to a week
depending on the availability of converters before a recontact was
attempted.

The conversion effort was concentrated on the white sample since the
refusal rate in that sample was relatively higher than the minority sample
rates. Attempts were made to recontact all households in the white sample
where refusals occurred. Excepted were seed households where inter-
viewers encountered extreme hostility. However, "soft" refusals in black
households were recontacted.

In the minority samples, "soft" refusals were recontacted. The effort was
further limited in the Hispanic sample because all but two of the refusals
occurred in Spanish-speaking households (and the Spanish-speaking inter-
viewers were committed to getting first-try cases completed) and the
majority of these occurred within the last four days of the field period.
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TABLE 4

REFUSAL CONVERSION REPORT BY SAMPLE

White Black Hispanic Total

Original refusals ......... 73 9 11 93

Total no contacts: 18 (25Z) 5 (552) 10 (91%) 33 (352)

No attempts ............. 7 4 10 21

Conversions attempted,
No answer/
R unavailable .......... 11 1 0 12

Conversions attempted

with respondent: 55 (752) 4 (452) 1 (92) 60 (652)

Completed cases ........ 29 (532) 3 (752) (1002) 33 (552)

Second refusals% ........ 26 (472) 1 (252) 0 (0Z) 27 (452)

apprcentages in these categories
attempted with respondent as the base.

were calculated using conversions

Table 5 shows the point at which final refusals were encountered.

"Contact refusal" refers to unwillingness of the person answering the phone to

allow the interviewer to present the study and/or speak with a parent or

guardian. The second and largest category is that of parents who understood

the study but refused to cooperate, and the third is breakoff or termination

of the interview by the respondent.

TABLE 5

FINAL REFUSALS BY CATEGORY

White Black Hispanic Total

Contact refusal/
respondent undetermined 12 0 1 13

Respondent refusal ......... 28 4 7 39

Breakoff during
interview ................ 4 2 2 8

Total refusals ............. 44 6 10 60
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APPENDIX A

The following is a detail report of cases excluded in Rate I, Table 1:

Outcome White Black Hispanic Overall

Moved out of Chicago area 3 2 5 10

Moved to suburban area ...... 2 0 2 4

Not living in Chicagoa ...... 2 5 0 -7

Transferred to
parochial school .......... 0 1 1 2

Transferred to
private school ............ 1 0 0

Student no longer enrolled/
no record of enrollment ... 6 9 6 21

Case completed for pretest 2 0 0 2

Otherb ......................... 2 1 .0 3

Total ......................... 18 18 14 50

aNo indication whether family moved to suburb or out of Chicago area
(Board of Education Updates).

bThe white sample included two adults. The black sample included one

household previously interviewed for another child in the same family at a
different school.
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CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT

DESEGREGATION SURVEY

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

Conducted by the
National Opinion Research Center

for the Chicago Board of Education_
November-December 1981
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In November and December 1981 the National Opinion
Research Center ("NORC") surveyed a sample of parents of children
in the Chicago public schools about their attitudes towards
desegregation. The survey instrument was a revision of one used
in a study of desegregation in Los Angeles in 1977. As in Los
Angeles, interviewing was done by telephone, and a Spanish
language version of the questionnaire was used as needed.

The sampling scheme was designed by NORC to produce a
sample of white, black and Hispanic parents of public school
students in grades one through eleven, randomly selected across
the 20 subdistricts of the school system. Follow-up measures
were undertaken to ensure high completion rates. The gross rates
(percent of completed interviews of all families in the sample)
and net rates (percent of completed interviews among all families
for whom telephone numbers could be obtained) were as follows:
white, 75% gross, 83% neti black, 71% gross, 88% net; Hispanic,
59% gross, 78% net. Reasons for cases not completed include
refusals (only 4%), no answer, respondent ill, and language
barrier (37 cases, all white respondents).

A detailed report by NORC on the methodology of the
survey is on file at the office of the Secretary of the Chicago
Board of Education.

All responses are reported in this summary by percentage
of all respondents within racial/ethnic groups. That is, all
percentages read vertically and describe the proportions in which
parents within a particular racial/ethnic group responded to a
particular question. The tables do not read horizontally and do
not attempt to tabulate the proportionate responses of all
parents in the school district in the aggregate.

The percentages expressed in the following tables have
all been rounded to whole numbers. The small numbers of
respondents who did not answer certain questions have been
omitted. Therefore the tables do not always total exactly 100%.
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White Black Hispanic

GENERAL ATTITUDES TOWARD DESEGREGATION

6. In general, how do you feel about
desegregation in the public schools?
Do you . . .

Strongly favor

Favor

Oppose

Strongly oppose

Not sure

In general, how would you feel
about your child attending a
school where...

8 & . . . two-thirds of the students
21 are white and one-third are black.

Would you...

Object

Not object

Not sure

9 & . . . one-half of the students
22 are white and one-half are black?

Would you . . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

10 & . . . one-third of the students
23 are white and two-thirds are black?

Would you . . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

12 7

40 54 .57

23 18

21 10

7

9.

9

5

20 23

76 76

2 1

31 7

65 92

2 1

53

41

3

15

83

2
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white Black Hispanic

11.... all of the students are
black? Would you . . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

12 &. . . one-half of the students
17 are black and one-half are

Hispanic? Would you . . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

13 &. . . two-thirds of the students
18 are white and one-third are

Hispanic? Would you . . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

14 . . . one-half of the students
19 are white and one-half are

Hispanic? Would you . . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

15 & one-third of the students
20 are white and two-thirds are

Hispanic. Would you

Object

Not object

Not sure

-- 20

-- 78

-- 25 30

-- 72 64

-- 3

12

4

-- 20

84 -- 75

3 --

23

73

2

45

49

4

-- 11

-- 85

--- 3

-- 17

-- 80

--- 2
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White Black Hispanic

16. . . . all of the students are
Hispanic?
would you

Object

Not object

Not -sure

24.... one-third of the students
are white, one-third are Hispanic
and one-third are black?
Would you.

Object

Not Object

Not Sure

25. In general, how do you feel
about buang children of all
background - white, black and
Hispanic to achieve school
desegregation? Do you. . .

Strongly favor

Favor

OppOSO

Strongly oppose

Not V ieU

.... 32

.... 65

.. ..- 2

27 8 15

71 91 83

2 1

9

1

3

11 .37 35

27 28>

59 23
22) 

9

2 5
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White Black Hispanic

VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS

In the next series of
questions, we would like
your opinion about an
existing desegregation
program.

26. Have you heard of the
Permissive Enrollment Program,
the voluntary transfer program
in Chicago?

Yes 59 48 44

No 38 50 55

Not sure 2 1 1

27. The Chicago current transfer'
program desegregates schools by
allowing children to transfer to
other schools, with free
transportation. Are any of your
children participating in the
voluntary busing program now?

Yes 7 7 4

No 93 92 95

Not sure 0 0 1

28. If your child can transfer to a
good school about 20 minutes away,
how likely is it that you will
enroll your child in this voluntary
busing program in the near future?
Would you say. . .

Definitely 5 20 11

Probably 10 25 25

There is some chance 13 23 18

Unlikely 63 21 37

Not sure 2 2 4

88-140 0-82----65
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White Black Hispanic

29. If your child can transfer to a
good school about 40 minutes away,
how likely is it that you will
enroll your child in this voluntary
busing program in the near future?
Would you say.

Definitely

Probably

There is some chance

Unlikely

Not sure

30. If a considerable number of black
and Hispanic children were bused
into your child's present school,
would you...

Object

Not object

Not sure

30MA If a considerable number of white
30B children were bused into your

child's present school, would
you. . .

Object

Not object

Not sure

10

19

22

18

7 20 17

77 39 53

1 3

33

65

2

-- 10 16

-- 86 81

-- 1 1
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White Black Hispanic

MAGNET SCHOOLS

31. Have you ever heard of
Magnet schools?

Yes

No

Not sure

54 42 21

44 55 77

2 1

A Magnet school is a
desegregated school offering
special in-depth studies or
training in various fields such
as the sciences, fine arts,
languages or basic skills. The
schools would provide free
transportation for any student
wishing to attend a Magnet school.

Following are types of Magnet
schools being offered by the district.
Please tell me how interested you are
in each of these special schools for
your children.

32. A math science academy

Very interested

Somewhat interested

Not interested

Not sure

18 34 34

32 45 37

47 18 25

3 2

33. A Humanities or Fine Arts
Academy

Very interested

Somewhat interested

Not interested

Not sure

18 28

26 44

54 25

2 2

26

45

28

3
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White Black Hispanic

34- A Language Center

Very interested 21 49 48

Somewhat interested 28- 35 34

Not interested 49 14 15

Not sure 2 1 2

Its A back-to-basics school

Very interested 32 48 49

Somewhat 'interested 25 36 30

Not interested. 40 14 18

Not sure 3 2 3

3*- Assuming these Magnet schools are
in a predominantly minority
neighborhood about 20 minutes away
by bus, how likely is it you would
send your child to a Magnet school?
Would you say...

Definitely 10 24 11

Probably 11 32 33

There is some chance 25 26 27

Unlikely 52 15 26

Not sure 2 2 3

3 . Assuming these Magnet schools are
in a predominantly minority
neighborhood about 40 minutes by
bus away, how likely is it you
would send your child to a Magnet
school?

Definitely 5 14 6

- Probably 6 23 19

There is some chance 11 24 22

Unlikely 75 37 50

Not sure 1 1 3
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White Black Hispanic

MANDATORY REASSIGNMENT

Here are some desegregation methods
used in other cities. We are
interested in your opinion of these
techniques.

38. First, suppose the school board
changes school attendance boundaries
to achieve desegregation and your
child is assigned to a school within
walking distance of your home. Assume
this school is half white and half
minority and is located in a mostly
whiteneighborhood. If your child is
assTgned to such a school, would you
go along with this or not?

Would 80 66 66

Would not 16 31 29

Not sure 3 3 5

A & If this actually happens, will
B you . . .

Definitely move to a
suburban district 1 0 2

Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school 6 5 5

Probably move 1 1 1

Probably transfer 3 5 6

Chance of moving 0 0 1

Chance of transferring 1 4 2

Keep child out of school 1 2 2

Something else 4 12 8

Not sure 2 4 8
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(Set forth below for information purposes is the form of
sub-parts A and B, concerning nature of intentions and strength
of intentions, as actually posed in the survey to those
respondents in Questions 38-46 who said they would not go along
with the described reassignment or were not sure. In tabulating
the responses in this Summary, however, sub-parts A 6 B are
combined for each question into a. single table. The percentages
expressed in the A&B table therefore constitute a breakdown or
further specification of the negative and uncertain responses to
the first part of the question.

A. (Asked of those who said they would not go along or

were not sure.) If this actually happens, will you. . .

Move to a suburban district

Transfer to a parochial or
private school

Keep your child out of
school, or

Something else

B. (Asked of those who said they would move to the suburbs or transfer
to private schools.) Would you say that you definitely, probably
or is there some chance you would (move to a suburban
district/transfer to a parochial or private school)?]
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White Black Hispanic

39. Now, suppose your child is
assigned to a school within wkinq
distance that is half white and half
black and is located in a mostly
black neighborhood. If your child
is assigned to such a school, would
you go along with this or not?

Would 39 92 37

Would not 58 4 59

Not sure 2 2 3

A. & If this actually happens, will
B you...

Definitely move to a
suburban district 4 0 4

Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school 20 1 7

Probably move 3 0 5

Probably transfer 8 0 8

Chance of moving 1 0 4

Chance of transferring 3 1 6

Keep child out of school 3 0 3

Something else 11 4 14

Not sure 5 1 7
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White Black Hispanic

40. Now, suppose Yfcur child isassigned to a Uchool within
walking distance that's half
white and hal -Hispanic and is
locaTed in a me _ panic
neighborhood. If your ch is
assigned to such a school, would
you go along With this or not?

Would 49 52 80
Would not 47 44 14
Not sure 4 3 6

A.& If this actually happens, will
B you. . .

Definitely move to asuburban dAistrict 3 0 1
Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school 19 7 3
Probably oove 2 1 1
Probably transferr 8 8 1
Chance of moving 0 0 2
Chance of transferring 3 4 1
Keep chil,j out of school 2 1 1
Something ' tae 8 20 5
Not sure A C
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White Black Hispanic

41. Suppose the Court requires the
school board to adopt city-wide
busing to achieve desegregation,
and your child is assigned to a
good school in another neighborhood.
Assume this school is half white
and half minority, and is located
about 20 -mnutes away by bus in a
mostly white neighborhood. If your
child is assigned to such a school,
would you go along with this or not?

Would 43 67 69

Would not 55 32 28

Not sure 1 1 3

A & If this actually happens, will
B you . . .

Definitely move to a
suburban district 2 0 2

Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school 23 5 7

Probably move 3 1 1

Probably transfer 8 6 2

Chance of moving 0 0 0

Chance of transferring 4 1 3

Keep child out of school 4 1 2

Something else 8 15 7

Not sure 5 3 7
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White Black Hispanic

42. What if that same school is
located about 40 minutes away by
bus in a mostly white neighborhood,
.would you go along Tth this or not?

Would

Would not

Not sure

A & If this actually happens, will
B you . . .

Definitely move to a
suburban district

Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school

Probably move

Probably transfer

Chance of moving

Chance of transferring

Keep child out of school

Something else

Not sure

22

74

2

28

4

13

0

5

5 2

12 20

5 6

44

52

44

51

3

1

9

1

9

0

11

3

7

2

5

3

13

9
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White Black Hispanic

43. Now, suppose your child is
assigned to a good school that
is half white and half Hispanic,
and is located 20 minutes away by
bus in a mostly Hispanic
neighborhood. I -your child is
assigned to such a school, would
you go along with this or not?

Would

Would not

Not sure

A & If this actually happens, will
B you...

Definitely move to a
suburban district

Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school

Probably move

Probably transfer

Chance of moving

Chance of transferring

Keep child out of school

Something else

Not sure

27

71

52

47

72

25

3

0

29

3

13

0

10
0

9

1

6

1

2

1

2

2

7

6

11 18
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White Black Hispanic

44. What if that same school is
located about 40 minutes away by
bus in a mostly Bispanic
neighborhood, would you go along
with this or not?

Would

Would not

Not sure

A & If this actually happens, will
B you...

Definitely move to a
suburban district

Definitely transfer to a

parochial or private school

Probably move

Probably transfer

Chance of moving

Chance of transferring

Keep child out of school

Something else

Not sure

13

82

1

4

36

59
1

1

45

49

3

1

31 12 10

3 1 3

15 12 7

1 1 3

5

5

13

5

6 3

1 3

22 12

4 11
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White Black Hispanic

45. Now, suppose your child is assigned
to a good school that is half white
and half black, and is located about
20 minutes away by bus in a mostly
black neighborhood. If your child is
assg-ned to such a school, would you
go along with this or not?

Would 21 88 31

Would not 76 10 66

Not sure 1 0 2

A & If this actually happens, will
B you . . .

Definitely move to a
suburban district 5 0 3

Definitely transfer to a

parochial or private school 32 3 9

Probably move 3 0 6

Probably transfer 11 2 10

Chance of moving 1 0 3

Chance of transferring 5 1 6

Keep child out of school 4 0 3

Something else 12 3 17

Not sure 5 1 11
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White Black Hispanic

46. What if that same school is located
about 40 minutes away by bus is a
mostly black neighborhood, would you
go along with this or not?

Would 10 65 17

Would not 83 32 74

Not ure 0 0 2

A & If this actually happens, will
B you...

Definitely move to a
suburban district 5 0 4

Definitely transfer to a
parochial or private school 34 7 12

Probably move 3 0 6

Probably transfer 13 5 11

Chance of moving 1 0 4

Chance of transferring 5 5 7

Keep child out of school 4 1 3

Something else 14 10 15

Not sure 5 3 14
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White Black Hispanic

47. Referring back to the situation we
were just talking about where your
child is assigned to a good school
which is half white and half black
and is locateda-St 20 minutes away
in a mostly black neighborhood. If
that actually happens, would you:

Go along with it

Transfer to a Magnet school

Move within the city to an area
not affected by the plan

Transfer to a private or
parochial school

Move to a suburban district

11 43 15

16 26 21

10 9 13

47 16 29

9 83

GENERAL ATTITUDES

2. Generally, how satisfied are you
with the quality of public services
in your neighborhood such as police,
fire protection, and sanitation? Would
you say you are...

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Not sure

23 10

63 56

8 24

3 9

2 2

13

67

10

5

4
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3. How likely is it your family will
move in the next 12 months? Would
you say...

Definitely

Probably

Some chance

Unlikely

Not sure

4. Now we'd like to know what you
think of the public schools your
childre attend. Overall, do you
think they are...

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

Not sure

5. Here is a list of things about
schools that some people feel are
important for a school to provide.
Please think about the public
schools your children) attend and
tell me if you are satisfied or
dissatisfied with each one.

a. Teaching, reading, arithmetic

science & other basic skills

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Not Sure

White Black

5

6

10

76

3

10

12

13

62

3

11

29

40

18

14

39

35

9

3

77

20

70

27

2

Hiseanic

4

10

19

63

8

22

45

22

1

82

15

2
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White Black Hispanic

b. Protecting the safety of chil-

dren when in school

Satisfied 73 66 76

Dissatisfied 24 31 21

Not Sure 3 3 3

c. Having after-school activities

like sports and clubs

Satisfied 43 46 63

Dissatisfied 37 39 21

Not Sure 19 15 16

d. Having good contact between parents

and teachers

Satisfied 83 78 88

Dissatisfied 14 19 8

Not Sure 2 2 3

e. Preparing children for a good

job after high school

Satisfied 48 47 67

Dissatisfied 27 38 16

Not Sure 25 12 18

f. Getting children ready to go on

to college

Satisfied 52 46 66

Dissatisfied 23 36 18

Not Sure 25 17 16

88-140 0-82-66
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White Black Hispanic

g. Developing good relationships
with other students.

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Not Sure

82 79 86

12 17 8

6 4 6



1037

APPENDiX 9

TESTIMONY

or

JOSEPH E. JOHNSON

PRESENTED TO

THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

JBCOM4MITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

CONGRESS O THE UNITED STATES

oc*..9 I



1038

Honorable Chairman, Distinguished Members of the Committee,

I am Joseph E. Johnson, Superintendent of the Red Clay Consolidated

School District located in the New Castle County of the State of Delaware.

I am a product of Delaware's formerly segregated school system, having

attended every grade from 1 to 12 and was graduated from the only black

high school in New Castle County. Our high school was for many years the

only secondary school in the State of Delaware that black students could

attend. Members of my graduating class rode the school bus from each of

the school districts that are sending or receiving communities in the

current desegregation area. My classmates were transported across district

lines daily throughout their secondary school life. At least eleven

members of the graduating class elected to move to the Wilmington, Delaware

area from other parts of the State to live with friends and/or relatives

just to get an opportunity to obtain a high school diploma. I don't harbor

bitterness from these experiences. However, I cannot deny that my desire

to see constitutional violations remedied and the inequities in educational

opportunities corrected has been shaped by my earlier experiences in the

schools of Wilmington and New Castle County, Delaware.

I testified in the U. S. District Court of Delaware for an inter-

district remedy. Because I could not think of any other way of reducing

racial isolation created by residential patterns or correcting the Court

pronounced Constitutional violation, I supported the transporting of

students from one location to another when necessary. I did develop and
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present a plan to the Court that would have reduced the transportation of

children by 30%, but it was rejected because favored political subdivisions

would have been lost, causing suburban children to cross into other

suburban communities.

On July 1, 149, ten suburban districts and the school district

of the City of Wilmington, Delaware were reorganized into a single desegre-

gated school district in compliance with a United States District Court

of Delaware's Order issued in the case known as Evans v. Buchanan. This

inter-district remedy created a school district with more than half

(approximately 64,551 students) of the State's public school population

(approximately 111,034 students.) From the very beginning the new school

district lacked popularity. High among the reasons is the fact that

eleven school districts were terminated, causing many individuals to lose

key administrative jobs and positions of high responsibility. Reorganization

caused approximately 58 members of the community to lose elected positions

as members of the boards of education when a new five member board was

created to govern the entire area formerly controlled by eleven boards of

education. The new district was considered to be too large and out of touch

with the general community, especially in a State such as Delaware where

the largest district was approximately 16,000 students. Thirdly, the reason

given most often for dissatisfaction with the reorganized district was

the Court-ordered desegregation plan that caused students to be transported

from their suburban neighborhood to attend schools in the inner city environ-

ment. It didn't matter that suburban youngsters would be out of their

neighborhoods for only three of their twelve years of schooling. Most of

the parents in the city were just as adamantly against the desegregation

blan because their children were required to be transported from their

local school for nine of the twelve years.
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I am not here today to articulate the merits of inter-district

desegregation plans. It is not my purpose to rate the popularity of

"busing" in the State of Delaware. Those areas will be left for ccsinents

from individuals from my community who have measured the climate and/or

conducted polls using emotional, attitudinal or political yardsticks.

Today, I will attempt to assess the impact of the reorganization

and desegregation of the New Castle County schools as an eduator who was

directly involved on the inside of the NEW district's operation. In

forming my conclusions, it is hoped that my biases will be overcome by the

use of factual information that is currently a part of the public record.

As requested, I will give my assessment from an educator's point of view

of the progress within the schools and com-.it on the decline of public

school enrollment.

The reorganization of the New Castle County Schools has been

effective and has reduced the racial isolation of minority students. The

process has not had a detectible adverse impact on the education of all of

the students within the district. After three years, those schools whose

performance scores were high prior to implementation continue to remain

high. Those schools were students normally perform at lower levels continued

to be the schools with lower averages. The scores, however, have improved

in each of the three years. This is not to say that there are not individuals

who believe that the addition of minority or urban students to the suburban

classrcm has caused the instructional programs to deteriorate. But a

comparative study developed within the district showing disparities in

achievement levels between minorities and non-minorities indicated that in

some comunities minority students were performing at or above the achievement
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rate of non-minorities while in other communities the minority students were

performing at a lower level. These data helped to change opinions and

remove erroneous racial perceptions. From an educational point of view

the New Castle County School District reorganization and desegregation

effort has been and continues to be a successful program. Despite the

fact that the top administrative staff spent a great deal of time responding

to legal and other non-educational concerns resulting from the unpopular

Court-ordered busing plan, the operation of the district continued at a

high level.

School level administrators and professional staff put aside their

political views on desegregation, reorganization and "forced busing" and

worked together to help students progress in the classroom. With few

exceptions, teachers supported the instructional program and worked with

all students without regard to race or ethnic origin. Educational growth

is evident and learning is taking place.

Although the greatest support for the initial plan came from urban

areas, there has been continuous and strong support for the New Castle County

School District from all segments of the community. There have been isolated

moments of racial unrest, and on a few occasions direct confrontation be-

tween racial groups. But, the district has not had the explosive problems

that other large districts experienced when the students from different

racial groups came together in the same locations.

It is fair to say that a high degree of racial harmony exists in

our schools. Students and staff are interacting and working together.

One problem that must be overcome is the aspect of classroom

discipline. Students from various family structures and comunities have

different perceptions of what is permissible. Their views of the importance

of education are different and this diversity increases friction between
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those with high expectations and those who come from families who have

gained very little from the educational system.

As far as the New Castle County school problems identified earlier,

the issue of largeness has been remedied through a July 1, 1981 reorganiza-

tion. The desegregation area has been divided into four smaller autonomous

school districts. The four new districts now have a total of 28 elected

school board members where the unpopular large district had only five

appointed members. The Red Clay Consolidated School District is one of the

four districts. This change has already rekindled new support for the

public schools and improved the chances for continued success of the

instructional programs.

Looking at the overall performance, the New Castle County School

District achievement test scores have risen during each of the three years

of the reorganized school district's existence. Information recorded at

the State Department of Public Instruction (Appendix A) reveals that the

New Castle County students' test results were above the national average

in each of the areas tested at all grade levels. They also perform equally

as well and in some cases better than other Delaware students outside of

the desegregation area.

The reorganization of the school district gave the administration

an opportunity to pull together an instructional services component that

was able to take a mandate from the State Department of Public instruction

and develop an instructional program with a strong emphasis placed on the

basic skills program. Students profited from the redesigned program and

the achievement test scores show progress.

As a result of the reorganization, many of the schools were able

to upgrade program and equipment because of an increased tax base and added
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new resources to the instructional program.

The school district has maintained the programs that were available

before the change to the new structure. Student needs are being served and

the instructional program remains competitive. The district has been in a

financial dilemma and unable to raise the tax rate. The community heavily

defeated a tax referendum. This district just began the fourth year without

an increase in the general tax rate. This alone will be more harmful to the

schools' program than desegregation or reorganization.

Student decline in enrollment is a problem throughout the school

districts in this country. The birthrate is lower and young people are

graduating or leaving to enter the work world. Sone students just quit

school as they have for all of my years in education. When desegregation

arrives in a school district the term "white flight" is added to the picture.

Usually adjectives such as "massive" are included to intensify the situation.

To justify the concept some point in time is identified and every former

student who was in the school district is counted to stress that the

population decreased because of desegregation. In New Castle County schools

there has been a loss of student population because of "flight." We cannot

deny this fact. But people are not abandoning the public schools in "massive"

numbers.

Observing the enrollment count for the last eleven years by including

the initial enrollment totals for the 1981-1982 school year, the trend has

been toward a long-term decline from the component school districts in

New Castle County schools. Projected losses were here before the apparent

issuance of a Court order. In the 1976 and 1977 school years, the enrollment

decline including all reasons was 5.6 percent and 4.9 percent, respectively.

In the first year of desegreation, 1978, and in 1979, the student decline

increased to 9.0 percent and then down to 8.0 percent. Last year, 1980, the



1044

enrollment decline was back to 5.3 percent of the total population. Initial

figures for the present school year appear to support a feeling among

educators that the district is beginning to stabilize. The population

decline should be under 5.0 percent when the final student count is taken

on September 30, 1981.

Although the public school population has declined by significant

numbers during the period from 1975 to 1979, an interesting fact to note

is that non-public schools in Delaware did not increase by similar numbers.

Using a report from the Department of Public Instruction during the period

from 1975-1979, the New Castle County public schools had an enrollment

decline of 19,486 students or 23.5 percent, but the non-public schools only

increased by 3,962 students. Looking at 1978, the first year of implementa-

tion, the county population declined by 6,227 students and the non-public

schools of Delaware only increased by 1,237 students.
1

Many students entered schools over the State line and would not

be counted in Delaware private school totals. But much of the decline can

be attributed to birthrate, general school-leavers and graduates. The New

Castle County experience can be favorably compared to a national trend in

decline of student enrollment. A National Center for Education Statistics

Bulletin reports that "opening fall membership (enrollment) in public

elementary and secondary schools in the 50 states and the District of

Columbia decreased by 3.3 million pupils (7.2 percent) between 1970-1978."

The bulletin further reports that only "enrollments in 10 states increased

while membership in the remaining 40 states and the District of Columbia

decreased." Most of the decreasing states are not in a school desegregation

program.
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In looking at the major decline in New Castle County, it is difficult

to determine what has had the greatest impact, the reorganization of the

districts, closing a large number of schools, or the removal of students from

their neighborhood schools. One area that appears to be low on the list

of most people is the minority population added to the building.

In my opinion many parents decided to leave the school system at

the beginning of the desegregation process not because of a lack of confidence

in the educational system, an unwillingness to accept minority students in

the schools or the unwillingness to put their sons and daughters on a bus

to attend schools away from the home area. Most of the students who left

the public school systems are now being transported to schools far from

their homes and are in classrooms that have minority students in attendance.

Just about all of the students who left at the beginning of implementation

left schools that already had a minority population in attendance.

The greatest concern expressed by parents was the fear of the unknown,

the possibility that there would be massive resistance and violence within

the buildings. Parents were quite aware of public reaction to desegregation

plans in other large cities around the country. The feeling that their

sons or daughters may be locked into a situation that may harm them or

jeoparidze their safety was not one that the parents were willing to accept.

Many parents were disenchanted with the lack of decisive action on the

implementation phase of the desegregation reorganization project. Through-

out the previous school year and during the summer there was the constant

threat that the process may take place or that a stay order may be issued.

As many as 11 schools were closed, redesigning the feeder patterns for the

students within the school district. There was the constant feeling that

the single district would be reorganized again and more schools would close

and unrest would continue over a long period of time. At the beginning
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there was an uncertainty of a teachers strike. Eventually the teachers

did in fact remain out of the classrooms for approximately five weeks.

All of this uncertainty and multiple changes in the system caused people

to take their children to other schools.

A study by the New Castle County Research, Evaluation and Planning

Department reveals that 491 of the students who entered private schools

during the period of September, 1978 to January, 1980 had returned to our

classrooms. (Appendix B) Because of the calm year 1980-1981 and the

feeling that the districts have been returned to community control, I feel

that many more students will return.

Our district has continued to produce more merit scholars than

all of the other schools in the State. Our students continue to score

near the top on national college entrance exams.

There is good reason to believe that good planning and strong

leadership, plus the latcst reorganization, has stabilized our schools.

Now we should be able to move away from desegregation problems and concentrate

fully on the task of educating children. People can look at the New Castle

County and see an educational program that withstood both reorganization

and desegregation and maintained a healthy public school system.



TABLE S
MATHEMATICS

AVERAGE SCORES FOR
OELAWARE SCHOOL DmSTmCTS•

(Regular ad Special Educaeo. Cmdbnd)

Dhisml 1 2 3 4 & 4 7 11 1
Aplpquinlmlnk 50.2 612 57. 6 5.3 56.2 56.0 57,1 52.7CateaaRodney 62.7 60.8 609 58.4 26.9 61.5 62,5 61.9 6,6
Cape Henlapen 64.2 1 l 57 6.9 576 56.0 57-8 53.2 535Capital 3503 55 56.6 5.3 56.2 52.6 54.9 35.6 55.2
Delmar 57.4 5.7 54.5Indian River 64-4 62.3 56.1 37.5 51.8 63.0 57.! 31.7 46.9
Lake Farest 60.2 57.0 26.1 61.4 57.2 56.6 54.4 52.5 48.8
Laurel 65.2 58.6 .59.4 26.7 51.2 46.5 51.1 31.2 44.9
Milford 64.1 26.1 56.6 54.3 56.0 3.3 57.6 56.3 53.6New Castle Ca. - 60.7 56.7 5.3 26.6 56.0 56.1 55.9 5.1 536g
NCC Vo-Tech. 46.8Seaford 60.0 60.2 53-9 57.4 5 57.7 60.3 57.2 56.6
Smyrna 61-0 57.4 5-0 56.9 5.9 51.4 56.4 5.6 47.3
Woodbridg 57.9 55.7 54.7 52.6 40.6 53.4 54.0 13.9 47.2

TABLE 6
TOTAL BATTERY

AVERAGE SCORES FOR
DELAWARE SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Reular &nd Speciai Educalon Combiled)
Grade

District 1 2 3 4 1 6 7 8 11
Appoaqunimnnk 624 629 57.6 W.4 56. 7.1 57.3 1.2 51.8
CaesrRodney 12.4 91.2 60.7 606 'S3.7 6061 60.7 56.9 26.
CapeHenlopen 64.3 64.3 6061 5.2 52.6 57.1 56.1 507 51.6Capital 58. 56.1 57.4 W.5 57.0 55.3 54.2 55.,31.
Dalma 55.6 51. 535Indian River 63.2 617 600 57.7 5 7 56.6 54.9 532.0 4.3
LakeForest 12.1 60.9 551 61,1 573 56.3 5,1 50.6 4 6
Laurel 5664 57.5 544 56.0 53.1 51.1 5.3 46.0 4&0
Milford 605 59.2 5791 56.3 57.4 55.7 .7 5.8 40.7Now C dt]e CO. 35.1 60.1 266 2.5 56.7 26.0 55.3 53.0 56.2NCC Voc-Tech 46.Seaford 56.3 29.0 5.0 362 54.2 56.0 561 54.9 514Smyrna 27.7 57.4 568 6,8 56.3 54-2 53.6 56.1 47.3
Wooadbridge 54.1 50.9 53.6 57 51.0 530 314 s3.3 46.1

The national average for the Normal Curve Equivalent
scale is 50.0.
This district is now divided into the Brandywine,
Christina, Colonial and Red Clay Consolidated School
Districts.
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APPENDIX B

NUMBER OF PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS
WHO HAVE RETURNED TO AND ARE CURRENTLY IN

THE NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
PERIOD INCLUDED

SEPTEMBER 1978 - JANUARY 1980

DISTRICT SUMMARY K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

2 18 14 4 7 10 18 14 11 6 1 1 115

9 19 7 5 9 11 7 14 5 8 14 3 1 112

2 26 21 10 7 32 17 41 6 8 14 9

16 5 7 9 8 4 5 6 4 3

- 1

193

6-4

- 1 68 OO

1 - - 1 -

13 80 47 27 32 61 47 74 26 31 37 13 3 491

New Castle County School District
Research, Evaluation & Planning

2/11/80

AREA I

AREA 2

AREA 3

AREA 4

AREA 5

0

TOTAL NCCSD


