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I want to express my pleasure at being here to address you,
along with my surprise at being invited to do so. This is not the
surprise of an academic scholar in being taken seriously by persons
who make decisions and take action, for scholars have in recent
years come to be taken very seriously in current affairs. It is rather
surprise at your creation of a direct dialogue unmediated by tele-
vision, newspapers, newsmagazines, or even written research
reports, between those who make policy and one who carries out
research which is relevant to that policy. This is a rare occasion,
one which few legislatures bring about, and I want to commend
the legislature of Massachusetts for doing so.

The occasion, I will assume, reflects the depth of your concern
with the problem of school desegregation, the problem of bringing
about an integrated society, and the problem of bringing justice
and equity to all citizens of Massachusetts. I will do my utmost to
respond with the seriousness and responsibility which that concern
warrants.

What I will try to do in this session is to first indicate the goals
that are intended to be achieved in school desegregation, then to
present some research results that are relevant to certain of these
goals, next to lay out what I feel are the necessary requirements
for a viable policy of school integration, and finally to indicate the
kinds of policies that meet those requirements. I will not, despite
what the Boston Globe has to say, recommend to you specific
courses of action, such as still another compulsory bussing plan.
I trust they will report correctly what I have to say today; but
even if they do not, the dialogue today is a direct one.

The first goal in school desegregation is that of achieving equal
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protection under the law for all children regardless of race. This
means, since the landmark 1954 Brown decision in the U. S.
Supreme Court, the elimination of de jure segregation, that is, the
elimination of dual school systems where they exist, and the
elimination of official practices by school systems which bring
about segregated schools. A second goal, related to the first, but
distinct from it, is the goal of increasing the educational gains of
disadvantaged children, particularly minority children, black,
Spanish American, and others. This goal came to be linked to
school desegregation by research results, which showed that dis-
advantaged children achieved more highly on standarized tests in
schools that had a middle class majority. The best known of this
research, known as the “Coleman Report,” I and others carried
out in the U. S. Office of Education under the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. Since school desegregation has become widespread, a
large amount of additional research on this topic has been carried
out. I will mention briefly some of the results of that research
later.

A third goal in school desegregation is that of helping to achieve
an integrated society, one in which racial distinctions play a smaller
part than at present, and in which a person’s skin color is not an
overriding social characteristic. This too is related to the first goal,
but goes beyond it. It was the main impetus behind the decision
to desegregate in the 1960’s by school boards in many smaller
northern systems which had not practiced de jure segregation,
but had residential segregation which led to extensive segregation
in the schools. Examples are: Evanston, Illinois; White Plains,
New York; Ann Arbor, Michigan; and Berkeley, California.

All three of these goals are important ones for our society to
achieve. But it is important to keep in mind these distinct goals
of school desegregation for three reasons. First, although they
appear at first glance compatible, it turns out that they are not
always so, and that sometimes actions taken to achieve one are
harmful to the others. Second, the instruments of government
that are appropriate to each of these goals are somewhat different.
The courts are the appropriate instrument, or at least the instru-
ment of final resort, for the first, school authorities and teachers
are the appropriate instruments for the second, with possible aid
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from legislative actions; and school boards, state legislatures, and
the Congress are appropriate instruments for the third. Finally,
research results are differentially applicable to the three goals.
They are not directly applicable to the first. Research results on
what happens to children educationally, particularly disadvantaged
minority children, under conditions of school segregation and
desegregation are of course directly relevant to the second goal.
And research results on how school desegregation effects the
broader integration of society are relevant to the third goal. In
particular, the effects of school desegregation on demographic
changes which may strengthen or weaken the integration of society
are relevant.

With these distinctions in mind, I will review briefly research
results that are relevant to the second and third goals, for it is
these two goals which actions of this legislature might help achieve.

The effects of school desegregation on achievement of disad-
vantaged minority children.

The so-called Coleman Report, published in 1966 under the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, showed that disadvantaged children performed
better on standardized tests in schools that were predominantly
middle class, and that middle class children did not perform worse
in schools with substantial proportions of disadvantaged children.
Since there are two few middle class minority children to bring
about majority middle class schools without desegregation, this
result has direct implications for desegregation, implying that
desegregation would improve the performance of blacks without
lowering that of whites.

This result was subject to some questioning and some reanalysis.
Questions concerned the possible selectivity of disadvantaged
children in middle class schools, since most of the integration
existing at that time was that due to residential proximity of
blacks and whites. And the reanalysis showed that some portion
of the apparent effect vanished when stronger controls for the
social backgrounds of children were taken into account.* Never-
theless the research results remained, and were widely used in
support of school desegregation.

‘See Marshall Smith, in F. Hosteller and D. Moynihan, On Equality of
Educational O-pvortunity. Random House, 1972.
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Since that time, there have appeared results on the actual effects
of school desegregation on achievement in particular school dis-
tricts, which are more directly relevant to the issue. In general,
these results can be summarized by saying that achievement
benefits of school desegregation for blacks are sometimes found,
sometimes not, and where they are found, are generally small,
much smaller than would have been predicted from the Coleman
report. David Armor, in a study of the Metro plan in the Boston
area in 1972, found no benefits. Nancy St. John, in summarizing
the effects for a large number of individual desegregation studies,
finds erratic and small positive effects. Since her review, some
other research has been similarly disappointing. An extensive study
of long-term system-wide desegregation in Riverside, California
finds no achievement increases, a study of Pasadena arrives at
similar conclusions, and a study of bussing in Waco, Texas shows
negative effects.* A very recent analysis of National Assessment
results, released on March 17, shows what appears to be a bene-
ficial result: although there are declines in achievement for nearly
all groups throughout the country in recent years, black children in
the Southeast have increased achievement in science since 1969.
This period has been the period of greatest desegregation in the
South. But the further analysis shows that this increase has been
in schools that have remained all-black, just as in the integrated
schools. Thus an explanation other than the racial composition of
the school is necessary for these encouraging results.**

Altogether, the current evidence indicates that the presumed
benefits of school desegregation for black achievement are some-
times present, but not uniformly so, and are small when they are
found. Thus the earlier hope that school desegregation would con-
stitute a panacea for black achievement, or contribute sub-
stantially to the goal of increasing black achievement, appears to
have been misplaced.

* See David Armor, The Evidence on Bussing, The Public Interest, Summer
1972, pp. 90-126; Nancy St. John, School Desegregation. New York:
Wiley, 1975; Desegregation: a Longitudinal Study, Ralph Gerard and
Norman Miller, Plenum Press, 1975, and Lawrence Felice, Mandatory
Busing and Minority Student Achievement; New Evidence and Negative
Results. Unpublished paper.

** See National Assessment of Educational Progress, “Science Achieve-
ment: Racial and Regional Trends, 1969-73.” March 17, 1975.
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Similarly, most of the studies mentioned earlier have found that
the psychological effects (such as effects on self-esteem) and the
attitudinal effects (such as interracial attitudes) of school desegre-
gation are not uniformly in a positive direction, and are sometimes
negative. Altogether, I believe we can say from the research re-
sults on the educational effects that school desegregation is seldom
harmful (though where there is extensive turbulence, the short-
term effects may be educationally harmful to both blacks and
whites), sometimes beneficial, but not sufficiently so that school
desegregation can be a major policy instrument for increasing black
achievement and self-esteem.

The Demographic Effects of School Desegregation.
Now I would like to turn to research results relevant to the third

goal of achieving social integration. The effects that have been
most extensively studied are the effects of desegregation on the
racial stability of the schools, and most particularly on the loss of
whites from the schools. The questions are: does this effect exist?
if so, under what conditions? and what are its long-term conse-
quences for the integration of the schools and of society?

The answers to these questions are fairly complex. First of all,
it has been shown that in many small systems, when the propor-
tion black in the system is not large, especially in the North and
West, but also to a considerable extent in the South, desegregation
does not have strong effects on loss of whites, and in fact, any
effects are difficult to detect statistically. The fact that this holds
true even in the South has meant that Southern desegregation,
primarily in 1970, has made its schools the least segregated in the
Nation. Several studies have shown the absence of statistically
observable effects in the North and West. Jane Mercer found this
in California, and Christine Rossell found this in the North
generally.* However, when the proportion black is high, then even
in small districts, system-wide desegregation does have very strong
effects on loss of whites from the public schools. This has been
observed only in the South, for it is only there that small school
systems have high proportions of blacks. Charles Clotfelter found

*See_Jane Mercer, and Christine Rossell, “School Desegregation and
White Flight”, Political Science Quarterly, 1976, Vol. 90, pp. 675-695.
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in a study of desegregation involving system-wide racial balance
in Mississippi counties that as the percentage black increased from
40% to 80%, the percentage of whites leaving those districts and
enrolling in private schools increased from about 20% to about
90%.* And Luther Munford found, in another Mississippi study,
that as the percentage black increased from 40% to 90% the
percentage of whites who left the public schools in the first year
increased from about 5% to about 90%. For every 10% increase
in proportion of black children in those schools, an additional 16%
of white children left the schools.** And in a study of Florida
countrywide desegregation, Michael Giles and his associates showed
that when the percentage black was below about 30%, the loss of
whites was small. In some smaller districts in the North such as
Pasadena, California and Pontiac, Michigan, where the proportion
black was substantial then there has been substantial loss of whites
as well.

I should point out that these results do not imply that whites
will always escape a circumstance in which the schools are majority
black. In the neighborhood in which I live in Chicago, the school
has been a majority black school with a stable population for 25
years. But such patterns of integrated school stability depend upon
integrated neighborhood stability, they depend on continuous
efforts by blacks and whites working together, and are seldom
achieved by administrative or judicial fiat.

When we turn to desegregation in large cities, the picture in-
cludes an additional complexity, that is, the existence or absence
of predominantly white suburbs outside the district which is de-
segregating. A few large cities, primarily in the South, have
county-wide school districts, including all or nearly all the suburbs
in the metropolitan area. These cities include Tampa, St. Peters-
burg, and Miami, in Florida; Charlotte, North Carolina; and Nash-
ville, Tennessee. In these countywide systems, all with a small
proportion of black or other minority population, the loss of whites
is not large (averaging about 5% in the first year of desegrega-
tion), and for those located in areas which are experiencing a

* Charles Clotfelter “School Desegregation, ‘Tipping’, and Private School
Enrollment,” Journal of Human Resources, VII, 1976, pp. 29-50.

** Luther Munford, “Desegregation and Private Schools,” Social Policy,
1976, Vol. 6, No. 4, pp. 42-45.
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population boom, as in Florida, the loss appears to be confined to
the first year, with succeeding years showing the population gains
characteristic of the region as a whole.

The situation, however, is quite different in central city school
districts, surrounded by predominantly white suburban school dis-
tricts. This is characteristic of most large cities in this country,
and particularly so in the large cities of the East and Midwest. It
is true to a lesser extent for medium-sized cities. Desegregation
in such cities brings about a substantial loss of whites in the first
year, and a continuing loss beyond the first year. The results of
my own research over the past year show this. As an example, for
the nine largest central-city school districts which underwent sub-
stantial desegregation between 1968 and 1974, I examined the loss
of whites in years before, during and after desegregation. Two
years before desegregation, the average loss was 4.1%; one year
before, it was 4.8%. In the year of desegregation, it jumped to
12.4%, almost three times as great. In the four years following
desegregation, it went down, but not to the pre-desegregation level:
to 7.0%, 6.7%, 10.1%,and 8.1%.

In a similar tabulation, David Armor has examined these losses
for a set of 16 cities which have the following characteristics: in
all of them, desegregation occurred through court order; all were
in 1968 20,000 or larger in number of students; all have substantial
suburbs for whites to move to, and all had proportion blacks in the
range of 20% to 50%. There was an overlap of only four cities
between the nine I just described and Armor’s 16. Armor found an
average loss of 2% per year in the two years before desegregation
10% in the year of desegregation and the year after, and an
average loss of 7% per year in the next two years, the second and
third years following desegregation. Although the cities were
largely different ones, those results correspond closely to my own.

These results are serious in their demographic consequences for
our large cities: for with blacks constrained within the city both
by economics and and by suburban residential discrimination, and
whites given an additional incentive to leave by desegregation
measures in the central city, the metropolitan area becomes com-
posed of black schools in the city and white schools in the suburbs.

Even more generally, it is important to see those results in the
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context of broader patterns of migration that are occurring in this
country. There are two major components to the current migration
patterns. One is to the South and Southwest, to the “sun belt” as
it has recently been called, and the other is away from major
metropolitan centers. For the first time in history, the metropolitan
area population, not just the central city population, has begun
to decline. The movement is a movement of the segment of the
population that is white, middle class, and young, the segment with
most mobility. Whether this is labelled escapism, or whether it is
seen as an attraction for the natural environment, it is there, and
it affects most greatly the large, older urban centers of the North-
east and Midwest. They are no longer attractive to many of the
young most able to move. And their moves increase the separation
of blacks and whites, as they increase the decline of our older
metropolitan areas.

If these trends were not serious enough, there is another aspect
of the desegregation effects I have described earlier: these effects
are only for the “average” city which has undergone desegrega-
tion. In a city with a high proportion of blacks, then desegregation,
even when it is less than full-scale racial balance, brings about a
much larger loss of whites than in a city with a low proportion of
blacks. For example, I carried out a statistical analysis of desegre-
gation in the largest central cities, and my estimates show that
when there is desegregation that is sufficient to bring about a 9%
loss in the first year in a district with a 25% black school popula-
tion, that same amount of desegregation would bring about a 24%
white loss in the first year if the district had 75% black rather
than 25%. For an extreme example, in Detroit last summer, there
was a court case for school desegregation. Detroit had 75% blacks
in its schools last year. The plaintiff’s desegregation plan was one
to create racial balance, within about 5%, in all Detroit schools.
The estimates I just described, based upon large central-city de-
segregation which occurred between 1968 and 1973, would lead to
the prediction that if the plaintiff’s plan of full-scale racial balance
had been adopted (which it was not), Detroit’s schools would be
95% black today, that is nearly all black central city schools and
nearly all white suburban ones.

When the propoi’tion black is substantial, but smaller than .75,
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such sharp consequences are not immediate; the effect is a snow-
balling one: after some whites leave, the proportion of black is
greater, leading still more whites to leave.

Boston presents an example, though far from the most extreme,
of what happens when extensive desegregation is imposed in a
central-city school district. In the five years before desegregation,
there had been a loss of approximately 4.5% of whites per year.
In 1974, when desegregation took place, there was a loss of 16.1%,
over three times as great. And in 1975, the additional loss, using
figures for December 31, 1975, is 15.5% if students are kept on
the rolls who never came to school throughout the fall. If they are
not included, the figure is even worse, a loss of 18.9% of the 1974
white enrollment or altogether, in two years, a loss of 32% of
the 1973 white enrollment, almost one-third.

Altogether, then, when we look at the effects of school desegre-
gation for the third goal, the goal of achieving social integration
in America, the results are mixed. In small school districts, in rural
areas, and in countywide metropolitan districts, then extensive
school desegregation, even compulsory racial balance, has not led
to social segregation through a loss of whites from the schools
so long as the proportion black in the schools is low. Because it has
not led to demographic instability, it has probably been beneficial,
in both the short run and the long run, to the goal of social integra-
tion. But at the other exti’eme, that is in large cities, with available
suburbs, and with a moderate to high proportion black, school de-
segregation, in particular compulsory racial balance, has proved
disastrous to social integration, by greatly accelerating the loss
of whites from the cities, and leading to racially divided metro-
politan areas, with a black central city and white suburbs. The
extent of this impact is not yet evident, because it is a snowballing
effect, which has had only a short time to operate. But it is a
policy that, carried out in the name of accomplishing the first goal
of desegregation, that is, elimination of de jure segregation, acts
to defeat the third goal, the goal of achieving social integration. If
this policy of racial balance, ordinarily imposed by a court order,
is required to overcome de jure segregation then we confront an
insoluble dilemma: an action necessary to bring about equal pro-
tection under the law for blacks and whites has the overall effect
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of defeating social integration among blacks and whites. However,
I believe the dilemma to be a false one: that seldom if ever is com-
pulsory racial balance in a large school system necessary to over-
come de jure segregation. Rather, straightforward elimination of
de jure segregation in large cities would constitute primarily a
redrawing of school attendance zones to eliminate jerrymandering,
and would have little impact, one way or another, on the third
goal of achieving social integration. That goal must be achieved
by much more long range policies, involving residence at least as
much as schools, policies that recognize both the needs and desires
for ethnic community and those of ethnic integration.

The achievement of that third goal in our metropolitan areas
must involve a variety of policies, including those that attract
middle class whites into the city, and those that make the suburbs
available to blacks commensurate with their rising incomes.

This is not by any means to say that imposing racial balance in
city schools is the only policy that has led to increasingly black
central cities and white suburbs. Freeway construction, FHA
mortgage policies, the inability to control crime, and other policies
have been responsible as well. But there is probably no single action
that has had as strong and immediate an effect in removing whites
from already substantially black central cities than the policies of
racial balance in the schools, where those policies have been put
into effect in large central cities.

These various research results raise finally the question of what
should be the characteristics of school desegregation policies if the
three goals, eliminating of de jure segregation, benefiting achieve-
ment of disadvantaged children, and achieving social integration,
are to be realized. First, I believe it must now be recognized,
although I did not at one time believe this to be so, that school
desegregation is not a central instrument for achieving the second
goal. It is neither necessary nor sufficient for improving the
achievement of disadvantaged children. Imaginative and varied
patterns of interaction with children from other social classes and
ethnic groups can be an important and valuable element in educa-
tion, but to paraphrase Wilson Riles, Superintendent of Schools in
California, it is not necessary for a black child to sit next to a
white child in order to learn.
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Second, the first goal, of eliminating de jure segregation should
be recognized for what it is, and as quite separate from the goal
of achieving racial integration in society. Elimination of de jure
segregation, properly done, will in large cities neither greatly aid
nor greatly harm the racial integration of the society. By itself,
it cannot be an important instrument for the latter goal in large
cities where blacks and whites are largely separated by residence.
When it has been used as such, it has helped defeat, rather than
achieve this third goal, as I have indicated in the statistics I pre-
sented.

Third, the third goal, achieving an integrated society, is one for
which government policies can be decisive, but only if the policies
recognize that they require active support and implementation by
ordinary families, of all racial groups: families whose actions and
attitudes in the long run will determine the success of the policies.
These policies must, by their very nature, be carried out primarily
by legislatures, for most are outside the reach of the courts, and
beyond the scope of local jurisdiction.

What I would like to suggest, then, are certain requirements that
school policies should meet if they are to aid in achievement of the
goal of achieving a racially integrated society.

1. Any policy should insure equal treatment for all children,
regardless of race, ethnicity, or social origin.

2. Any policy designed to aid in achieving an integrated society
should be one which facilitates and encourages social integration
of whites, blacks, and other minorities, and one which prevents
exclusion by one group of members of another; but it should allow
members of each group to be in minority or majority situations.
It is not an appropriate aim of policy, for example, to “eliminate
racially identifiable schools,” which is a euphemism, for eliminating
all-black schools.

3. Any policy should not by design or consequence be punitive
on families or children, whether in the name of redressing past
wrongs or for other purposes. Much of the error in school desegre-
gation policy has been the result of an unarticulated punitiveness
which has no place in achieving positive social goals.

4. If a policy imposes additional constraints in order to increase
the degree of racial integration in schools, it should impose those
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constraints on schools or school districts, and not on families or
children, through arbitrary school assignment. To do the latter
creates an incentive for those with money to leave the school
system, either for private schools, for the suburbs, or for another
metropolitan area altogether, and a disincentive for persons to
move into the area. A policy should attempt to achieve integration
through increasing the options available to families and children,
not through restricting options. Such an increase is especially
important for blacks and other minorities, and for low-income
families, for their residential options have been severely limited
through residential discrimination or economic constraints.

5. Any policy must not treat differentially city and suburbs,
despite the fact that there are different school systems involved.
To do so increases the relative attractiveness of the suburbs for
middle class families, especially whites, and directly defeats the
goal of social integration of blacks and whites.

These requirements for a policy are, taken together, quite re-
strictive. They imply that no political subdivision below the state
can take appropriate integrative action not a city, not a suburb,
for integration must involve the metropolitan area as a whole.
Thus they imply that a state legislature is one of the few arms of
government that can take appropriate action. And they imply that
whatever policies a legislature does impose cannot assign children
to specific schools distant from their home, that is, cannot involve
compulsory bussing.

I will describe a policy that meets these requirements, to illus-
trate what I feel is a feasible school desegregation policy. I am not
recommending such a policy to you, because it would be pre-
sumptuous of me to tell you what should be done in Massachusetts.

A policy which meets these criteria would be one of educational
entitlements: each child in a metropolitan area would be entitled
to attend any school in the metropolitan area, whether it is in his
school district or not, so long as it does not have a higher propor-
tion of his own racial group than the school to which he would be
assigned on the basis of residence. With this entitlement would go
the provision of transportation, so that the plan sounds like a
“voluntary bussing plan, across school district lines.” But it is
not that, for each family and child would be able to choose either
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his neighborhood school or nearly any other school in the district.
Every school would be required to accept out-of-attendance-zone
students up to something like 15% of its total student population,
a percentage small enough so that double shifts would not be re-
quired, but large enough to provide a wide oppoi’tunity for choice.
State aid to education would necessarily be modified in such a
way that a child’s per-pupil expenditure followed him to his new
district. The plan would be most important for blacks and low
income families, who are excluded by economics or discrimination
from certain residential areas. But it would not by any means be
a one-way movement, because especially at the high school level,
the city can offer specialized schools and alternative schools that
a suburb cannot, schools which can attract young people from the
suburbs. The plan could be described as one in which every school
in the metropolitan area becomes a magnet school, for each school
would be required to attract its student body. It is this aspect of
such a plan, incidentally, that often makes school administrators
uncomfortable with it: it is much easier to assign captive student
bodies to schools than to compete for students.

Obviously, such a school desegregation plan will not “eliminate
racial segregation” in the schools of the metropolitan area. But to
do that is, as I have said, a wholly inappropriate and even racially
discriminatory goal. It would weigh most heavily upon black
children, for each black child would be in an extreme minority;
neither blacks nor Spanish-Americans could choose to be in a school
where they were in a racial majority.

This sketches the outlines of a plan which would meet the criteria
that I believe are necessary if school desegregation is to aid the
goal of stable racial integration in the society. It is not the only
such plan, and school desegregation is not the only kind of policy
that can aid integration. But it is one policy that I believe would
do so. I should mention as an aside that an important litmus test
of any school desegregation policy you might develop, to determine
whether its principle is a sound one, is that it be equally effective
if the racial composition of the metropolitan area were reversed.
If it would not, then the principle on which it is based is likely an
unsound one.

I will conclude by expressing my belief that not only is it
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desirable for state legislatures to develop creative policies that
move toward the goal of a racially integrated society; it is impor-
tant that they do so. For it is in the absence of such policies that
plaintiffs have often felt, and understandably so, that only by
redefining de jure segregation in a very inclusive way, and only by
use of the courts, could any progress toward the third goal be
made. As I have indicated by the statistics I have given, those
actions have in the large cities instead taken us farther from that
goal rather than closer to it. It thus becomes especially important
for state legislatures to initiate those policies that will aid stable
social integration, and will make their cities and metropolitan
areas more attractive places for families of all groups to live and
raise their children.

Again, I want to express my pleasure at being here, and to com-
mend you for creating occasions such as this, in which there can
be a direct dialogue between those who make policies and one who
carries out research relevant to those policies.
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Change in number of non-Spanish whites in nine largest central city school
districts which underwent substantial desegregation, two years before
school desegregation, in year of desegregation, and four years after, (Num-

ber of observations for each year is 7, 9, 9, 9, 8, 5, 5).

Change in number of non-Spanish whites in 16 cities with school districts
20,000 in size or more which desegregated with compulsory bussing under
court order (from David Armor).
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Yearly change in number of non-Spanish whites in Boston, 1968 through
1975






